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Antecedents of Day-Level Proactive Behavior:
A Look at Job Stressors and Positive 

Affect During the Workday†
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This study extends research on proactive behavior at work by examining the extent to which job
stressors (time pressure and situational constraints) and affective experiences during the work-
day are associated with proactive behaviors on the same and the following workday. Results
from civil service employees who filled in surveys over 4 consecutive workdays indicated that
situational constraints were positively associated with proactive behavior on the same workday.
In addition, positive mood was significantly related to proactive behavior on the same and the
following workday.
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Because of frequent changes in the demands posed on organizations and uncertainty in the
work environment, behaviors that are self-directed and proactive have become increasingly
important (Aragon-Correa, 1998). Such proactive behaviors include a “calculated, deliberate
decision process” (Morrison & Phelps, 1999), which can be motivated by work characteristics
as well as by person-related variables (Fay & Frese, 2001; Morrison & Phelps, 1999; Parker,

†We are grateful to Maike Debus and Oliver Langner for their help with data collection and data entry and to Sandra
Ohly, Bing C. Lin, Russell Cropanzano, and two anonymous reviewers for helpful comments on earlier versions of
this article.

*Corresponding author. E-mail address: fritzc@bgsu.edu

Journal of Management, Vol. 35 No. 1, February 2009 94-111
DOI: 10.1177/0149206307308911
© 2009 Southern Management Association. All rights reserved.

teamxp
Schreibmaschinentext
First publ. in: Journal of management 35 (2009), 1, pp. 94-111 

teamxp
Schreibmaschinentext

http://jom.sagepub.com/
http://nbn-resolving.de/urn:nbn:de:bsz:352-opus-102065
http://kops.ub.uni-konstanz.de/volltexte/2010/10206/


Williams, & Turner, 2006). This study adds to research on proactive behavior by focusing on
the predictive role of job stressors as well as affective experiences within 2 workdays.
Specifically, we examine the extent job stressors and positive mood on a given workday are
associated with proactive behaviors during the same and the following workday. Finding such
short-term antecedents of proactive behaviors can help in further explaining the underlying
processes that motivate the initiation of such behaviors on a day-to-day basis.

Proactive Behaviors at Work

The ongoing changes in organizations, markets, work processes, and products call for a
reconsideration of the traditional view of individual work performance (Ilgen & Pulakos,
1999). Because it is impossible to specify in advance all the behaviors necessary for the
achievement of organizational goals, proactive behaviors at work are especially important.
Proactivity refers to the extent to which an individual takes self-directed action to anticipate
or initiate change in the work system or work roles (Griffin, Neal, & Parker, 2007) and to
support personal or organizational effectiveness (Watson & Clark, 1992). For example, an
employee may develop ways to fulfill tasks more efficiently or improve procedures to
increase costumer satisfaction. Being proactive includes “taking initiative in improving cur-
rent circumstances or creating new ones; it involves challenging the status quo rather than
passive adapting to present conditions” (Crant, 2000, p. 436).

Proactive behaviors can add to organizational effectiveness (Axtell et al., 2000; Griffin et al.,
2007; Rank, Pace, & Frese, 2004). For example, high levels of personal initiative are associated
with the generation of creative ideas (Binnewies, Ohly, & Sonnentag, in press; Frese, Teng, &
Wijnen, 1999). In addition, proactive behaviors may help in changing current work situations
and may improve overall long-term working conditions (Frese, Garst, & Fay, 2007). Proactive
behaviors of an employee may impact not only individual effectiveness but also the effective-
ness on a group or even organizational level (Griffin et al., 2007). This implies that such self-
starting and future-oriented behaviors initiated by an employee can lead to changes for the
individual as well as the whole organization. For example, enhanced work efficiency and
improved costumer care may help overall organizational effectiveness. Thus, organizations need
employees who show proactive behavior by identifying problems and aiming at solving them.

Research has provided evidence that employees show proactive behavior such as seeking
feedback, taking initiative, actively adapting to new environments, expanding roles, or tak-
ing charge (Grant & Ashford, in press). In each case, the employee actively tries to shape
change and initiate individual and organizational development instead of passively reacting
to work conditions (Grant & Ashford, in press). In our study, we focused on one aspect of
proactive behavior, namely, taking charge. Taking charge has been defined as “voluntary and
constructive efforts, by individual employees, to effect organizationally functional change
with respect to how work is executed within the contexts of their jobs, work units, or orga-
nizations” (Morrison & Phelps, 1999: 403). Taking charge is discretionary, is change ori-
ented, and focuses on improvement. Examples include eliminating redundant or unnecessary
procedures, introducing new approaches to improve efficiency, and suggesting the change of
counterproductive organizational rules (Morrison & Phelps, 1999).
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Lately, theoretical assumptions regarding performance-related behaviors have shifted
attention to more short-term processes (Beal, Weiss, Barros, & MacDermid, 2005). Although
recent research on proactive behaviors has started looking at predictors at the day level
(Sonnentag, 2003), research on short-term processes regarding proactive behavior is still
sparse. There are several reasons for why it is of interest and importance to examine day-
level proactive behavior and its predictors. First, focusing on day-level proactive behavior
may help researchers understand the processes underlying the initiation of individual proac-
tive behaviors. Specifically, which situations at work trigger the initiation of proactive
behavior? For example, do specific job stressors on a workday such as time pressure and sit-
uational constraints increase or hinder employee proactivity on that workday? Second,
assessments of day-level proactive behavior and their antecedents may reveal if such short-
term processes are parallel to assessments of more stable predictors as well as more stable
proactive behavior. Specifically, factors that may motivate or hinder proactive behavior in the
long term may not be the same factors that foster or impair proactive behavior on a daily
basis. For example, high levels of role conflict on the day level may discourage the employee
from proactive behaviors, whereas when adopting a long-term perspective, the individual
will try to become proactive and change his or her work situation to reduce the level of role
conflict. Third, measuring proactivity and its predictors once or twice per workday allows
for measurements that are closer to the actual experience and behavior and therefore have
less bias due to retrospective reporting. Thus, this study focuses on short-term intervals,
specifically on proactivity within 1 or 2 workdays.

Relationships Between Job Stressors and Proactivity

When addressing job stressors as predictors of proactive behavior at work, scholars so far
have examined rather stable job stressors (Fay & Sonnentag, 2002; Ohly, Sonnentag, &
Pluntke, 2006; Sonnentag, 2003; Turner, Parker, & Williams, 2002). However, because in
these studies a person’s general (i.e., chronic) level of job stressors was assessed, we do not
know whether the experiences of job stressors is associated with the initiation of proactive
behavior within a relatively short time interval. It might be that job stressors stimulate proac-
tive behavior in the long run, but within single days, there might be even a negative associ-
ation because the immediate need of dealing with the stressors leaves no time or cognitive
resources for engaging in proactive behavior. To gain more insight in the relationship
between job stressors and proactive behavior, it is therefore necessary to assess both job
stressors and proactive behavior with respect to the same time interval, for example, by using
day-specific measures of job stressors and proactive behavior. We do so in this study.

Earlier studies indicated that job demands such as time pressure are associated with
higher personal initiative, one form of proactive behavior (Fay & Sonnentag, 2002;
Sonnentag, 2003). In our study that examined the relationship between job stressors and
proactivity within shorter time intervals (1 or 2 workdays), we focused on time pressure and
situational constraints as possible job stressors. We chose these two job stressors because
research indicates that both stressors are highly common in the work setting (Jex, 1998) and
are often associated with decreased health and well-being (De Lange, Taris, Kompier,
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Houtman, & Bongers, 2003; Peters, O’Connor, Eulberg, & Watson, 1988; Sparks, Cooper,
Fried, & Shirom, 1997).

Time pressure refers to the extent to which the employee experiences that he or she needs
to work at a high speed to fulfill all work tasks (Baer & Oldham, 2006; Kinicki & Vecchio,
1994). Situational constraints can be defined as conditions in the work environment that hin-
der performance because of impaired organizational processes or inadequate tools and supplies
(Fay & Sonnentag, 2002). They interfere with the translation of skills and motivation into work
tasks and may impede the achievement of work-related goals. We assume that higher levels of
time pressure and situational constraints are associated with a higher level of proactive behav-
ior. Although such a positive relationship may be counterintuitive at first, research on more sta-
ble job demands and proactivity seem to support this idea (Fay & Sonnentag, 2002; Ohly et al.,
2006; Sonnentag, 2003). One explanation for such a “positive” relationship refers to the
dynamics of action regulation (Frese & Zapf, 1994), implying that time pressure and situational
constraints actually promote proactive behavior to ensure long-term goal attainment.
Specifically, time pressure can be described as “overtaxing regulations” because it may call for
working at high speed or intensity (Fay, Sonnentag, & Frese, 2001). Overtaxing regulations
require more resources and increased energy to ensure goal achievement.

Situational constraints can be described as regulation obstacles (Fay et al., 2001) or work
barriers (Greiner, Ragland, Krause, Syme, & Fisher, 1997) “which make it harder or even
impossible to pursue a goal or to regulate an action” (Frese & Zapf, 1994: 311). Such obsta-
cles or barriers impede job performance and demand additional effort to ensure the achieve-
ment of goals and the completion of tasks (Frese & Zapf, 1994; Greiner et al., 1997).
Situational constraints act as barriers because they may lead to extra work (Leitner & Resch,
2005). As a result these constraints can hinder task performance or may result in an interrup-
tion of the task fulfillment process (Greiner et al., 1997).

Thus both types of job stressors, time pressure as well as situational constraints, indicate a
suboptimal situation that hinders action regulation (Fay et al., 2001) and impedes immediate
goal achievement. However, because goal achievement is important for individual performance
as well as for organizational effectiveness, the employee should aim at securing the achieve-
ment of those goals. One strategy to enhance goal achievement is proactivity. Proactive behav-
iors aim at changing work situations so that the achievement of work goals becomes possible.
The initiation of proactive behavior on a single workday can then be described as a mechanism
to ensure goal achievement when there are obstacles on the way toward those goals.

Hypothesis 1: Time pressure on a specific workday is positively related to proactive behavior dur-
ing the same workday.

Hypothesis 2: Situational constraints on a specific workday are positively related to proactive
behavior during the same workday.

Relationships Between Affective Experiences and Proactivity

With regard to individual-level factors that may be associated with proactive behaviors,
research has primarily examined rather stable person-related factors such as proactive personal-
ity (Parker et al., 2006) or control orientation (Fay & Frese, 2001). In this study, we examine
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if employees who experience high levels of positive mood on one workday will show higher
levels of proactivity on the same and the next workday.

Affective experiences that result from daily events and situations play an important role in
everyday work life (Barsade, 2002; Isen & Baron, 1991). Accordingly, theoretical research on
emotions in the workplace suggests that momentary affect and emotions influence behavior
and performance at work (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). However, most research so far has
focused on attitudinal rather than performance-related outcomes (Brief, Butcher, & Roberson,
1995; Fisher, 2000). Studies on relationships between day-level affect and proactive behaviors
at work are nearly nonexistent (Ilies, Scott, & Judge, 2006). However, research suggests that
in the work context, affect might even be stronger related to proactive behavior than to task per-
formance, because proactivity is not under close supervisory control (George & Brief, 1992).

Regarding affective experiences, researchers differentiated between positive and negative
affect, which are conceptualized as two related but empirically distinct dimensions (Burke,
Brief, George, & Roberson, 1989), and refer to two distinct systems within the brain (Fisher,
2002). On a daily basis, positive and negative mood are manifestations of short-term affect.
High positive mood refers to “a state of high energy, full concentration, and pleasurable
engagement” (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988: 1063) and can be characterized by feeling
excited, inspired, or active. In contrast, high negative mood can be described as a state of
“subjective distress and unpleasurable engagement that subsumes a variety of aversive mood
states” (p. 1063) and refers to feelings of being afraid, upset, or hostile (Watson et al., 1988).
In this study we focus on positive mood because we assume that it is specifically relevant
for proactive behavior at work. However, we control for negative mood in our analysis to
support our assumption: High level of positive mood and not the lack of negative mood is
necessary for proactive behavior.

Several theoretical approaches lend support to the assumption of a relationship between
positive mood and proactive behavior. One theoretical approach refers to Fredrickson’s
(1998) “broaden-and-build model.” The model assumes that positive mood acts as a resource
that broadens a person’s thought-action repertoire, meaning the range of attention, cognition,
and action. This broadening effect can then result in increased physical, intellectual, and
social resources (Fredrickson, 1998, 2001). These resources may even counteract the nar-
rowing effects of negative affect (Fredrickson, 1998) and help initiate effortful and goal-
directed activities such as proactive behavior.

Second and related to the first explanation, positive affect may facilitate performance-
related outcomes because these outcomes are associated with higher levels of physiological
and psychological resources such as energy and attention (Rothbard & Wilk, 2006). Thus,
positive mood fosters proactive behaviors at work because of increased levels of energy and
attention, which are necessary for the self-regulatory, goal-oriented, and persistent aspects in
proactive behavior. Accordingly, Rothbard and Wilk (2006) found that positive mood during
a workday was positively associated with more discretionary aspects of job performance.
The energetic arousal component may also enhance individuals’ optimism regarding
goal achievement, and therefore individuals will set higher performance goals when they
experience high positive affect (Ilies & Judge, 2005). This optimism may then translate
into the optimism that the initiation of proactive behaviors will lead to the expected
positive outcome.
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Third, positive affect fosters approach behavior (Cacioppo, Gardner, & Berntson, 1999).
As a result, individuals may actively engage with their environment. So, again, positive
mood seems to be associated with the energy that motivates individuals to aim for a specific
goal. Thus, positive mood may facilitate approach behaviors and active engagement with the
environment in form of proactive behavior aiming at changing the current situation.

Hypothesis 3: Positive mood during a specific workday is positively associated with proactive behavior
during the same workday over and above the effects of job stressors.

Research on day-level affective experiences indicates that affective experiences at work
have an impact on experiences and behaviors in the nonwork context (Heller & Watson,
2005; Judge & Ilies, 2004; Scott & Judge, 2006; Williams & Alliger, 1994). Extending this
idea we assume that individuals who experience high levels of positive mood during one
workday will show higher levels of proactivity also during the following workday. Such a
delayed relationship of mood on proactive behavior may have several reasons. First, the
experienced mood on a workday may be a result of experienced events or job stressors at
work (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). These stressors and events or their consequences may
still be present when the employee returns to work the following workday. As a result, the
positive mood that was present the first workday may be reactivated on the following day,
thereby activating self-regulatory resources that help initiating proactive behavior. Second,
when returning to work the following workday, “stimuli” at work may trigger the memory
of the positive affective state the employee was in the day before. This memory reactivates
the positive mood, thereby freeing self-regulatory resources and fostering approach behav-
ior that, in return, help initiate proactive behavior. Furthermore, it may be that proactive pro-
jects initiated on one day may not be completed within a single day. As a result, proactive
behavior will be reinitiated on the following day to finish these projects.

Hypothesis 4: Positive mood during a specific workday predicts proactive behavior during the fol-
lowing workday.

Method

Study Design

Altogether, our study included seven measurement occasions. On a Monday, we assessed
demographic variables (age, gender, leadership position) and trait proactivity. From Tuesday
through Thursday we included two measurement occasions per day. Specifically, at
lunchtime, we measured proactive behavior as well as positive and negative mood during the
morning of the respective workday. In addition, participants reported their perceived levels of
time pressure and situational constraints for the respective workday. At the end of the work-
day, we measured employees’ proactive behavior as well as positive and negative mood dur-
ing the afternoon of the respective workday. We decided not to include measures on Friday
because civil service employees often end their workday early on Fridays, which may
have impacted relationships between morning and afternoon measures. Overall, the day-level
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measurements allowed us to examine lagged relationships between measures in the morning
of a specific workday (assessed at lunchtime) and measures in the afternoon of the same work-
day (assessed at the end of the workday). In addition, we were able to study lagged relation-
ships between measures in the afternoon of one workday and measures during the morning of
the following workday.

Participants and Procedure

Participants were civil service employees from different 23 German cities. Organizations
in each city were contacted by phone and told that if they indicated an interest in participat-
ing, they would receive a sample survey package. After organizations agreed to participate
in our study, which was framed as research on “experiences at work,” individuals were
recruited through an e-mail letter at their workplace. Survey packages that were sent out con-
sisted of an information letter, four clearly distinguishable survey booklets, and a stamped
return envelope preaddressed to the researchers. The information letter stressed the volun-
tary and confidential nature of their responses. The first survey booklet was filled in on a
Monday and included questions regarding dispositional variables and demographic infor-
mation. The second, third, and fourth survey booklet were filled in on Tuesday, Wednesday,
and Thursday, respectively, and assessed day-level job stressors, mood, and proactive behav-
ior. In the first part of each booklet (which was filled in after lunch break), individuals
reported levels of mood and proactive behavior during the morning and the levels of job
stressors during the day. In the second part, which was filled in at the end of the workday,
participants gave ratings on mood and proactive behavior during the afternoon. Each part
included detailed instructions about when and how to complete the survey packets.

Out of the 214 questionnaires that were sent out, 172 were returned to the researchers
(response rate = 80.37%). The sample consisted of employees who mostly did clerical
administrative work in departments such as sanitation department, welfare office, public
health department, or the social welfare office. The sample included 51.70% women; the
mean age of participants was 39.63 years (SD = 11.40), and mean reported job experience
was 17.17 years (SD = 11.29). About 38% of the sample held a university degree, and 37%
had a leadership position. Average contract working time per week was 38.79 hours
(SD = 1.87) with the amount of overtime being 3.16 hours (SD = 2.95) per week on average.

Measures

Job stressors. Measures of job stressors included scales regarding job demands (time
pressure and situational constraints) and were based on scales developed by Semmer (1984).
Both measures of job stressors were assessed at noon and asked participants to rate the
amount of time pressure (e.g., “Today I am under time pressure”) and situational constraints
(e.g., “Today I have to work with documents and information that are incomplete and out-
dated”) on that specific workday on a 5-point rating scale from 1 (not true at all) to 5
(absolutely true). Cronbach’s alpha at the three measurement occasions ranged between .88
and .91 for time pressure and between .82 and .87 for situational constraints.
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Positive mood. Positive mood was gauged with the 10 positive-affect items from the
Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (Watson et al., 1988). Participants were asked on a 5-
point rating scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much) how they felt by referring to an adjec-
tives list indicating positive affect (e.g., enthusiastic, alert, active). Cronbach’s alpha was .89
for all measurements regarding positive mood during the morning and ranged between .88
and .90 for positive mood in the afternoon.

Proactive behavior. We assessed taking charge (Morrison & Phelps, 1999) in the morning
and the afternoon as an indicator of proactive behavior. The scale included 10 items (e.g., “I
tried to adopt improved procedures for doing my job”; “I tried to correct a faulty procedure or
practice”; I tried to introduce new structures, technologies, or approaches to improve effi-
ciency”) to be answered on 5-point rating scales from 1 (not true at all) to 5 (absolutely true).
Reliabilities ranged between .90 and .91 in the morning and .90 and .92 in the afternoon.

Control variables. To ensure that day-level taking charge could actually be explained by
day-level job stressors and day-level positive mood above and beyond stable aspects of tak-
ing charge, we controlled for dispositional taking charge. Thus, we measured the general
level of employees’ taking charge in the first survey booklet to be completed before respond-
ing to the day-specific items (Morrison & Phelps, 1999). Cronbach’s alpha was .89.

Research indicates that common method variance may have a significant impact on rela-
tionships between measures of different constructs. One suggested technique to control for
common method bias is including a time lag between the measurement of the predictor and the
outcome variable (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). We amended to this sug-
gestion by assessing the predictor variables (job stressors, positive mood) and proactive behav-
ior at different measurement occasions. In addition, partialling out participants’ affective states
may help in further controlling for common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Accordingly,
we controlled for day-level negative mood to at least partially rule out threats to validity
because of common method variance. Negative mood was measured with 10 negative-affect
items from the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (Watson et al., 1988). As with positive
mood, participants were asked on a 5-point rating scale how they felt referring to adjectives
indicating negative affect (e.g., scared, nervous, hostile). Cronbach’s alpha ranged between .86
and .91 during the morning and between .88 and .89 during the afternoon. Because we assumed
that employees with a supervisory position show higher levels of proactivity, we controlled for
having a supervisory position in the analysis. Finally, we controlled for age and gender.

Data Analysis

We used multilevel analysis (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992) to analyze our data assuming a
hierarchical data structure with two levels of analysis. Level 1 data included day-specific
measurements, such as situational constraints. Level 2 referred to data that were relatively
stable and specific to the person, such as dispositional proactive behavior. Thus, day-level
data (mood and taking charge during the morning and the afternoon) were nested within



person-level data (dispositional taking charge). Level 1 data were centered around the
sample’s mean. Based on our specific research design, we then used multilevel analyses to
examine (a) how job stressors and positive mood measured at noon of a specific workday
(Time t) predicted proactive behavior during the afternoon of the same workday (Time t +1)
and (b) how positive mood in the afternoon of a specific workday (Time t + 1) predicted
proactive behavior during the morning of the following workday (Time t +2).

Results

Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations are presented in Table 1.

Effects of Day-Level Job Stressors

Using multilevel analyses, we examined if day-level job stressors—namely, time pressure
and situational constraints—predicted proactive behavior during the afternoon of a workday.
Specifically, in the Null Model the intercept was the only predictor. In Model 1, we entered
the control variables, namely, age, gender, supervisory position, negative mood during the
morning of the workday, and trait proactive behavior. Hypothesis 1 predicted that day-level
time pressure would be related to levels of proactive behavior throughout the workday. Thus,
we examined if time pressure on a workday (measured at noon) was related to taking charge
during the afternoon of the same workday. Results are shown in Table 2. Analyses indicated
that day-level time pressure was significantly related to taking charge during the afternoon
when entered in Model 2. Specifically, higher time pressure was associated with higher lev-
els of proactive behaviors. However, when positive mood was entered into the equation
(Model 3) the t value for time pressure was no longer significant. Thus, Hypothesis 1
was not supported.

In Hypothesis 2, we predicted that day-level situational constraints (measured at noon)
would be associated with proactive behavior throughout the same workday. Thus, we exam-
ined the extent to which situational constraints predicted taking charge during the afternoon
of the same workday. Results indicated that higher levels of situational constraints were sig-
nificantly associated with higher levels of proactivity, thereby supporting Hypothesis 2. This
relationship remained significant even after entering positive affect into the analysis.

Effects of Day-Level Affective Experiences

Hypothesis 3 predicted that positive mood during one workday would be associated with
proactive behavior during the same workday over and above the effects of job stressors.
Results of multilevel analyses indicated that positive mood during the morning of a workday
was positively associated with taking charge during the afternoon of the same day. This rela-
tionship was significant over and above the effects of demographic variables, trait proactiv-
ity, negative mood, and day-level job stressors.
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Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations, and Zero-Order Correlations Between Study Variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Age 39.63 11.40
2. Gender 0.48 0.50 0.31**
3. Leadership position 1.63 0.49 −0.38** −0.32**
4. Trait taking charge 4.60 0.96 0.15* 0.15* −0.18*
5. Time pressure 2.73 1.06 0.14 0.11 −0.33** 0.03
6. Situational constraints 1.95 0.94 0.12 0.15* −0.16* 0.11 0.32**
7. Positive mood in the morning 3.23 0.63 0.10 −0.06 0.05 0.18* 0.10 0.12
8. Positive mood in the afternoon 3.17 0.64 0.04 −0.05 0.00 0.21* 0.08 0.08 0.85
9. Negative mood in the morning 1.33 0.45 −0.10 0.12 −0.10 0.01 0.24** 0.12 −0.32** -0.25**

10. Negative mood in the afternoon 1.30 0.44 −0.09 0.08 −0.15* 0.04 0.29** 0.14 −0.28** -0.25** 0.91**
11. Taking charge in the morning 2.91 1.24 −0.01 0.10 −0.17* 0.41** 0.26** 0.35** 0.35** 0.34** 0.12 0.12
12. Taking charge in the afternoon 2.76 1.23 −0.04 0.07 −0.16* 0.39** 0.32** 0.35** 0.34** 0.38** 0.12 0.15* 0.90**

Note: N = 162-172. Gender: 0 = female, 1 = male. Leadership position: 1 = yes, 2 = no.
*p < .05.
**p < .01.
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Table 2
Multilevel Estimates for Models Predicting Taking Charge in the Afternoon

Null Model Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Variable Estimate SE t Estimate SE t Estimate SE t Estimate SE t

Intercept 2.75 0.10 28.75** 2.76 0.09 31.83** 2.76 0.08 34.21** 2.76 0.08 36.03**
Age −0.01 0.01 −1.85 −0.02 0.01 −2.18* −0.02 0.01 −2.48*
Gender 0.03 0.19 0.16 −0.01 0.18 −0.05 0.02 0.17 0.10
Leadership position −0.37 0.20 −1.87 −0.27 0.19 −1.45 −0.32 0.18 −1.76
Trait taking charge 0.50 0.09 5.34** 0.49 0.09 5.59** 0.44 0.08 5.31**
Negative mood in the morning 0.04 0.11 0.38 −0.03 0.11 −0.26 0.15 0.12 1.26
Time pressure 0.10 0.05 2.16* 0.08 0.05 1.74
Situational constraints 0.23 0.05 4.23** 0.23 0.05 4.30**
Positive mood in the morning 0.22 0.05 4.31**
Deviance 1346.72 1313.75 1290.66 1271.04

∆ Deviance 32.97** 23.10** 19.61**
∆ df 5 2 1

Level 1 intercept variance (SE) 0.51 (0.71) 0.51 (0.71) 0.51 (0.71) 0.50 (0.71)
Level 2 intercept variance (SE) 1.34 (1.16) 1.10 (1.03) 0.89 (0.94) 0.79 (0.89)

*p < .05.
**p < .01.
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Delayed Effects of Affective Experiences

Finally, in Hypothesis 4 we predicted that positive mood in the afternoon of one workday
would be associated with proactive behavior the following workday. Results revealed that
higher levels of positive mood on one workday were related to higher levels of taking charge
on the following workday, again when controlling for demographic variables, trait proactiv-
ity, negative mood, and job stressors (on the same day, see Table 3).

In summary, results indicated that day-level job stressors (specifically situational con-
straints) and day-level positive mood were positively associated with proactive behavior on
the same and the following workday.

Discussion

This study examined day-level predictors of taking charge at work. Specifically, we
examined the extent to which job stressors (time pressure and situational constraints) and
affective experiences (positive mood) on a workday predicted proactive behavior on the
same and the following workday. Results indicated that situational constraints predicted tak-
ing charge throughout the workday. Specifically, we found a positive relationship, suggest-
ing that higher levels of situational constraints were associated with higher levels of
proactive behavior. Time pressure and situational constraints may indicate a suboptimal sit-
uation at work that can be changed through proactive behaviors.

Time pressure was no longer related to proactivity when positive was included as predictor. In
this regard, our findings deviate from earlier research on relationships between time pressure and
proactive behavior (Fay & Sonnentag, 2002; Turner et al., 2002). The pattern of our findings may
draw attention to differences in relationships between time pressure and proactive behavior
depending on the time frame studied. Our results indicate that individuals who experience higher
levels of time pressure during a single workday do not show higher levels of proactive behavior on
the same workday. Possibly, high levels of time pressure on a specific workday do not leave
enough time available for the initiation of proactive behavior on the same workday. Instead,
employees may focus on finishing the tasks they are already involved in on that workday.

Results from multilevel analyses further indicate that positive mood is positively related
to proactive behaviors on the same and the following workday. Thus, positive mood may act
as a self-regulatory resource that stimulates interaction with the environment to change the
status quo. Such interactions then become visible in an increased level of proactive behav-
iors. Our results further indicated that positive mood predicted proactivity even after con-
trolling for negative mood. Therefore, it seems that a high level of positive affect (as opposed
to a low level of negative affect) is associated with the initiation of proactivity. Because
research has provided extensive evidence of lagged effects of negative experiences at work
(Sonnentag & Frese, 2003), our results regarding lagged effects between positive mood and
proactive behavior are especially fruitful as they indicate lagged effects of positive experi-
ence that even translate into actual positive behavior. In that sense our results fit well into
recent research on positive psychology (Fredrickson, 2001) or positive organizational schol-
arship (Turner, Barling, & Sachaatos, 2002).



Table 3
Multilevel Estimates for Models Predicting Taking Charge in the Morning (Spillover)

Null Model Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Variable Estimate SE t Estimate SE t Estimate SE t Estimate SE t

Intercept 2.88 0.11 26.09** 2.87 0.10 29.45** 2.87 0.10 2.87 0.09 31.81**
Age −0.01 0.01 −1.23 −0.01 0.01 −0.01 0.01 −1.47
Gender −0.14 0.21 −0.69 −0.15 0.20 −0.11 0.20 −0.58
Leadership position −0.58 0.22 −2.57* −0.42 0.22 −0.37 0.22 −1.72
Trait taking charge 0.52 0.11 4.72** 0.52 0.10 0.47 0.10 4.53**
Negative mood 0.37 0.19 2.00 0.25 0.18 0.35 0.19 1.86
Time pressure

in the morning 0.13 0.07 0.13 0.07 1.82
Situational constraints

in the morning 0.23 0.09 0.21 0.09 2.50*
Positive mood in

the afternoon 0.26 0.11 2.35*

Deviance 819.57 776.54 771.229035
∆ Deviance 11.95** 5.31*
∆ df 2 2

Level 1 intercept
variance (SE) 0.69 (0.83) 0.71 (0.84) 0.71 (0.85)

Level 2 intercept
variance (SE) 1.25 (1.12) 0.76 (0.87) 0.70 (0.84)

* p < .05.
**p < .01.
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Limitations

One limitation of our study is the sole use of self-reports to measure the variables of inter-
est. This approach includes the danger of inflated relationships between study variables
because of common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). We tried to at least partially rule
out such threats to validity by controlling for day-level negative mood as suggested by
Podsakoff et al. (2003). Future research also may include measurements from other sources
such as coworker or supervisor reports of proactive behavior. However, it may be particu-
larly difficult to get coworker or supervisor reports several times a day. In addition, the par-
ticular coworker or supervisor would have to monitor the focal participant quite closely
during each measurement period to be able to evaluate the person’s proactive behavior. One
may assume that self-reports refer more to intentions than to actual behaviors indicating that
respondents already give themselves credit for intending to show a certain behavior.
Although this process may be a clear limitation of self-reports, reports from other sources
may not be without bias either. Specifically, such reports may be colored by interpretative
processes that include their own biases. For example, a coworker or supervisor may rely
more on a person’s traits than his or her actual behavior during a certain period. As a result,
we may not be able to take for granted that coworkers and supervisors will be able to pro-
vide proactivity measures that are more valid than self-reports. Thus, there seem to be two
debatable sides to the issue of self- versus other-reports. For future research, we recommend
including measures of self-reports as well as reports from other sources.

Another weakness of our study is the use of paper-based surveys. Because this approach
relied on participant’s reported compliance with instructions and may raise concerns regarding
its validity, future research may aim at using electronic diaries that allow the exact documenta-
tion of response time. However, recent research indicates that paper-based diaries are not nec-
essarily more prone to measurement bias than electronic formats of data collection. Specifically,
empirical findings suggest that both methods (with few exceptions) seem to be associated with
psychometrically equivalent findings (Green, Rafaeli, Bolger, Shrout, & Reis, 2006).

Implications for Research and Practice

Based on the results from this study, several implications can be drawn. First, our study
showed that situational constraints are related to proactive behavior on the same day. Future
research may aim at examining in more detail the cognitive and motivational processes employ-
ees engage in when they respond with proactive behavior to situational constraints. Moreover,
the experience of challenge may act as mediator between job stressors and proactive behavior
(Ohly & Fritz, 2007). Related to this possibility, one might suggest that we should have
tested the role of positive mood as a mediator between job stressors and proactive behavior.
Specifically, we could have tested if job stressors were related to positive mood, which in
turn would be associated with proactive behavior. However, correlations already indicated
that the job stressors (time pressure and situational constraints) were related to negative
mood, whereas it was positive mood that was related to proactive behavior. These bivariate
relationships made a test for mediation obsolete (Baron & Kenny, 1986).
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Because positive mood is associated with proactive behaviors, organizations should try to
enhance employees’ positive affective experiences at work. Specifically, as the experience of
fairness is related to positive affect at work (Judge & Ilies, 2004; Weiss, Suckow, &
Cropanzano, 1999), organizations may want to pay close attention to the fair treatment of
their employees.

Our findings indicated that job stressors were positively related to proactive behavior,
meaning that factors in the work environment (such as situational constraints) that are asso-
ciated with impairments in individual well-being (De Lange et al., 2003; Peters et al., 1988;
Sparks et al., 1997) are simultaneously associated with individual behaviors that promote
organizational effectiveness. Future research should aim at exploring possible factors in the
work environment that enhance employee well-being as well as individual and organiza-
tional effectiveness. Specifically, studies may aim at understanding, in more detail, which
specific situations and experiences at work foster or hinder proactive behaviors.

Furthermore, future research may extend findings regarding the role of person-related
factors in proactive behavior (Parker et al., 2006), thereby focusing on stable factors such as
personality variables as well as more short-term experiences such as motivational or emo-
tional factors. Finding out which factors support or hinder day-level proactive behavior may
give earlier possibilities for counteracting.

In summary, to gain more insight into relationships between job stressors as well as moti-
vational or affective experiences and proactive behavior within a workday, it is important to
examine job stressors, motivation, affect, and proactive behavior with respect to the identical
time interval. This study contributed in understanding some processes underlying the initia-
tion of proactive behavior within a single workday. Future research may extend our findings
by studying additional job stressors or affective experiences, in particular discrete emotions.
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