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ABSTRACT 

 

DEPLETING, ENRICHING, OR BOTH? A DAILY DIARY INVESTIGATION OF THE 

COSTS AND BENEFITS OF SERVANT LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS FOR THE LEADERS 

THEMSELVES 

 

BY 

 

DEREK J. STOTLER 

 

April 11, 2023 

 

Committee Chair: Chad A. Hartnell 

 

Major Academic Unit: Managerial Sciences 

 

Organizations across the United States have begun to integrate servant leadership behaviors into 

managers everyday work routines, presumably because of the overwhelmingly positive effects 

they have on employees’ attitudes, motivation, behaviors, and overall well-being. Integrating 

enrichment- and depletion-based perspectives of psychological resources, I evaluate the daily 

benefits and costs of servant leadership behaviors on leaders’ end-of-workday psychological 

states, as well as next-day work behaviors. Using an experience sampling design across two 

work weeks, the main study results revealed that servant leadership behaviors did not 

significantly predict next-day leadership behaviors via end-of-workday psychological states. The 

pattern of results, however, pointed to the possibility of intraday effects of servant leadership 

behaviors on end-of-workday enrichment, which was the focus of post hoc analyses. Post hoc 

results showed that servant leadership behaviors earlier in the day produced an affective high 

(i.e., positive affect), which resulted in elevated enrichment during the latter end of the workday 

(captured via reduced depletion, heightened task meaningfulness, and heightened intrinsic 

motivation). Moreover, two stable characteristics of the individual—achievement values and 

power values—moderated the strength of the mediated relationship. Leaders with lower levels of 

power and achievement values experienced more positive affect from enacting servant leadership 

behaviors, which, in turn, produced heightened levels of work enrichment.  

 

Keywords: servant leadership, psychological states, experience sampling methodology  
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Servant leadership has emerged as one of the most promising and desirable leadership 

philosophies in the past two decades. Servant leadership is conceptualized as an others-focused 

approach to leadership that emphasizes serving subordinates’ highest priority needs and interests 

(Greenleaf, 1977) for the purpose of enhancing subordinates’ personal well-being and career 

success. To date, over 200 empirical studies across a wide variety of work environments have 

documented the beneficial effects of servant leadership on employees’ attitudes, motivations, and 

behaviors (Eva et al., 2019; Hoch et al., 2018; Lee et al., 2020), such as enhanced performance 

(Liden et al., 2014), OCB (Walumbwa et al., 2010), vitality (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011), 

optimism (Kool & van Dierendonck, 2012), well-being (Chen et al., 2013), and intrinsic 

motivation (Hartnell et al., in press). The overwhelmingly positive consequences on employees’ 

outcomes have led organizations to integrate servant leadership principles into their mission, 

vision, and values statements, as well as servant leadership behaviors into managers’ everyday 

work practices and routines (Hartnell et al., 2020). For example, organizations promote daily 

servant leadership behaviors by supporting and urging leaders to (1) create professional 

development plans for their subordinates, (2) organize regular one-on-one check-in meetings 

where employees’ growth and personal concerns are regularly discussed, and (3) interact with 

the community in a way that creates value and demonstrates concern for external stakeholders.  

It is assumed that because servant leadership behaviors produce positive effects for 

employees’ work outcomes that servant leadership behaviors produce beneficial effects for the 

leaders themselves as well. This assumption, however, may be tenuous as psychological resource 

theories have competing predictions about the expected psychological effects of enacting servant 

leadership for the leaders themselves. On the one hand, the enrichment perspective contends that 

positive interpersonal behaviors that facilitate others’ well-being and success enhance an 
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individual’s sense of purpose and make their work feel more meaningful (Robertson et al., 2020; 

Rosso et al., 2010). Servant leadership behaviors should, therefore, produce an enriching 

experience that rejuvenate and fulfill the leaders who enact them because of the positive and 

significant impact they have on employees’ daily well-being and success (Chen et al., 2013; 

Liden et al., 2014). On the other hand, the depletion-based perspective (Baumeister et al., 2007b) 

asserts that a leader’s supply of energy is a limited resource that is expended when they enact 

cognitively and emotionally demanding behaviors, ultimately, leading to a state of diminished 

resources referred to as ego depletion. Servant leadership behaviors should, therefore, produce a 

depleting experience that exhausts the leaders who enact them because facilitating an employee’s 

growth and well-being requires them to invest a substantial amount of cognitive and emotional 

resources into their work. Supporting the depletion-based perspective, two recently published 

empirical studies have demonstrated that daily servant leadership behaviors produce primarily 

deleterious effects on the leader’s end-of-workday psychological resources—serving you 

depletes me (Liao et al., 2020; Zhou et al., 2020). The purpose of this study is to investigate the 

tension between competing resource-based perspectives by simultaneously exploring the daily 

costs and benefits of servant leadership behaviors for the leaders themselves, as well as the 

intrapersonal conditions that explain when servant leadership behaviors are experienced as 

enriching or depleting.  

Integrating psychological resource theories with the self-consistency literature suggests 

that personal values may be an important factor that shapes for whom servant leadership 

behaviors are experienced as enriching and for whom they are experienced as resource depleting, 

thus offering nuance into the paradox between enrichment- and depletion-based perspectives. 

Leaders who are driven by self-transcendence values—values that are consistent with the others-
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focused ethos of servant leadership—should experience self-consistency from enacting servant 

leadership behaviors, which makes the behaviors feel more meaningful and less cognitively 

demanding to enact. Leaders who are driven by personal achievement and power (i.e., high self-

enhancement values) subscribe to personal values that are discordant with the others-focused 

ethos of servant leadership and should experience self-inconsistency. For these leaders, enacting 

servant leadership behaviors is perceived as a requirement of the job that detracts from their 

immediate work goal progress and achievement striving (Koopman et al., 2016), which should 

require more cognitive resources to enact and be experienced as less enriching. Daily resource 

availability is theorized to have an important impact on leaders’ ability to successfully perform 

work tasks (Beal et al., 2005; Johnson et al., 2014; Muraven & Baumeister, 2000). Drawing upon 

Kahn’s (1990, 1992) qualitative insights into work engagement, I posit that leaders who 

experience less depletion and more enrichment at work should be more likely to invest their 

cognitive, physical, and emotional capacities into their work the following day, resulting in 

elevated levels of work engagement. Figure 1 depicts the theoretical model.   

This study makes several notable contributions to the literatures on servant leadership and 

psychological resource theories. First, extant research has almost exclusively treated servant 

leadership as a stable, trait-like phenomenon, which overlooks the within-person variability of 

servant leadership behaviors across days (Liao et al., 2020; Zhou et al., 2020). By adopting a 

dynamic actor-centric perspective and applying dynamic psychological resource theories, I offer 

insights into leaders’ immediate subjective work experiences and how they influence subsequent 

leadership behaviors. The actor-centric approach responds to a broader call for research to 

investigate leadership from an episodic lens (Dinh et al., 2014; Lanaj et al., 2021). This emerging 

stream of literature is important because it reflects the reality that leaders’ job duties and the 
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demands employees place on their leader can vary substantially day-to-day (Lanaj et al., 2021; 

Rosen et al., 2019; Simon et al., 2022), and has a meaningful impact on leaders’ experiences and 

perceptions at work. Second, I extend the servant leadership literature by integrating the 

enrichment- and depletion-based perspectives to highlight the possibility that servant leadership 

can simultaneously produce depletion and meaningfulness for leaders. To date, extant research 

has focused on theorizing and demonstrating the deleterious effects of servant leadership 

behaviors (Liao et al., 2020; Zhou et al., 2020), presumably in response to calls for examining 

the “dark-side” of positive leadership phenomenon (Bolino & Grant, 2016; Lin et al., 2019). Too 

narrowly focusing on the deleterious effects, however, runs the risk of leading readers to 

conclude that serving employees’ highest priority needs is accomplished as the detriment of the 

leader’s own well-being. Thus, examining the benefits of servant leadership behaviors—along 

with the potential costs—provides a more balanced and nuanced understanding of the episodic 

effects of servant leadership behaviors for leaders. It also affords the opportunity to understand 

the relative strength of the relationship between servant leadership and its consequences and the 

potential to address a pressing question: does servant leadership behaviors produce more costs or 

benefits for the leaders who enact them? Finally, integrating insights from the self-consistency 

literature with psychological resource theories, I examine the possibility that personal values are 

an important individual difference that explains who experiences servant leadership behaviors as 

more depleting or more enriching. In doing so, I offer a potential explanation for why scholars 

have found that servant leadership produces primarily deleterious effects (Liao et al., 2020; Zhou 

et al., 2020). It could be that leaders with high levels of self-enhancement values are driving the 

observed deleterious effects, especially considering that people with high levels of self-interest 

are more likely to enact servant leadership behaviors (Wu et al., 2021).  
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-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 1 About Here 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Theoretical Background 

 Prior to developing the hypotheses, I (1) conceptualize values and review their content 

and structure, (2) explain value-behavior alignment for servant leadership behaviors, and (3) 

outline how self-consistency is linked to psychological states.  

Personal Values: Content and Structure 

Values are a central aspect of the self that reflect what is important to people in life 

(Bardi & Goodwin, 2011; Schwartz, 2006). People’s values play an informative function in that 

they guide how people make sense of the world around them, including their perception of what 

is right or wrong, good or bad, and worth pursuing or avoiding. They also serve as standards or 

criteria against which people evaluate their own actions and determine whether they are in line 

with or contradictory to the values that are centrally important to them (Schwartz, 2006, 2010).   

Schwartz’s seminal theorizing outlines the content (i.e., types) and structure (i.e., 

interrelation) of personal values (1992, 2006, 2010). According to his framework, self-

enhancement and self-transcendence represent two higher-order dimensions of values that have 

opposing motivational forces, and, therefore, denote opposing poles on a continuum. On one side 

of the continuum, the self-transcendence dimension reflects an overarching focus on 

subordinating ones’ personal interests in favor of promoting the interests and welfare of others 

(Schwartz, 1992, 2006). The self-transcendence dimension includes values such as helpfulness, 

forgiveness, equality, and social justice. On the other side of the continuum, the self-

enhancement dimension reflects an overarching focus on prioritizing ones’ own success and 
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achievement over the needs and interests of others (Schwartz, 1992, 2006). The self-

enhancement dimension includes values such as social power, authority, ambition, and success.   

Value-Behavior Alignment for Servant Leadership Behaviors 

Since values serve as standards or criteria by which people evaluate their own actions, 

people compare the behaviors they enact against the values that are important to them to 

determine the extent to which their behaviors align (or misalign) with their cherished values. 

Value-behavior alignment (or misalignment) rests on the premise that all behaviors map onto or 

reflect some values more than others, such that “actions in pursuit of any value have 

consequences that conflict with some values but are congruent with others” (Schwartz, 2006, p. 

9). Applying Schwartz’s (2006) assertion to the present study raises the question: which values 

are consistent (or inconsistent) with servant leadership behaviors and thereby promote value-

behavior alignment (misalignment)?  

Servant leadership behaviors are a set of actions that are geared toward promoting the 

well-being and growth of employees, customers, shareholders, and the broader community 

(Greenleaf, 1977; Liden et al., 2008) through listening, empathizing, mentoring, and providing 

opportunities for development (Spears, 2010; Van Dierendonck, 2011). A key feature of servant 

leadership behaviors is that they require the leader to subordinate their own self-interests to the 

needs and interests of others (Graham, 1991). Servant leadership behaviors primarily reflect a set 

of self-transcendent actions that are consistent with Schwartz’s (1992) conceptualization of self-

transcendence values and at odds with his description of self-enhancement values. Thus, enacting 

servant leadership behaviors should promote value-behavior alignment when self-transcendence 

values are centrally important to the leader, and value-behavior misalignment when self-

enhancement values are centrally important to the leader. 
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Self-Consistency and Psychological Resources 

Value-behavior alignment is important because it produces self-consistency. A core tenet 

of the self-consistency literature is that cognitive consistency is a fundamental human need 

(Gecas, 1982). That is, people are driven to sustain a coherent and consistent view of the self 

(Epstein, 1973; Festinger, 1957). Self-consistency helps people maintain a sense of order in their 

life and enables them to function more effectively (Gecas, 1982). People can maintain self-

consistency by engaging in behaviors that are consonant with their personal values (Gecas, 1982) 

such that positive self-views are reinforced.  

In the depletion and enrichment literatures, self-consistency has been theorized to be an 

important boundary condition that affects the extent to which behaviors are experienced as more 

(or less) depleting and more (or less) meaningful, respectively. Self-consistency enables people 

to operate more effortlessly and efficiently (Gecas, 1982; Markus & Wurf, 1987) such that less 

resource intensive self-regulatory processing is required, and, therefore, fewer personal resources 

are expended (Maranges & Baumeister, 2016). Conversely, self-inconsistency has been theorized 

to require more effortful self-regulatory processing (Festinger, 1957) such that more cognitive 

resources are expended, and heightened levels of depletion are experienced.  

Self-consistency is also theorized to enhance people’s sense of purpose and fulfillment. 

People who engage in behaviors that are in harmony with the values that are centrally important 

to them are making progress toward a calling or value-laden goal (Robertson et al. 2020; Rosso 

et al., 2010). Consequently, their work is imbued with intentionality and purpose such that it is 

experienced as more meaningful (Rosso et al., 2010). By contrast, self-inconsistency is expected 

to be less purposeful and fulfilling in that the behaviors are less connected to an important value-

laden goal, and are, therefore, less likely to be an important source of meaning and fulfillment.   
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Summary 

In sum, personal values serve as criteria against which people evaluate the degree to 

which their own actions align or misalign with the values that are centrally important to them. 

Value-behavior alignment produces self-consistency such that people experience their work as 

less depleting and more meaningful. Value-behavior misalignment produces self-inconsistency 

such that people experience their work as more depleting and less meaningful. 

Hypothesis Development 

 The subsequent sections are outlined as follows: (1) I summarize extant arguments 

linking servant leadership to depletion, (2) I argue that personal values influence the extent to 

which servant leadership behaviors are experienced as depleting, (3) I argue that depletion is 

negatively related to work engagement, and (4) I argue that the indirect relationship between 

servant leadership and work engagement via depletion is conditioned upon the leader’s personal 

values. Following the same sequence, I outline arguments for the experienced meaningfulness 

pathway.   

Servant Leadership Behavior’s Depleting Effects 

Ego depletion theory explains why enacting servant leadership behaviors at work leads to 

end-of-workday leader depletion (Baumeister et al., 2007b). The strength model of ego depletion 

contends that a person’s supply of energy is a limited resource that operates much like a muscle 

(Baumeister et al., 2007b; Muraven, 2012). Repeatedly engaging in cognitively and emotionally 

demanding behaviors drains the finite supply of resources until the muscle becomes fatigued, 

causing a condition known as ego depletion. Ego depletion is defined as a “state of diminished 

resources following exertion” (Baumeister et al., 2007b, p. 352). Servant leadership behaviors 

involve three endeavors that require intense cognitive and emotional exertion—providing 
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emotional support, helping followers grow and develop, and considering multiple organizational 

stakeholders when making decisions (Ehrhart, 2004; Graham, 1991; Liden et al., 2008)—and, 

therefore, result in end-of-workday depletion on days when servant leadership behaviors are 

high.  

Servant leadership behaviors involve providing emotional support to followers’ personal 

and work-related concerns (Liden et al., 2008; Spears, 2010), which are particularly cognitively 

and emotionally taxing. Emotionally supporting followers requires the leader to actively listen to 

employees’ concerns, empathize with their unique hardships, and provide direction on how to 

surmount obstacles (Spears, 2010; van Dierendonck, 2011). In doing so, the leader must 

intensely focus on what is being said (and not said), demonstrate a genuine interest in 

employees’ personal matters, and manage difficult conversations. Furthermore, providing 

direction requires the leader to generate and evaluate novel solutions to the employees’ personal 

concerns and use logical reasoning to determine the most appropriate way forward (van 

Dierendonck, 2011). Laboratory evidence has found that focusing ones’ attention (DeWall et al., 

2008; Fischer et al., 2012; Freeman & Muraven, 2010), engaging in difficult conversations 

(Richeson & Shelton, 2003), and evaluating decision alternatives (Vohs et al., 2014) are 

cognitively taxing and should lead to heightened depletion. 

Helping followers grow and develop is also cognitively demanding in that it requires the 

leader to match employees’ needs with organizational resources and provide ongoing 

mentorship. Coordinating employees’ needs with organizational resources requires the leader to 

process large amounts of information. For example, the leader must simultaneously decipher 

what skills or abilities the employee needs to improve (Spears, 2010), identify the resources and 

opportunities available to provide growth opportunities (Liden et al., 2008; Spears 2010), and 
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persuade employees to seize the opportunity (Spears, 2010). The leader must also provide 

ongoing mentorship, support, encouragement, and feedback so that employees can learn from the 

growth opportunity (Liden et al., 2008; van Dierendonck, 2011). Providing mentorship and 

feedback requires the leader to evaluate what the employee did well, how they can improve, and 

precisely articulate feedback in a way that is digestible for employees. Extant research partially 

supports the conclusion that helping followers grow and develop is a cognitively intensive 

pursuit that leads to depletion.  In particular, empirical evidence suggests that on days when 

employees enacted more helping behaviors, they experienced heightened emotional exhaustion 

(Koopman et al., 2016) and depletion (Gabriel et al., 2018). 

Servant leadership behaviors also involve attending to multiple organizational 

stakeholders needs—a cognitively intensive pursuit. To serve multiple stakeholders needs, the 

leader must carefully consider which stakeholders may be impacted by a decision (i.e., suppliers, 

customers, employees, the community), delineate and weigh the pros and cons of alternative 

courses of action, and determine a pathway forward that maximizes the benefit, or at least does 

not harm all parties (Greenleaf, 1977). The leader must not only consider the stakeholders who 

they interact with frequently or stakeholders who are most vocal, but also the stakeholders who 

are least privileged in society and may not have a seat at the table (Greenleaf, 1977; Graham, 

1991; Ehrhart, 2004). In a series of laboratory studies, Vohs and colleagues (2014) found that 

considering multiple decision alternatives and moving forward with a decision is cognitively 

depleting.  

Taken together, servant leadership behaviors involve cognitively and emotionally 

demanding actions which drain the leader’s resources throughout the day and engender end-of-
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workday leader depletion, a contention that has been supported by extant research (Liao et al., 

2020; Zhou et al., 2020). 

Servant Leadership, Values, and Leader Depletion 

 

Integrating insight from the self-consistency literature with assertions in the ego depletion 

literature suggests that cognitively and emotionally taxing behaviors may be experienced as less 

depleting when the leader’s behaviors align with their personal values and more depleting when 

their behaviors are inconsistent with personal values. Value-behavior alignment is theorized to 

promote self-consistency, such that people operate more effortlessly and efficiently (Gecas, 

1982; Markus & Wurf, 1987) and thereby expend fewer personal resources, even when enacting 

demanding behaviors (Maranges & Baumeister, 2016). As a result, more personal resources are 

retained and depletion is attenuated. Value-behavior misalignment, however, produces self-

inconsistency which is theorized to require heightened levels of self-regulatory processing and 

more resource expenditure, thereby leading to heightened levels of experienced depletion. 

Supporting theory on the costs of value-behavior misalignment, scholars have found that 

enacting behaviors or emotions that are inconsistent with ones’ values produce a condition 

known as cognitive (Festinger, 1957) and emotional dissonance, respectively (Hochschild, 1983; 

Morris & Feldman, 1996). Dissonance has been documented to be cognitively and emotionally 

taxing (Hinojosa et al., 2017) and contribute to emotional exhaustion (Kenworthy et al., 2014; 

Pugh et al., 2011). 

Servant leadership behaviors are a set of others-focused actions that require leaders to 

subordinate their personal interests to serve their constituents’ needs (Greenleaf, 1977; Graham, 

1991). Leaders who are driven by a deeply-held conviction to transcend their own self-interests 

(i.e., high self-transcendence values) subscribe to personal values that are consistent with the 
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others-focused ethos of servant leadership, and should experience self-consistency. For these 

leaders, enacting servant leadership behaviors is a natural expression of their underlying values 

and should require less effortful self-regulatory processing to enact. Consequently, less effort and 

energy is expended and more cognitive and emotional resources are retained in pursuit of the 

behaviors. Based on these arguments, the positive relationship between servant leadership 

behaviors at work and end-of-workday depletion should, therefore, be attenuated for leaders with 

high levels of self-transcendence values. 

Leaders who are driven by personal achievement and power (i.e., high self-enhancement 

values) subscribe to personal values that are discordant with the others-focused ethos of servant 

leadership, and are, therefore, expected to experience self-inconsistency. For these leaders, 

enacting servant leadership behaviors is likely perceived as a requirement of the job that detracts 

from their immediate work goal progress and achievement striving (Koopman et al., 2016). 

Mustering up the energy and effort to facilitate others well-being and success should be more 

challenging and laborious for leaders who are more self-interested and driven by a desire to 

attain personal power and achievement. Based on these arguments, the positive relationship 

between servant leadership behaviors at work and end-of-workday depletion should be amplified 

for leaders with high levels of self-enhancement values. 

Taken together, I posit that on days when servant leadership behaviors are high, leaders 

with high levels of self-transcendence values should experience less end-of-workday depletion 

than leaders with low levels of self-transcendence values. Leaders with high levels of self-

enhancement values should experience more end-of-workday depletion than leaders with low 

levels of self-enhancement values. 
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Hypothesis 1a: Self-transcendence values moderate the positive relationship between 

servant leadership and leader depletion, such that when self-transcendence values are 

high, the relationship is less positive than when self-transcendence values are low.  

 

Hypothesis 1b: Self-enhancement values moderate the positive relationship between 

servant leadership and leader depletion, such that when self-enhancement values are high, 

the relationship is more positive than when self-enhancement values are low.  

 

Leader Depletion and Work Engagement 

 

Kahn’s (1990) qualitative work suggests that cognitive and emotional resource 

availability is important for leader work engagement. That said, it does not explain why resource 

availability (or lack thereof) should facilitate (or diminishes) work engagement. I, therefore, 

draw upon ego depletion theory (Baumeister et al., 2000, 2007) to explicate why heightened 

levels of depletion should reduce work engagement.  

People in a state of depletion tend to become more passive and refrain from exerting 

additional energy and attention toward their work (Baumeister et al., 2000; Maranges & 

Baumeister, 2016). Maranges and Baumeister’s (2016) description of the expected consequences 

of depletion is consistent with conceptualizations of work engagement. Work engagement is 

defined as the “investment of an individual's complete self into a role” (Rich et al., 2010, p. 617). 

Engaged individuals apply their personal energy and devote their full capacities into the physical, 

cognitive, and emotional aspects of their job (Kahn, 1990). When fully engaged, people are 

described as “present, fully there, attentive, feeling, connected, integrated, and focused” (Rich et 

al., 2010, p. 619). When engagement is low, however, people are less attentive, active, and 

focused on their work. Extant literature has found that prior day’s depletion can carry over to 

affect next-day leadership behaviors (Liao et al., 2021). Taken together, on days when leaders 

experience more end-of-workday depletion, they should have fewer cognitive and emotional 

resources available the next day to devote toward their work, resulting in reduced work 
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engagement. Empirical evidence supports this conclusion. In particular, scholars have found that 

people in a state of depletion are less likely to exhibit behaviors that require higher-order 

thinking, such as logical reasoning (Schmeichel et al., 2003), extrapolation (Schmeichel et al., 

2003), and creativity (Baumeister et al., 2007a). More directly, Lin et al. (2020) found that 

emotional exhaustion is negatively related to job involvement.  

Hypothesis 2: Leader depletion is negatively related to work engagement.  

Servant Leadership, Values, Leader Depletion, and Work Engagement 

 

While servant leadership behaviors are a set of cognitively and emotionally demanding 

actions (Liden et al., 2008; Spears, 2010) that should lead to heightened levels of depletion 

(Baumeister et al., 2007b) and reduced next-day work engagement, insights from the self-

consistency literature suggest that the strength of this indirect relationship may depend on the 

leader’s values. For leaders with high levels of self-transcendence values, enacting servant 

leadership behaviors is self-expressive such that less cognitive resources are expended (Gecas, 

1982; Markus & Wurf, 1987) and less end-of-workday depletion is experienced (Maranges & 

Baumeister, 2016). The leader should have more cognitive resources available to devote toward 

their job the following day, and, therefore, be more engaged at work (Kahn, 1990). Taken 

together, the negative relationship between servant leadership and work engagement via leader 

depletion should be attenuated when the leader has high levels of self-transcendence values.  

For leaders with high levels of self-enhancement values, enacting servant leadership 

behaviors is inconsistent with their values and should require more self-regulatory processing 

and, therefore, more cognitive resources to enact (Festinger, 1957). Consequently, the leader 

should experience more end-of-workday depletion and have less resources available to devote 

toward their work the following day, resulting in less work engagement. Taken together, the 



 20 

negative relationship between servant leadership and work engagement via leader depletion 

should be amplified when the leader has high levels of self-enhancement values. Based on these 

arguments, I hypothesize that: 

Hypothesis 3a: Self-transcendence values moderate the indirect relationship between 

servant leadership and work engagement via leader depletion such that when self-

transcendence values are high, the indirect effect is less negative than when self-

transcendence values are low. 

 

Hypothesis 3b: Self-enhancement values moderate the indirect relationship between 

servant leadership and work engagement via leader depletion, such that when self- 

enhancement values are high, the indirect effect is more negative than when self-

transcendence values are low. 

 

Experienced Meaningfulness 

 Experienced meaningfulness has traditionally been conceptualized as the meaningfulness 

and personal importance ascribed to job tasks (Spreitzer, 1995). Seminal theory suggests that 

peoples’ job tasks take on more meaning when they provide an opportunity to make a positive 

impact on others (Robertson et al., 2020, p. 601). Servant leadership behaviors, however, are a 

distinctly relational set of actions. Through enacting servant leadership behaviors, leaders 

promote positive leader-member exchanges (Barbuto & Hayden, 2011; Newman et al., 2017) 

which facilitates positive social bonds and results in heightened care for and personal investment 

in the social relationship. By consequence, the relationship itself may become more meaningful 

and personally important. I, therefore, examine the extent to which servant leadership 

behaviors—positive interpersonal behaviors aimed at facilitating followers’ growth and well-

being—enhance meaningfulness ascribed to the work itself (task meaningfulness), as well as 

relationships with employees (relational meaningfulness).  
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Servant Leadership and Experienced Meaningfulness 

Theory on the meaningfulness of work (Robertson et al., 2020; Rosso et al., 2010) 

suggests that people experience their work as more meaningful when their job activities promote 

a sense of purpose. One prominent means by which a person’s sense of purpose is facilitated is 

when their job provides an opportunity to make “a positive and significant impact on the lives of 

others” (Robertson et al., 2020, p. 601) such that they feel valued, important, and appreciated 

(Kahn, 1990; Lin et al., 2020).  

Servant leadership behaviors involve making a positive and significant difference in 

others’ lives. Servant leadership behaviors involve empowering and developing employees to 

achieve professional success, through providing ongoing mentorship and guidance, and 

encouraging employees to seek out and seize growth opportunities (Spears, 2010; van 

Dierendonck, 2011). It also involves investing in employees’ personal growth through listening 

and empathizing with employees’ personal challenges and hardships. Through directly observing 

employees’ personal and professional growth and receiving positive feedback from them 

(Lemoine et al., 2015), the leader is likely to conclude that they are playing a critical role in 

facilitating employees’ success and are making a positive and significant difference in their lives. 

They may also feel valued and appreciated when employees commend them for their positive 

interpersonal behaviors (Lemoine et al., 2015). Enacting servant leadership behaviors should 

lead managers to conclude that they are making a meaningful difference through their work 

tasks. 

Enacting servant leadership behaviors may also lead managers to conclude that their 

relationship with employees is more meaningful. Through enacting servant leadership behaviors, 

the leader makes a significant personal investment of resources into their employees’ success, 
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including time, attention, and energy. As a result, the leader should become more personally 

attached to employees’ growth and success and likely attribute more importance to their 

relationship with followers. Furthermore, enacting servant leadership behaviors promotes 

positive interpersonal exchanges (Newman et al., 2017) which may fulfill the leader’s innate 

need for positive interpersonal connections (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). As the leader relies 

more heavily on positive interactions with employees to fulfill their affiliation needs, the 

relationship with employees likely becomes more important to them.  

Taken together, on days when servant leadership is high, the leader should experience the 

work itself, as well as their relationship with employees as more meaningful.  

Servant Leadership, Values, and Experienced Meaningfulness 

Integrating insights from the self-consistency literature with assertions in the 

meaningfulness literature suggests that enacting servant leadership behaviors may be 

experienced as more meaningful when the leader’s behaviors align with their personal values and 

less meaningful when their behaviors misalign with their personal values. While enacting 

behaviors that positively influence others (i.e., servant leadership behaviors) is theorized to 

promote one’s sense of purpose, Robertson et al., (2020) contend that the extent to which people 

experience meaningfulness also depends on “the degree to which a purpose is perceived as being 

meaningful to an individual” (Robertson et al., 2020, p. 598). For leaders with high self-

transcendence values, positively influencing others is a central component of who they are 

(Schwartz, 1992, 2006). These leaders likely thrive when they are afforded the opportunity to 

give to employees and feel especially fulfilled when their job duties require them to promote 

others success. As such, enacting behaviors that promote others’ well-being is likely experienced 

as particularly purposeful, leading to heightened levels of experienced meaningfulness. Applied 
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to the current study, leaders with high levels of self-transcendence values should experience 

heightened levels of purpose and fulfillment from enacting servant leadership behaviors, because 

the behaviors are consistent with the values that are centrally important to them. These leaders 

recognize and appreciate the positive and significant impact that servant leadership behaviors 

have on employees’ daily growth and success. Being afforded the opportunity to express their 

underlying values via enacting servant leadership behaviors provides a particularly meaningful 

experience.  

For leaders with high levels of self-enhancement values, positively influencing others is a 

less central component of who they are (Schwartz, 1992, 2006). These leaders are likely more 

interested in spending their time attaining achievement and performance related goals. Since 

helping and facilitating employees’ success consumes the leaders time and energy, it detracts 

from their short-term performance goal progress (Koopman et al., 2016) and is likely seen as dull 

and tedious. Thus, for leaders with high levels of self-enhancement values, enacting behaviors 

that promote others well-being should be experienced as less meaningful. Applied to the present 

study, leaders with high levels of self-enhancement values should experience less purpose and 

fulfillment from enacting servant leadership behaviors, and, therefore, attenuated levels of 

meaningfulness. These leaders are likely too self-interested and focused on personal goal 

pursuits to recognize and appreciate the value created by enacting servant leadership behaviors, 

and therefore are less likely to experience fulfilment from enacting the behaviors. Based on these 

arguments, I hypothesize that: 

Hypothesis 4a and 4b: Self-transcendence values moderate the positive relationship 

between servant leadership and (4a) task meaningfulness and (4b) relational 

meaningfulness such that when self-transcendence values are high, the relationship is 

more positive than when self-transcendence values are low.  
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Hypothesis 4c and 4d: Self-enhancement values moderate the positive relationship 

between servant leadership and (4c) task meaningfulness and (4d) relational 

meaningfulness, such that when self-enhancement values are high, the relationship is less 

positive than when self-enhancement values are low.  

 

Experienced Meaningfulness and Work Engagement 

Kahn’s (1990) qualitative work suggests that experienced meaningfulness facilitates 

work engagement. Leaders who experience meaningfulness at work believe that their job duties 

and their relationship with employees are personally important and worthwhile (Spreitzer, 1995). 

The leader should be more willing to invest their cognitive and emotional resources into their 

work activities because it is viewed as a worthy and noble pursuit. They are also more likely to 

approach their job duties with a sense of urgency, enthusiasm, and vigor (Lam et al., 2016). On 

days when end-of-workday experienced meaningfulness is high, the leader will likely approach 

their work with a heightened intensity of effort, focus, and emotional investment the following 

day, leading to heightened levels of work engagement. Indeed, extant research indicates that 

experienced meaningfulness enhances job involvement (Lin et al., 2020) and work engagement 

(May et al., 2004; Woods & Sofat, 2013).  

Hypothesis 5a and 5b: Experienced (5a) task meaningfulness and (5b) relational 

meaningfulness is positively related to work engagement.  

 

Servant Leadership, Values, Experienced Meaningfulness, and Work Engagement  

Integrating the preceding arguments suggest that servant leadership behaviors promote 

the leader’s sense of purpose and enhances end-of-workday experienced meaningfulness, which, 

in turn, should promote next-day work engagement. Insights from the meaningfulness and self-

consistency literatures, however, suggest that the strength of the relationship between servant 

leadership and meaningfulness likely depends on the leader’s personal values, which should also 

carry over to affect the leader’s next-day work engagement.  
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For leaders with high levels of self-transcendence values, promoting others well-being is 

central to who they are (Schwartz, 1992, 2006) and thus enacting servant leadership behaviors 

should promote self-consistency and be a particularly fulfilling and purposeful experience 

(Robertson et al., 2020). On days when servant leadership behaviors are high, the leader should 

experience more end-of-workday meaningfulness and should be more willing to devote their full 

cognitive, physical, and emotional resources into the job, leading to heightened next-day work 

engagement (Kahn, 2010; Lin et al., 2020; May et al., 2004; Woods & Sofat, 2013). For leaders 

with high levels of self-enhancement values, personal achievement and attaining performance 

goals are central to who they are (Schwartz, 1992, 2006) and thus enacting servant leadership 

behaviors—behaviors that detract from their performance goal progress—is likely seen as 

cumbersome and tedious. On days when servant leadership behaviors are high, the leader should 

feel that their work is less purposeful and experience less meaningfulness. Consequently, the 

leader should be less likely to approach their work with enthusiasm and vigor resulting in less 

next-day work engagement. Given these arguments, I hypothesize that: 

Hypothesis 6a and 6b: Self-transcendence values moderate the indirect relationship 

between servant leadership and work engagement via (6a) task meaningfulness and (6b) 

relational meaningfulness, such that when self-transcendence values are high, the indirect 

effect is more positive than when self-transcendence values are low. 

 

Hypothesis 6c and 6d: Self-enhancement values moderate the indirect relationship 

between servant leadership and work engagement via (6c) task meaningfulness and (6d) 

relational meaningfulness, such that when self-enhancement values are high, the indirect 

effect is less positive than when self-enhancement values are low. 

 

Methods 

Participants and Procedure 

To obtain a heterogeneous sample of leaders from a wide variety of industries, I recruited 

participants through several avenues. I posted recruitment flyers with key information about the 

study to social media platforms (i.e., LinkedIn, Facebook, Instagram). I asked undergraduate 
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students enrolled in entry level management courses (13 different sections) at a large research 

university in the Southeastern United States to voluntarily recruit someone they know to 

participate in the study. Finally, I cold emailed approximately 100 people working in student 

services departments at large research universities located throughout the United States. 

Contained within the recruitment flyer was an opt-in link and QR code that first led prospective 

participants to the informed consent form (Georgia State University IRB protocol # H22467), 

followed by a screening survey to ensure participants met the minimum eligibility requirements. 

To be eligible, participants must (1) be at least 18 years old, (2) work a full-time job that has 

regular business hours (i.e., Monday through Friday from approximately 8AM to 5PM), (3) have 

access to email during work hours, (4) supervise the work of at least one employee, and (5) have 

daily interactions with their subordinates.  

To capture the intra-individual processes outlined by my theoretical framework, I 

employed experience sampling methodology (ESM). Experience sampling methodology is both 

consistent with theorizing in the present study and is appropriate given the reality that managerial 

role responsibilities and thereby servant leadership behaviors fluctuate daily (Liao et al., 2020; 

Zhou et al., 2020). To begin the study, respondents were sent a one-time survey that collected 

demographic data and the between-person variables (i.e., leader self-transcendence values and 

self-enhancement values). The hypothesized cross-level interaction effects can only be analyzed 

if participants responded to the between-person (level-2) variables contained within the one-time 

survey. Thus, only participants who completed the one-time survey were invited to participate in 

the daily portion of the study. In total, 77 participants opted into the study and completed the one 

time-survey.  
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Participants began the daily diary portion of the study approximately one week after the 

one-time survey, which is consistent with extant precedent (McClean et al., 2021b; Simon et al., 

2022). The daily portion consisted of two surveys a day (noon and end of workday) for 10 

consecutive business days. The 10-day timespan represents two typical work weeks and is ideal 

in that it enables natural variations in leadership behaviors, all the while, reduces the response 

burden and survey fatigue associated with longer data collection periods (Gabriel et al., 2019, 

Lin et al., 2020; Rosen et al., 2021; Simon et al., 2022). The first daily survey was sent to leaders 

via email at 12PM and contained the servant leadership scale. The second daily survey was sent 

to leaders via email at 3:30PM and contained assessments of state depletion, task 

meaningfulness, and relational meaningfulness. Beginning on day 2, the noon survey contained 

the time 3 within-person outcome (i.e., leader work engagement) and the within-person controls 

(i.e., previous night’s sleep quality and morning positive and negative affect). Thus, beginning 

on day 2, the noon survey assessed both leader engagement (t +1) as the endogenous outcome 

corresponding to the day 1 cycle, as well as servant leadership (t) as the exogenous predictor 

corresponding to the day 2 cycle. Leaders who did not complete the survey within 1 hour were 

sent a reminder email. To prevent participants from backfilling previous surveys and thereby 

jeopardizing the validity of the causal process (Fisher & To, 2012), I closed the surveys after 2 

hours—2PM for the noon survey and 5:30PM for the end of workday survey. The predictor, 

mediators, and outcome were temporally separated to alleviate concerns with common method 

bias—specifically, common rater effects (Podsakoff et al., 2012; Podsakoff et al., 2003), a 

widely accepted practice for experience sampling methodology (Gabriel et al., 2019).  
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I retained individuals who provided at least three complete cycles of surveys1 (i.e., noon 

(t), end of day, noon (t+1)) to ensure that I properly modeled within-person fluctuations in the 

focal constructs, as recommended by Trougakos, Hideg, Cheng, and Beal (2014) (for examples, 

see Gabriel et al., 2021; Lanaj et al., 2021; McClean et al., 2021b). Of the 77 respondents who 

participated in the daily diary portion, 57 completed at least three cycles. Two participants 

responded carelessly by reporting the same answer (i.e., “3”) across all days of the study and 11 

respondents were removed due to suspicious behavior (completing the survey from the same IP 

Address, Longitude, and Latitude). The final sample consisted of 44 leaders (57% retained2), 

who provided 241 cycles of complete responses out of a possible 352 cycles. Of these 44 leaders, 

56.82% were female, 65.91% were white, and the average age was 39.40 years old (SD = 12.09). 

They had worked in their current role for an average of 3.11 years (SD = 4.19), had an 

organizational tenure of 7.91 years (SD = 7.63), and reported supervising several employees 

(36.36% supervised more than 6 employees, while 45.46% supervised 3 to 5 employees). The 

vast majority of respondents had a 4-year degree or higher (90.91%). Participants worked in a 

variety of industries, including healthcare, education, military, engineering, and transportation.  

Participants were paid $2 per survey they completed and earned up to $42 if they 

complete all of the surveys ($2 for one-time survey + $2 x 2 surveys a day x 10 days = $42).  

Measures 

Within-Person Measures (level-1) 

To reduce the response burden and maximize survey completion, I followed best practice 

recommendations and used shortened scales for the within-person measures where possible 

 
1 Participants were paid based on the number of surveys they completed, not the number of cycles they completed. 

Thus, participants who did not complete at least three cycles still received compensation. 
2 The percentage of retained individuals was 74% when excluding the 13 flagged respondents.  
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(Beal, 2015; Gabriel et al., 2019; Fisher & To, 2012; Uy et al., 2010). Unless otherwise noted, all 

items were assessed on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). 

Following Fisher and To’s (2012) recommendation, instructions and item stems were adapted to 

reflect the time frame leaders should be thinking about when responding to the question. Full 

scales are reported in Appendix A. 

Servant leadership at work (Noon, t). Servant leadership was measured using an 

adapted version of the 7-item short form developed by Liden et al., (2015). The original survey 

assessed employees’ perception of their leader’s stable servant leadership behaviors. Liao et al. 

(2020) adapted the servant leadership items to reflect the leader’s perception of his or her own 

daily servant leadership behaviors. Following Liao and colleagues’ (2020) procedure, I 

instructed leaders to think about their interactions with employees since arriving to work today. 

Sample items are, “Today, an employee sought help from me on a personal problem” and 

“Today, I put an employee’s best interests ahead of my own.” Daily reliabilities ranged from .78 

to .89, with a mean of .84.    

State depletion (End of Workday, t). State depletion has been traditionally measured 

with a 24-item scale developed by Twenge and colleagues (2004). Scholars have created a 

shortened version of the scale specifically for use in ESM studies (see Johnson et al., 2014; and 

Liao et al., 2020). Following their procedure, state depletion was assessed using a 7-item 

measure. Leaders were instructed to think about how they feel right now. Sample items are, 

“Right now, I feel drained” and “Right now, I feel mentally exhausted”. Daily reliabilities ranged 

from .94 to .96, with a mean of .95.    

Task meaningfulness (End of Workday, t). Task meaningfulness was assessed using a 

3-item scale developed by Spreitzer (1995). Leaders were instructed to think about how they feel 
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about their work right now. Sample items are, “Right now, the work I am doing is very important 

to me” and “Right now, my job activities are personally meaningful to me”. Daily reliabilities 

ranged from .86 to .95, with a mean of .91.    

Relational meaningfulness (End of Workday, t). Relational meaningfulness was 

assessed using a 4-item measure adapted from the task meaningfulness scale developed by 

Spreitzer (1995). Items were adapted by shifting the focus of the items from the tasks themselves 

(task focus) to the leader’s subordinates (people focus). For example, the item “Right now, the 

work I am doing is very important to me” was adapted to “Right now, the employees I manage 

are very important to me.” Leaders were instructed to think about how they feel about their 

employees right now. Daily reliabilities ranged from .88 to .94, with a mean of .92.    

Work engagement (Noon, t + 1). Work engagement was assessed using the 9-item short 

form developed by Crawford et al., (2013). The work engagement measure is comprised of 3 

dimensions—physical engagement, emotional engagement, and cognitive engagement. Leaders 

were instructed to think about how they feel right now. Sample items are, “Right now, I am 

exerting my full effort to my job” (physical engagement), “Right now, I am emotionally 

connected to my work role” (emotional engagement), “Right now, I am giving my full attention 

to my job” (cognitive engagement). Daily reliabilities ranged from .90 to .96, with a mean of .92.    

Between-Person Measures (level-2) 

Leader Values. Self-transcendence and self-enhancement values were measured using an 

18-item survey validated by Schwartz (1992). Leaders were instructed to rate the importance of 

each value as a guiding principle in their life. Response options were: 1 = not important, 2 = 

slightly important, 3 = moderately important, 4 = important, and 5 = very important. Self-

enhancement items are: social power, authority, wealth, preserving my public image, social 
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recognition, successful, capable, ambitious, influential, intelligent, and self-respect. Self-

transcendence items are: helpful, honest, forgiving, loyal, responsible, true friendship, a spiritual 

life, mature love, meaning in life, protecting the environment, a world of beauty, unity with 

nature, broad-minded, social justice, wisdom, equality, a world at peace, and inner harmony. The 

average reliability of self-transcendence values and self-enhancement values was .88 and .86, 

respectively.     

Control Variables 

Sleep Quality 

 Sleep quality has been shown to influence daily work unit engagement (Barnes et al., 

2015). I, therefore, controlled for sleep quality at time 3 using a single-item scale frequently used 

in ESM research (Rosen et al., 2019), “How would you evaluate the quality of your last night’s 

sleep?” on a scale from 1 (very poor) to 5 (very good).  

Daily Positive and Negative Affect 

 In a recent review on critical trends and considerations in ESM research, Gabriel et al., 

(2019) contend that mood can have a profound impact on how people evaluate their experiences 

and behaviors. Therefore, I controlled for positive and negative affect to account for the 

possibility that current affective states are driving a leader’s perception of his or her engagement 

at work, and not their prior days servant leadership and psychological states. Leader affect was 

measured using the 10-item short form of the positive and negative affect schedule, which 

includes five items for positive affect and five items for negative affect (PANAS-X, MacKinnon 

et al., 1999; see Watson et al., 1988 for full-length version). Sample items are: “Right now, I feel 

inspired” (positive affect) and “Right now, I feel upset” (negative affect). The average reliability 
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was .90 (range = .88 - .92) and .89 (range = .84 - .93), for positive and negative affect, 

respectively.  

Cyclical and Temporal Controls 

 Consistent with best practices in experience sampling methodology (Gabriel et al., 2019), 

I followed the recommendations of Beal and Ghandour (2011) to account for cyclical effects in 

the mediators (i.e., end-of-day psychological states) and outcomes (i.e., leader engagement). I, 

therefore, controlled for day of the week (Monday through Friday; coded as 1 through 4) as well 

as the sine and cosine of the day (calculated over a one-week period) (for recent examples, see 

Gabriel et al., 2021; McClean et al., 2021a, 2021b; Rosen et al., 2021). Finally, to account for 

“carry-over” effects and to assess change in the focal constructs, I controlled for lagged, prior-

day versions of the mediator and outcome variables.   

Analytic Approach 

Given the nested nature of the data (daily responses nested within people), I tested all 

hypothesized relationships using multi-level path analysis in MPLUS 8.13 (Muthén & Muthén, 

2017). All models were tested using the Bayesian estimator (Asparouhov et al., 2018; 

Asparouhov & Muthén, 2010), rather than the maximum likelihood (ML) estimator often used in 

the frequentist approach. The Bayesian estimator is advantageous because it can estimate more 

complex models, does not require or assume a normal distribution, and has a more 

straightforward interpretation of parameter estimates and their credibility intervals (Muthén, 

2010; Yuan & MacKinnon, 2009; for recent ESM examples, see Rosen et al., 2019; Sawyer et al., 

2022). That is, a 95% credibility interval can be interpreted to mean that there is a 95% chance 

that the true value of the parameter resides within the estimated interval, based on the observed 

 
3 Sample MPLUS code is shown in Appendix E. 
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data (Yuan & MacKinnon, 2009). The frequentist approach using maximum likelihood estimation 

assumes a normal distribution. The normality assumption can be problematic because indirect 

and conditional indirect effects are often non-normally distributed, leading to biased estimates 

and standard errors. Considering that the hypothesized multi-level moderation and moderated-

mediation models with multiple mediators in parallel is relatively complex and simultaneously 

estimates multiple conditional indirect effects, Bayesian estimation is appropriate. It is important 

to note that p-values in Bayesian estimation are typically reported as one-tailed and is interpreted 

as the proportion of the distribution of the effect that is above (negative estimates) or below 

(positive estimates) zero (Muthen, 2010, for recent empirical examples using one-tailed tests, see 

Simon et al., 2015; Sawyer et al., 2022; Thoroughgood et al., 2020).  

Following best practice recommendations (Enders & Tofighi, 2007; Hofmann et al., 

2000), I person-mean center the within-person level-1 predictor (i.e., servant leadership) to 

remove variance attributed to between-person factors. Doing so focuses the analysis on how a 

leader deviates from his or her own mean day-to-day. Consistent with prior ESM research (Lanaj 

et al., 2021), the mediators and dependent variables were not person-mean centered because 

Mplus latently partials the within- and between-person variance on these variables. I grand-mean 

centered the between-person level-2 moderators (i.e., leader self-transcendence values and self-

enhancement values).  

Using random slopes at the within-person level, servant leadership was modeled as a 

predictor of end-of-day psychological states (i.e., depletion, task meaningfulness, and relational 

meaningfulness), which, in turn, were modeled to predict next day leader engagement. The non-

focal main effect of servant leadership (t) on work engagement (t + 1) and the within-person 

control variables (i.e., autoregressive effects, cyclical trends, sleep quality, and PANAS) were 
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modeled using fixed slopes to reduce model complexity, a practice that is common in ESM 

research (Gabriel et al., 2021; McClean et al., 2021b; Rosen et al., 2019; Simon et al., 2022). At 

the between-person level, self-transcendence values and self-enhancement values were modeled 

as a predictor of end-of-day psychological states (i.e., depletion, task meaningfulness, and 

relational meaningfulness), as well as the servant leadership-mediator slopes.  

Following the recommendations of Yuan and MacKinnon (2009), I used Bayesian 

estimation with noninformative priors to test the significance of the indirect and conditional 

indirect effects. The “Model Constraint” command in Mplus was used to calculate a 95%  

Bayesian credibility interval of the conditional indirect effects at +/– 1 SD of the moderators. In 

computing the conditional indirect effects, the covariance estimate between the servant 

leadership—mediator slope and the mediator—outcome slope was added to the conditional 

indirect effects (referred to as the “CAB” parameter by Preacher et al., 2010).  

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Tables 1 and 2 About Here  

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Results 

As a first test, I specified a null model to assess the percentage of within-individual 

variance for each daily measure and determine the appropriateness of multi-level analysis. 

Results (Table 1) reveal that all level-1 variables exhibited sufficient within-person variance: 

servant leadership (44.7%), depletion (60.7%), task meaningfulness (43.5%), relational 

meaningfulness (38%), and engagement (64.3%). Prior to testing the hypotheses, I conducted a 

multilevel confirmatory factor analysis to assess the measurement model fit. The 7-factor model 

including the 5 within-person variables modeled at level-1 and the 2 between-person variables 
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modeled at level-2 demonstrated decent4 fit: (χ2 [df = 771] = 2164.53, p = .00; CFI = .77; TLI = 

.74; RMSEA = .09; SRMR [within] = .09; SRMR [between] = .15. The 7-factor model fit the 

data better than a 6-factor model where task meaningfulness and relational meaningfulness were 

collapsed into a single overall meaningfulness factor: (χ2 [df = 775] = 2597.44, p = .00; CFI = 

.70; TLI = .67; RMSEA = .10; SRMR [within] = .11; SRMR [between] = .15. 

Hypothesis Testing 

Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations among study variables are reported 

in Table 2.  

The moderated-mediation analyses with self-transcendence values as the moderator were 

run separately from the model with self-enhancement values as the moderator to reduce model 

complexity and the potential combinations of non-focal conditional indirect effects (i.e., high-

low, low-low, high-high). Model testing results with self-transcendence values as the moderator 

(Table 3) will be reported first, followed by model testing results with self-enhancement values 

as the moderator (Table 5). All analysis results are derived from the moderated-mediation 

models with control variables5,6. 

 

 

 
4 The CFA fit statistics were lower than conventional standards. An in-depth discussion of the factors contributing to 

the less-than-ideal fit statistics is discussed in Appendix B. 
5 The hypothesized moderated-mediation models were also tested without control variables (Appendix C). Results 

reported in Table 12 (self-transcendence values) and Table 13 (self-enhancement values) reveal no meaningful 

differences in the conclusions drawn from the parameter estimates without control variables (i.e., sign and 

significance levels). Conditional indirect effects without controls are reported in Table 14.  

 
6 While the theoretical model proposes a first-stage moderation effects and conditional indirect effects, a simple 

mediation effect without considering the moderation may be of interest. Appendix C, Table 15 reflects simple 

mediation analysis results with controls, whereas Table 16 reflects mediation models without controls. Notably, the 

sign and significance levels of the parameter estimates did not meaningfully differ from the moderated-mediation 

results.  
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-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Tables 3-5 and Figure 2 About Here  

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Hypothesis 1a predicted that self-transcendence values would interact with servant 

leadership, such that the positive effect of servant leadership on depletion would be less positive 

for people with high levels of self-transcendence values. As shown in Table 3, the interaction 

term was not significant (γ = .06, p = .403). Thus, Hypothesis 1a was not supported. Hypothesis 

2 proposed that leader depletion is negatively related to leader engagement. Leader depletion had 

a marginally significant positive relationship with leader engagement (γ = .13, p = .098), which 

was in the opposite direction of Hypothesis 2. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was not supported. 

Hypothesis 3a predicted that the negative indirect relationship between servant leadership and 

work engagement via leader depletion would be less negative for people with high levels of self-

transcendence values. Table 4 shows that the conditional indirect effect was not significant at 

high (+1 SD: γ = –.04, p = .303, 95% CI [–.245, .139]) or low (–1 SD: γ = –.04, p = .306, 95% CI 

[–.284, .143]) values of self-transcendence values, as evidence by a confidence interval that 

included zero. Thus, Hypothesis 3a was not supported. Hypothesis 4a and 4b predicted that self-

transcendence values would interact with servant leadership, such that the positive effect 

between servant leadership and (4a) task meaningfulness and (4b) relational meaningfulness is 

stronger for people with high levels of self-transcendence values. Results reported in Table 3 

reveal that the servant leadership–self-transcendence values interaction did not significantly 

predict task meaningfulness (γ = .06, p = .391) or relational meaningfulness (γ = –.20, p = .133). 

Thus, hypothesis 4a and 4b were not supported. Hypothesis 5 proposed that task meaningfulness 

(5a) and relational meaningfulness (5b) are positively related to leader engagement. Neither task 
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meaningfulness (γ = .13, p = .143) nor relational meaningfulness (γ = –.15, p = .127) 

significantly predicted leader engagement. Hypothesis 5a and 5b were not supported. Finally, 

Hypothesis 6a and 6b predicted that the positive indirect relationship between servant leadership 

and next-day work engagement via task meaningfulness (6a) and relational meaningfulness (6b) 

will be stronger for people with high levels of self-transcendence values. Table 4 shows that the 

indirect effect via task meaningfulness was not significant at both high (+1 SD: γ = .08, p = .204, 

95% CI [-.131, .344]) and low (–1 SD: γ = .08, p = .225, 95% CI [-.138, .320]) levels of self-

transcendence values. Thus, Hypothesis 6a was not supported. The indirect effect via relational 

meaningfulness was not significant at high (+1 SD: γ = .00, p = .488, 95% CI [-.186, .188]) or 

low (–1 SD: γ = –.04, p = .324, 95% CI [-.226, .115]) values of the moderator. Hypothesis 6b 

was, therefore, not supported. 

Table 5 reflects model results with self-enhancement values as the moderator. Hypothesis 

1b predicted that self-enhancement values would interact with servant leadership, such that the 

positive effect of servant leadership on depletion would be more positive for people with high 

levels of self-enhancement values. The interaction term was not significant (γ = .23, p = .212), 

indicating that Hypothesis 1b was not supported. Hypothesis 2 proposed a negative relationship 

between leader depletion and leader engagement. Results reveal that leader depletion had a 

marginally significant positive relationship with leader engagement (γ = .13, p = .094), which 

was not in the expected direction. Thus, hypothesis 2 was not supported. Hypothesis 3b predicted 

that the negative indirect relationship between servant leadership and work engagement via 

leader depletion is more negative for people with high levels of self-enhancement values. Table 4 

shows that the conditional indirect effect was not significant at high (+1 SD: γ = –.02, p = .375, 

95% CI [-.232, .144]) or low (–1 SD: γ = –.06, p = .238, 95% CI [-.297, .126]) levels of self-
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enhancement values. Therefore, Hypothesis 3b was not supported. Hypothesis 4c and 4d 

predicted that self-enhancement values would interact with servant leadership, such that the 

positive effect between servant leadership and (4c) task meaningfulness and (4d) relational 

meaningfulness is weaker for people with high levels of self-enhancement values. As shown in 

Table 5, the servant leadership–self-enhancement values interaction did not significantly predict 

task meaningfulness (γ = -.02, p = .467). Thus, hypothesis 4c was not supported. The servant 

leadership–self-enhancement values interaction did, however, significantly predict relational 

meaningfulness (γ = -.34, p = .004). Figure 2 illustrates the interaction plot7. Simple slopes 

analysis show that for people with low levels of self-enhancement values, the relationship 

between servant leadership and relational meaningfulness was positive, although not significant 

(γ = .08, p = .342). For people with high levels of self-enhancement values, the relationship 

between servant leadership and relational meaningfulness was negative, although again not 

significant (γ = -.13, p = .149). Thus, Hypothesis 4d was not supported. Hypothesis 5a and 5b 

predicted that task meaningfulness (5a) and relational meaningfulness (5b) are positively related 

to engagement. Results reveal that neither task meaningfulness (γ = .14, p = .128) nor relational 

meaningfulness (γ = –.14, p = .147) significantly predicted leader engagement. Hypothesis 5a 

and 5b were not supported. Finally, Hypothesis 6c and 6d predicted that for people with high 

levels of self-enhancement values, the positive indirect relationship between servant leadership 

and next-day work engagement via task meaningfulness (6c) and relational meaningfulness (6d) 

 
7 I also tested a model in which self-transcendence values was separated into its subdimensions: power values and 

achievement values. I did this because (1) it may be of interest to determine whether one of the value sets was 

driving the effects and (2) the CFA results reveled that the fit indices improved slightly when personal values were 

separated into its component parts. Results revealed that achievement values were driving the effect as evidenced by 

a significant cross-level moderation effect of the servant leadership—relational meaningfulness slope for 

achievement values (γ = –.39, 95% CI [-.675, -.105]), but not for power values (γ = –.23, 95% CI [-.535, .026]). 

Simple slopes analysis showed that the effect was non-significant at low (γ = .11, p = .279) and high (γ = -.18, p = 

.073) levels of achievement values.  
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will be weaker as compared to people with low levels of self-enhancement values. Table 4 

results show that the indirect effect via task meaningfulness was not significant for people with 

high (+1 SD: γ = .08, p = .214, 95% CI [-.149, .334]) or low (–1 SD: γ = .08, p = .218, 95% CI [-

.159, .327]) levels of self-enhancement values. Thus, hypothesis 6c was not supported. Similarly, 

the indirect effect via relational meaningfulness was not significant for people with high (+1 SD: 

γ = .01, p = .407, 95% CI [-.149, .184]) or low (–1 SD: γ = –.04, p = .267, 95% CI [-.236, .105]) 

levels of self-enhancement values. Therefore, hypothesis 6d was not supported.  

Post hoc Analyses 

The correlations between end-of-workday psychological states and next-day leader 

behaviors (b-path) were relatively low in comparison to the servant leadership-psychological 

states relationship (a-path). The weak correlations raise doubts about whether end-of-workday 

psychological states are powerful enough influences to affect leadership behaviors the following 

day (noon, t +1)—a time delay of more than 12 hours. The significant time delay is problematic 

considering that (1) psychological states tend to be more ephemeral and likely have a shorter-

lived influence on behavior, and (2) the magnitude of within-person effects tend to erode over 

the course of a day, let alone across days. For these reasons, I refocus the present investigation 

on examining the nuances within the relationship between daily servant leadership behaviors and 

end-of-day psychological states. That is, I take a granular approach to uncover the mechanisms 

that transmit the effect (i.e., process) and for whom the effects are amplified or attenuated. 
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Research questions:  

RQ1: Does enacting servant leadership behaviors produce an affective high that, in turn, 

results in more enriched leaders, as evidence by reduced depletion, increased task 

meaningfulness, and elevated intrinsic motivation8?   

RQ2: Do leaders with moderate to low levels of self-enhancement values experience a 

stronger affective high and thereby experience more enrichment, as compared to leaders with 

high levels of self-enhancement values.  

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 3 About Here  

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Methods 

The post hoc analyses used the same 44 study participants as the main study and, thus, 

the data collection procedure was the same. The first daily survey9 (12PM) contained measure of 

servant leadership, positive affect, and negative affect. The end-of-workday survey (3:30PM) 

contained assessments of state depletion, task meaningfulness, and intrinsic motivation. 

Within-Person Measures (level-1) 

Servant leadership at work (Noon, t). Servant leadership was measured using an 

adapted version of the 7-item short form developed by Liden et al., (2015). The primary study 

 
8 To maintain consistency with the end-of-day psychological states theorized in the main study, I first tested a 

mediation model with depletion, task meaningfulness, and relational meaningfulness as the endogenous variables. 

Positive affect, however, was not a good predictor of relational meaningfulness (γ = -.03, p = .351) and, thus, the 

mediation effect was not significant. I, therefore, tested intrinsic motivation as an alternative motivational outcome 

that reflects the motivational side of what it means to be enriched.  
9 Of note, the predictor (i.e., servant leadership) and the mediators (i.e., positive affect and negative affect) were 

measured at the same timepoint. To alleviate some concerns with common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003; 

2012), the instructions for the measures employed psychological separation (for an in-depth discussion, see the 

limitations section). That is, the servant leadership scale was a retrospective measure that instructed participants to 

think about their interactions with employees since arriving to work, whereas the positive and negative affect 

measure instructed leaders to think about how they felt “right now”.  
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revealed that two items (creating value for the community and behaving ethically) had little day-

to-day variance and demonstrated poor fit in the confirmatory factor analysis. Following Liao 

and colleagues (2020) procedure, servant leadership was measured using the five-items that 

demonstrated sufficient day-to-day variance.  

 Positive affect and Negative Affect (Noon, t). Leader affect was measured using the 10-

item short form of the positive and negative affect schedule, which includes five items for 

positive affect and five items for negative affect (PANAS-X, MacKinnon et al., 1999; see 

Watson et al., 1988 for full-length version). Sample items are: “Right now, I feel inspired” 

(positive affect) and “Right now, I feel upset” (negative affect).  

State depletion (End of Workday, t). State depletion has been traditionally measured 

with a 24-item scale developed by Twenge and colleagues (2004). Scholars have created a 

shortened version of the scale specifically for use in ESM studies (see Johnson et al., 2014; and 

Liao et al., 2020). Following their procedure, state depletion was assessed using a 6-item 

measure10. Leaders were instructed to think about how they feel right now. Sample items are, 

“Right now, I feel drained” and “Right now, I feel mentally exhausted”. 

Task meaningfulness (End of Workday, t). Task meaningfulness was assessed using a 

3-item scale developed by Spreitzer (1995). Leaders were instructed to think about how they feel 

about their work right now. Sample items are, “Right now, the work I am doing is very important 

to me” and “Right now, my job activities are personally meaningful to me”. 

Intrinsic motivation (End of Workday, t). Intrinsic motivation was measured using a 4-

item scale developed by Grant (2008). Leaders were given the instructions: “Think about how 

you feel about your work right now. Why are you motivated to do your work?” Sample items are, 

 
10 Of note, one item that was identified in the main study as poorly mapping onto the depletion construct (willpower) 

was not retained.   
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“Right now, I’m motivated because I enjoy the work itself” and “Right now, I’m motivated 

because I enjoy it”. Daily reliabilities ranged from .86 to .98, with a mean of .92.    

Between-Person Measures (level-2) 

Leader Values. Personal values were measured using an 11-item survey validated by 

Schwartz (1992). Leaders were instructed to rate the importance of each value as a guiding 

principle in their life. Response options were: 1 = not important, 2 = slightly important, 3 = 

moderately important, 4 = important, and 5 = very important. Personal values were comprised of 

two dimensions: achievement values and power values11. Achievement values were assessed 

with the items: social power, authority, wealth, preserving my public image, social recognition, 

while power values were assessed with the items: successful, capable, ambitious, influential, 

intelligent, and self-respect. The average reliability of achievement values and power values was 

.75 and .87, respectively.     

Analytic Approach 

Consistent with the main study, I tested all hypothesized relationships using multi-level 

path analysis in MPLUS 8.1 (Muthén & Muthén, 2017) with the Bayesian estimator 

(Asparouhov et al., 2018; Asparouhov & Muthén, 2010). I person-mean centered the within-

person level-1 predictor (i.e., servant leadership). The mediators and dependent variables were 

not person-mean centered because Mplus latently partials the within- and between-person 

variance on these variables (Lanaj et al., 2021). The between-person moderators (i.e., 

achievement values and power values) were grand-mean centered. All level-1 focal relationships 

were modeled with random slopes. Consistent with the main study, the non-focal main effect of 

 
11 Achievement values and power values were modeled separately in the post hoc analyses because (1) the main 

study CFA fit indices showed that a two-factor model fit the data better than a one-factor model and (2) the main 

study results showed that there were differences in the moderation effect for achievement values and power values.  
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servant leadership (t) on end-of-workday psychological states and the within-person control 

variables (i.e., autoregressive effects, cyclical trends, and sleep quality) were modeled using 

fixed slopes to reduce model complexity (Gabriel et al., 2021; McClean et al., 2021a; Rosen et 

al., 2019; Simon et al., 2022). The “Model Constraint” command in Mplus was used to calculate 

a 95% Bayesian credibility interval of the conditional indirect effects at +/– 1 SD of the 

moderators. The covariance estimate between the servant leadership—mediator slope and the 

mediator—outcomes slope was not significant. Following the recommendations of Tofighi, 

West, and MacKinnon (2013), the covariance of the random slopes was not included in the final 

model estimation (for recent examples, see Gabriel et al., 2021; Rosen et al., 2019).   

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Tables 6 and 7 About Here  

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Results 

First, a null model was specified to assess the percentage of within-individual variance 

for each daily measure. Table 6 shows that all level-1 variables exhibited sufficient within-

person variance: servant leadership (43.8%), positive affect (57.9%), negative affect (48.1%), 

depletion (60.2%), task meaningfulness (43.7%), intrinsic motivation (39.2%). A multilevel 

confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to assess the measurement model fit. The 8-factor 

model including the 6 within-person variables modeled at level-1 and the 2 between-person 

variables modeled at level-2 demonstrated good fit: (χ2 [df = 378] = 646.02, p = .000; CFI = .94; 

TLI = .93; RMSEA = .05; SRMR [within] = .05; SRMR [between] = .12. 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Tables 8-11 and Figures 4-5 About Here  

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Model Testing 

Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations among study variables are reported 

in Table 7. Servant leadership had a positive and significant correlation with positive affect (r = 

.35, p < .000), which was significantly correlated with end-of-day psychological states 

(depletion: r = -.38, p < .000; task meaningfulness: r = .33, p < .000; intrinsic motivation: r = 

.25, p < .000). The significant correlations provide some initial support for the expected pattern 

of relationships.   

Mediation analysis without control variables was tested first (Table 8), followed by 

moderated-mediation analysis without control variables12. The moderated-mediation effect with 

achievement values as the moderator (Table 9) was run separately from the moderated-mediation 

effect with power values as the moderator (Table 10). Post-hoc analysis 1 investigates the 

possibility that servant leadership will indirectly predict end-of-workday enrichment (reduced 

depletion, heightened task meaningfulness, and heightened intrinsic motivation) via positive 

affect13. As shown in Table 8, servant leadership had a positive and significant effect on leaders’ 

positive affect (γ = .35, p < .000), which, in turn, significantly predicted end-of-workday 

enrichment (depletion: γ = -.56, p < .000; task meaningfulness: γ = .33, p < .000; intrinsic 

motivation γ = .27, p = .007). Table 11 shows the indirect effects from servant leadership to end-

 
12 Appendix D shows model results with control variables. Control variables were weekday, weekday sine and 

cosine waves, sleep quality, and prior day (i.e., lagged) versions of the mediators and outcomes. Results reveal no 

meaningful differences in the conclusions drawn from the parameter estimates with control variables (i.e., sign and 

significance levels).  
13 Negative affect was tested alongside positive affect (parallel mediation) in all mediation and moderated-mediation 

models. While negative affect is not expected to mediate the servant leadership–enrichment relationship, it is 

retained in all models to account for an alternative (negative) affective pathway.  
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of-workday enrichment via positive affect was significant as evidenced by a 95% credibility 

interval that excluded zero (depletion: γ = -.19, p < .000, 95% CI [-.347, -.085]; task 

meaningfulness: γ = .11, p < .000, 95% CI [.046, .216]; intrinsic motivation: γ = .09, p = .007, 

95% CI [.027, .178]).  

Post-hoc analysis 2 investigates the possibility that achievement values moderate the 

positive relationship between servant leadership and positive affect, such that the positive 

relationship would be more positive for leaders with lower levels of achievement values as 

compared to leaders with higher levels of achievement values. Table 9 shows a significant 

interaction between servant leadership and achievement values on positive affect (γ = -.54, p < 

.000). Figure 4 shows that servant leadership behaviors had a stronger positive effect on positive 

affect for leaders with low levels of achievement values (γ = .70, p < .000) than for leaders with 

high levels of achievement values (γ = -.01, p = .486).  

Post-hoc analysis 3 investigates the possibility that power values moderate the positive 

relationship between servant leadership and positive affect, such that the positive relationship 

would be more positive for leaders with lower levels of power values as compared to leaders 

with higher levels of power values. Results supported a moderation effect as evidenced by a 

significant interaction term between servant leadership and power values on positive affect (γ = -

.24, p = .024). Figure 5 shows that servant leadership behaviors had a stronger positive effect on 

positive affect for leaders with low levels of power values (γ = .53, p < .000) than for leaders 

with high levels of power values (γ = .14, p = .156).  

Post-hoc analyses 4 and 5 investigate the possibility that the indirect effect from servant 

leadership to work enrichment (i.e., depletion, task meaningfulness, and intrinsic motivation) via 

positive affect would be conditioned on achievement values and power values, respectively. 
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Table 11 summarizes the conditional indirect effect results. The negative indirect effect of 

servant leadership on depletion via positive affect was more negative for people with low levels 

of achievement values (γ = -.35, p < .000, 95% CI [-.562, -.167]) and power values (γ = -.25, p < 

.000, 95% CI [-.451, -.111]) than for people with high levels of achievement values (γ = .00, p = 

.486, 95% CI [-.134, .119]) and power values (γ = -.07, p = .156, 95% CI [-.240, .076]). The 

positive indirect effect of servant leadership on task meaningfulness via positive affect was more 

positive for people with low levels of achievement values (γ = .20, p = .004, 95% CI [.080, 

.340]) and power values (γ = .15, p = .001, 95% CI [.055, .261]) than for people with high levels 

of achievement values (γ = -.00, p = .487, 95% CI [-.076, .066]) and power values (γ = .04, p = 

.154, 95% CI [-.038, .121]), respectively. The positive indirect effect of servant leadership on 

intrinsic motivation via positive affect was more positive for people with low levels of 

achievement values (γ = .16, p = .009, 95% CI [.033, .311]) and power values (γ = .12, p = .009, 

95% CI [.025, .233]) than for people with high levels of achievement values (γ = -.00, p = .489, 

95% CI [-.057, .051]) and power values (γ = .03, p = .161, 95% CI [-.032, .109]).  

Discussion 

Servant leadership has emerged as one of the most desirable leadership approaches in 

organizations, particularly among organizations driven by a philosophy of improving the welfare 

of all organizational stakeholders. Servant leadership has shown promise in that it is an approach 

to leadership that produces optimal conditions for employees to thrive, as evidenced by more 

desirable attitudes, motivations, and behaviors (Eva et al., 2019; Hoch et al., 2018; Lee et al., 

2020). Comparatively little, however, is known about the effects of servant leadership on the 

leaders themselves. Integrating insights from servant leadership theory with the self-consistency 

literature, I sought to examine the daily costs and benefits of servant leadership behaviors on 
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leaders’ end-of-day psychological states, and how they carry over to influence next-day 

leadership behaviors at work. As the results reveal, the correlations between end-of-day 

psychological states and next-day leadership behaviors were very weak compared to the servant 

leadership–psychological states relationship, resulting in structural models that did not fit the 

data well.  

Insights gleaned from the pattern of results in the primary study, suggested that the daily 

effects of servant leadership for the leaders themselves is best captured within a single day, as 

opposed to across days where significant time delays can erode potential effects. Post hoc 

analyses, therefore, focused on the process through which servant leadership behaviors result in 

enrichment at work and for whom those effects are strengthened or nullified.  Post hoc analyses 

revealed that enacting servant leadership behaviors produced an affective high for leaders, which 

in turn, resulted in more enriched leaders—leaders who experienced less depletion, more task 

meaningfulness, and elevated levels of intrinsic motivation. The positive effects of servant 

leadership behaviors on leaders’ affect and enrichment was only realized for leaders with low to 

moderate levels of self-enhancement values. Leaders with high levels of self-enhancement values 

did not experience elevated levels of positive affect and end-of-day enrichment at work. 

Theoretical and practical implications primarily focus on the post hoc analyses since more 

insights can be gleaned from the significant models results.  

Theoretical Implications and Future Directions 

Main Study Results: Cross-day Phenomenon  

The non-significant model results in the main study offers few definitive theoretical 

insights. That said, the overall pattern of results provide some general considerations for 

capturing cross-day effects of state phenomenon on next-day leadership behavior. Model results 
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revealed very low correlations between the three psychological states (i.e., state depletion, task 

meaningfulness, and relational meaningfulness) and next-day leader engagement as compared 

with the intraday correlations between servant leadership behaviors and end-of-workday 

psychological states. This finding suggests that psychological states, whether that be state 

depletion and meaningfulness in the present study, or positive and negative affect commonly 

used in ESM research (Bartels et al., 2022; Koopman et al., 2016; Rosen et al., 2021), have a 

more proximal influence on leader behavior and are likely too fleeting to meaningfully influence 

leadership behaviors across longer measurement period intervals. There are also several factors 

that occur after work that can influence psychological states, and consequently next-day 

leadership behaviors. For example, a leader who experiences end-of-workday enrichment may 

have an argument with their spouse, thereby swiftly altering their psychological state and 

reducing the magnitude of the relationship between the enrichment they experienced at work and 

next-day work engagement. Psychological states must, therefore, be powerful enough drivers of 

next-day behavior to withstand the natural post-work variations in psychological states that are 

caused by non-work phenomenon, such as familial interactions. Consistent with the conclusion 

that it is difficult to capture cross-day effects of psychological states on next-day leader behavior, 

my own independent review of the ESM literature reveals that with rare exception, scholars 

examine psychological states from an intraday perspective. Scholars should, therefore, be 

cautious about proposing cross-day effects via psychological states. 

While psychological states are likely too ephemeral to influence next-day leadership 

behaviors, some within-person phenomenon is best captured from a cross-day lens. For example, 

previous nights (1) eating behavior (Cho & Kim, 2021), (2) sleep quality (Barnes et al., 2015), 

and (3) familial interactions (Lin et al., 2021) have all been demonstrated to play an important 
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role on next-day workplace behaviors. Scholars should continue to hypothesize and test intra- 

and inter-day relationships among daily experiences and behaviors so as to build consensus on 

phenomenon that is experienced within-day, across days, or potentially both.  

Post hoc: Servant leadership Behaviors as an Episodic Phenomenon 

 This study broadens servant leadership theory and research by advancing a within-person 

perspective. To date, the vast majority of research has investigated how servant leadership 

behaviors influence employees’ workplace experiences, motivations, and behaviors, treating 

servant leadership as a stable, trait-like phenomenon. As a recent example, across a nine-week 

time lag, servant leadership has been shown to influence employees’ intrinsic motivation and 

performance (Hartnell et al., 2023). According to the meaningfulness framework (Robertson et 

al., 2020; Rosso et al., 2010), daily servant leadership behavior should produce more immediate 

feelings of positive affect and enrichment because the leader is making a positive and significant 

impact on their subordinates’ well-being. Supporting the proposed dynamic perspective, the 

variance decomposition shows that 44% of the variance in servant leadership behaviors resides at 

the within-person level. I, therefore, encourage scholars to be more attentive to the natural 

within-person ebbs and flows of servant leadership behaviors across days, which provides a more 

complete picture of leaders’ phenomenological experiences at work (Kelemen et al., 2020; Weiss 

& Rupp, 2011).  

Post hoc: Servant leadership Behaviors Enriching Effects on Leaders 

Another key contribution of the post hoc analyses is that it challenges an emerging 

narrative that enacting servant leadership behaviors primarily comes at the cost to the leader’s 

own well-being (i.e., serving you depletes me). Applying an ego depletion perspective, scholars 

have found that servant leadership exacts a cost on leaders that results in increased depletion and 
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emotional exhaustion (Liao et al., 2020; Zhou et al., 2020). While there is value in identifying 

potential costs to leaders, focusing too narrowly on the downsides of servant leadership 

behaviors without considering the potential benefits that accrue to leaders leave readers with the 

impression that servant leadership has primarily deleterious effects on leaders’ well-being. This 

conclusion is particularly concerning because Greenleaf’s (1977) seminal works imply that 

servant leadership behaviors produce benefits for the leaders themselves as well, not just 

followers. My post hoc analysis results reveal that enacting servant leadership behaviors 

produces an affective high which results in less depletion (not more), as well as elevated levels 

of task meaningfulness and intrinsic motivation. By introducing the enrichment-based 

perspective into the servant leadership literature, I highlight the positive consequences that 

accrue to leaders who enact servant leadership behaviors. In doing so, I provide much needed 

balance to the literature and begin to shift the narrative regarding how leaders respond to 

enacting servant leadership behaviors. The servant leadership literature could benefit from a 

more exhaustive understanding of the psychological costs and benefits of servant leadership 

behaviors. That is, servant leadership could influence a broad range of psychological states 

beyond the ones identified in the present study, such as prosocial motivation, thriving, emotional 

labor, and psychological stain. Scholars should also simultaneously examine the costs and 

benefits to determine servant leaderships relative predictive validity—does servant leadership 

primarily result in costs or benefits? Furthermore, it is prudent to also investigate the relationship 

between psychological state and subsequent leadership behaviors, either within the same day or 

across days. For example, how does psychological depletion or enrichment at work influence 

leader humor, irritability, engagement, abusive supervision, or subsequent servant leadership? 

Future research is needed to investigate these possibilities.  
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Post hoc: Self-consistency and Experienced Enrichment 

 Finally, the post hoc analyses make an important contribution to the enrichment-based 

perspective by highlighting a critical boundary condition to the experience of enrichment at 

work. A fundamental tenet of the enrichment-based perspective is that people will experience 

more enrichment at work when their job affords them the opportunity to make a positive and 

significant impact on the lives of others (Robertson et al., 2020; Rosso et al., 2010), such as via 

enacting servant leadership behaviors. The self-consistency literature (Gecas, 1982; Markus & 

Wurf, 1987), however, suggests that people’s experiences are largely shaped by the extent to 

which their actions are in accordance or opposition to the personal values—values that form the 

foundation to who they are and what is important to them (Schwartz, 2006, 2010). Integrating 

these two literatures suggests that the extent to which people experience positive affect and 

meaningfulness at work, rests largely on whether the impactful behaviors they enact align with 

their values. My findings reveal that people with high levels of self-enhancement values—

prioritizing one’s own power and achievement—did not experience positive affect and 

enrichment from enacting servant leadership behaviors. Meanwhile, people that were less 

concerned with prioritizing one’s own power and achievement (moderate to lower levels of self-

enhancement values) experienced more positive affect and enrichment from enacting servant 

leadership. These findings suggest that personal values are an important lens through which 

people see the world and colors the experiences they feel from the behaviors they enact. 

Podsakoff and colleagues (2019) review of the ESM literature reveals a surge in research 

examining workplace phenomenon from a within-person perspective. Given that values are such 

an integrated aspect of who people are, and how they make sense of their own behaviors and the 
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experiences they feel, I encourage scholars to more regularly examine personal values as a cross-

level moderator that shape and color people’s lived experiences. 

 The cross-level moderation effect also has important implications for the servant 

leadership literature, especially regarding which leaders realized the psychological benefits of 

enacting servant leadership. In a recent empirical study, Wu et al., (2021) found that employees 

with high levels of self-focused motives were more likely to enact servant leadership behaviors 

than employees with low self-focused motives. Their findings are important because it suggests 

that all leaders—leaders who are more self-focused and leaders who are more others-focused—

can enact servant leadership behaviors, especially over the course of a single day. That said, not 

all leaders will reap the positive benefits of the behaviors. My post hoc results reveal that leaders 

who are highly self-focused did not experience the enriching effects of servant leadership 

behaviors, presumably because they see less value in helping subordinates grow and develop 

(i.e., blinded by self-interest). For these leaders, putting subordinates first is likely experienced as 

a setback in that it often comes at a cost to the leader’s personal goal pursuits and impedes 

personal productivity (i.e., “getting ahead”) in the short run (Koopman et al., 2016). Conversely, 

people with moderate to low levels of self-enhancement values are less likely to be blinded by 

their own self-interests and can appreciate the value they have created by investing in followers’ 

growth and development across the day. For these leaders, enabling followers to succeed is an 

invigorating experience that produces an immediate affective high and enriches the leader.  

Practical Implications 

Beyond the aforementioned theoretical implications, this study also has important 

practical implications as well. First, my results suggest that servant leadership behaviors have a 

positive influence on the leaders who enact them. This finding is practically relevant because 
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extant research has primarily focused on the positive effects on employees’ well-being (Eva et 

al., 2019; Hoch et al., 2018; Lee et al., 2019). The few studies that do examine servant 

leadership’s effects on leaders focus on the depleting effects on leaders (Liao et al., 2020; Zhou 

et al., 2020), leading organizations to conclude that servant leadership may have primarily 

deleterious effects for leaders. My findings document the affective and enriching effects of 

servant leadership behaviors, suggesting that organizations that promote servant leadership will 

have leaders who experience more positive affect, as well as increased meaningfulness, elevated 

intrinsic motivation, and reduced depletion. Organizations should, therefore, promote servant 

leadership by integrating servant leadership training into their leadership development programs, 

as well as enact policies and procedures that incentivize servant leadership behaviors.  

The post hoc findings suggest that leaders with high levels of self-enhancement values 

may be blinded by their own self-interest and fail to recognize the value that is creates from 

enacting servant leadership behaviors, and therefore reject the organizations efforts to promote 

servant leadership behaviors. In addition to training and incentivizing servant leadership 

behaviors among managers, organizations should clearly articulate how the leader’s behaviors 

adds value to employees and why that is important to employees-, the organizations-, and the 

leaders own- success. Clearly articulating the benefits of servant leadership behaviors for 

multiple organizational stakeholders reinforce the value of servant leadership for leaders with 

moderate to low levels of self-enhancement values and could reveal an important “blind spot” for 

leaders with high self-enhancement values—perhaps even facilitating value change. Indeed, 

while values tend to be relatively stable self-conceptions, values scholars have suggested that 

values are amenable to change (Bardi & Goodwin, 2011; Bardi et al., 2009; Maio et al., 2009). 

Leaders who are frequently encouraged to enact servant leadership behaviors and made aware of 
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the benefits in doing so, may gradually become less self-focused. Future research, however, is 

needed to empirically test this assertion. 

Limitations  

While there are a number of strengths to this research, it is not without its limitations. 

First, my sample size is relatively small compared to the average leadership ESM sample size 

(approximately 77 participants), although by no means as small as some studies (Lanaj & 

Jennings, 2020; Rosen et al., 2019; Venus et al., 2019). A larger sample size could produce more 

reliable estimates of the proposed effects and enhance the generalizability of my study findings. 

That said, in ESM research, level-1 sample size is rarely an issue because study participants 

provide multiple observations, typically resulting in a level-1 sample of at least a couple hundred 

observations (Gabriel et al., 2019). Level-2 sample size can be problematic, however, because a 

low sample will usually increase the standard error making it more challenging to find significant 

cross-level moderation effects. That said, the moderated-mediation results were significant, even 

when considering a host of theoretically relevant control variables, suggesting that there was 

sufficient power to detect effects in the proposed model. I also using snowball sampling 

methodology to generate a sample of leaders from a variety of industries, occupations, career 

stages, and geographic locations. The sample, albeit small, represents a diverse set of conditions, 

experiences, and circumstances, which alleviates some concerns about generalizability. Still, 

future research should replicate these findings using a larger sample of participants.  

Another limitation of the study is that the data is single source, introducing potential 

common method bias (for a review, see Podsakoff et al., 2003; 2012). While single source, self-

report data tends to be met with skepticism and scrutiny in social psychological research, Gabriel 

et al., (2019) suggest that same-source data is “perfectly acceptable when we are interested in the 
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experiences of the focal individuals or if the phenomena of interest are such that only the focal 

participants would be privy to changes in them. Events, emotional states, thoughts, perceptions, 

and behaviors are often captured most accurately by directly asking the people experiencing 

them day-to-day” (p. 991). That said, scholars should make attempts to minimize common 

method bias (CMB) concerns with study design and methodological techniques. Perhaps the 

most common approach to addressing CMB for level-1 relationships is by group mean centering 

the within-person exogenous variable and latently partialing the variance in the mediators and 

outcomes by specifying the model of interest at the within-person level and modeling the 

variances at the between-person level (Lanaj et al., 2020; Gabriel et al., 2019). When group-

mean centering is applied, “all forms of between-person differences (e.g., demographics, 

personality, response tendencies, social desirability) are effectively controlled because they 

cannot correlate with predictors that have been person-mean centered” (Gabriel et al., 2019, p. 

985). The second method scholars use to alleviate common method bias, specifically common 

rater effects is to analyze lagged relationships between the exogenous predictor and the outcome. 

While my model results rely on single source data, I followed best practice recommendation by 

centering the level-1 variables and ensuring a time lag between the exogenous variable (i.e., 

servant leadership) and the outcome (i.e., enrichment), thereby alleviating common concerns 

with CMB.  

Third, while there was temporal separation between the exogenous predictor and the 

endogenous outcome, the exogenous predictor (i.e., servant leadership) and the mediator (i.e., 

positive affect) were assessed at the same timepoint in the post hoc analyses. Theoretically, 

enacting servant leadership behaviors should have an immediate impact on leaders’ affective 

states. Thus, from a purely theoretical standpoint, it is preferable to capture servant leadership 
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and positive affect in the same time period. Nonetheless, questions about “measurement context 

effects” (Podsakoff et al., 2003; 2012) and causal inference are raised when measures are 

assessed at the same timepoint. Consistent with Podsakoff and colleague’s recommendations, I 

reduced measurement context effects by psychologically separating the exogenous predictor 

from the mediator. Psychological separation was induced by instructing leaders to think about 

different time periods of the day. Instructions for the servant leadership measure asked 

participants to think about their interactions with employees since the beginning of the workday, 

whereas the positive affect scale instructed leaders to think about how they feel right now.  

Conclusion 

Servant leadership has emerged as one of the most prominent leadership philosophies 

among academics and practitioners. The present study sought to extend theory and research by 

investigating the daily effects of servant leadership behaviors for the leaders themselves. Post 

hoc analyses revealed that for leaders with high levels of self-enhancement values, enacting 

servant leadership was not significantly related to psychological states or experienced 

enrichment, presumably because the leaders were too self-focused to recognize the positive 

impact they are making on employees’ well-being. For leaders with moderate to low levels of 

power- and achievement- values, enacting servant leadership behaviors produced higher levels of 

positive affect that, in turn, facilitated more end-of-workday enrichment. Together, these 

findings provide evidence that servant leadership behaviors result in affective and psychological 

benefits for the leaders themselves, thereby supporting the proposed psychological enrichment 

framework used to explain the observed effects.  
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Table 1 

Percentage of Within-Individual Variance Among Daily Variables 

Construct 
Within-individual 

variance (e2) 

Between-individual 

variance (r2) 

% of Within-individual 

variance 

1. Servant leadership (T1) .20 .25 44.7% 

2. Leader depletion (T2) .51 .33 60.7% 

3. Leader task meaningfulness (T2) .25 .33 43.5% 

4. Leader relational meaningfulness (T2) .15 .24 38.0% 

5. Positive affect (T2) .26 .22 53.5% 

6. Negative affect (T2) .19 .20 48.3% 

7. Leader engagement (T3) .41 .23 64.3% 

 

Note. The percentage of variance within-individuals was calculated as e2 / (e2 + r2). T1 = Time 1; T2 = Time 2; T3 = Time 3. 
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Table 2 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Within- and Between-person Correlations 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Level 1           

1. Servant leadership (T1) 3.40 .69  -.19** .55** .75** .83** -.22** .69**  

2. Leader depletion (T2) 2.70 .92 -.11  -.10 -.02 -.28** .26** .12  

3. Leader task meaningfulness (T2) 3.68 .80 .08 -.38  .68** .52** -.18** .58**  

4. Leader relational meaningfulness (T2) 4.06 .66 .17 -.05 .15  .52** -.13* .41**  

5. Positive affect (T2) 3.66 .72 .04 -.14 -.05 .04  -.28** .79**  

6. Negative affect (T2) 1.66 .63 .00 .13 .09 .16 -.30  -.21**  

7. Leader engagement (T3) 3.25 .82 -.05 .02 -.02 -.05 .42 -.01   

Level 2           

8. Self-transcendence values 3.74 .55 .57** .10 .20** .41** .51** -.19** .31**  

9. Self-enhancement values 3.36 .61 .36** .22** .14* .20** .14* .05 .14* .38** 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Level-1 n = 241; Level-2 n = 44. Correlations for the Level-1 variables are reported below the diagonal and were calculated 

using person-mean centered variables. Level 1 variables were aggregated to estimate between-individual (Level 2) correlations and 

are reported above the diagonal.  T1 = Time 1; T2 = Time 2; T3 = Time 3. 

*p < .05. **p < .01. (two-tailed) 
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Table 3 

Results of Multilevel Moderated-Mediation Model with Controls: Self-transcendence Values as Moderator 

 
Mechanisms (T2)  Outcome (T3) 

 
Depletion  Task meaningfulness  Relational meaningfulness  Engagement 

Variable γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI 

Level 1 (Within-person) 
               

Control variables 
               

Week day -.11 .48 [-.985, .855]  -.29 .40 [-1.098, .463]  -.41+ .25 [-.867, .134]  -.35 .41 [-1.112, .461] 

Week day (sine) .02 .22 [-.449, .443]  .24 .17 [-.096, .585]  .08 .12 [-.156, .297]  .11 .20 [-.285, .498] 

Week day (cosine) -.10 .70 [-1.366, 1.288]  -.43 .57 [-1.575, .652]  -.51+ .35 [-1.166, .277]  -.31 .59 [-1.393, .859] 

Positive affect (T3) 
            .66*** .11 [.425, .881] 

Negative affect (T3) 
            .14 .12 [-.108, .381] 

Sleep quality (T3) 
            .00 .07 [-.149, .134] 

Prior day depletion (t - 1) .20+ .15 [-.087, .485]             

Prior day task meaningfulness (t - 1) 
    .27* .14 [-.009, .536]         

Prior day relational meaningfulness (t - 1) 
        .49*** .10 [.278, .677]     

Prior day engagement (t - 1) 
            .08 .10 [-.127, .261] 

Study variables 
               

Servant leadership -.14 .20 [-.574, .238]  .10 .15 [-.193, .411]  .10 .10 [-.098, .299]  -.12 .14 [-.390, .136] 

Depletion    
         .13+ .10 [-.064, .309] 

Task meaningfulness    
         .13 .13 [-.134, .367] 

Relational meaningfulness 
            -.15 .14 [-.417, .142] 

Level 2 (Between-person) 
               

Self-transcendence values (STV) .09 .22 [-.344, .498]  .18 .19 [-.194, .569]  .37** .17 [.073, .700]     

Servant leadership x STV .06 .32 [-.540, .660]  .06 .25 [-.419, .567]  -.20 .19 [-.623, .115]     

Within-level Pseudo R2 -.01       .02       .03       .27     

Note. Level-1 n = 241; Level-2 n = 44. Estimates reflect unstandardized coefficients. SD = standard deviation of the posterior distribution; CI = Bayesian 

credibility interval. T2 = Time 2; T3 = Time 3. “t-1” = lagged version of the focal construct. Pseudo R2 is within-individual variance explained, calculated as 

the reduction of unexplained variance when predictors are added: R2 = (σ2
null - σ

2
full) / σ

2
null (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992; LaHuis et al., 2014). 

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. (one-tailed)   
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Table 4 

Results of Indirect and Conditional Indirect Effects from Multilevel Path Analysis with Controls 

 Indirect effect  Conditional indirect effect 

Path Est. SD 95% CI  Est. SD 95% CI 

Servant leadership -> Engagement (via depletion) -.03 .09 [-.244, .117]     

Self-transcendence values (Mean)     -.04 .10 [-.250, .137] 

High (+1 SD)     -.04 .10 [-.245, .139] 

Low (−1 SD)     -.04 .10 [-.284, .143] 

Self-enhancement values (Mean)     -.04 .10 [-.260, .130] 

High (+1 SD)     -.02 .10 [-.232, .144] 

Low (−1 SD)     -.06 .10 [-.297, .126] 

Servant leadership -> Engagement (via task meaningfulness) .06 .12 [-.171, .331]     

Self-transcendence values (Mean)     .08 .12 [-.129, .328] 

High (+1 SD)     .08 .12 [-.131, .344] 

Low (−1 SD)     .08 .12 [-.138, .320] 

Self-enhancement values (Mean)     .08 .12 [-.146, .332] 

High (+1 SD)     .08 .12 [-.149, .334] 

Low (−1 SD)     .08 .13 [-.159, .327] 

Servant leadership -> Engagement (via relational meaningfulness) -.01 .09 [-.174, .164]     

Self-transcendence values (Mean)     -.02 .08 [-.198, .138] 

High (+1 SD)     .00 .09 [-.186, .188] 

Low (−1 SD)     -.04 .09 [-.226, .115] 

Self-enhancement values (Mean)     -.01 .08 [-.177, .130] 

High (+1 SD)     .01 .08 [-.149, .184] 

Low (−1 SD)         -.04 .09 [-.236, .105] 

 

 

 

 

Note. Level-1 n = 241; Level-2 n = 44. Estimates reflect unstandardized coefficients. SD = standard deviation of the posterior 

distribution; CI = Bayesian credibility interval. “(+1 SD)” and “(−1 SD)” indicate 1 standard deviation above and below the mean value 

of the moderator, respectively.  

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. (one-tailed) 
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Table 5 

Results of Multilevel Moderated-Mediation Model with Controls: Self-enhancement Values as Moderator 

 
Mechanisms (T2)  Outcome (T3) 

 

Depletion  Task meaningfulness  Relational meaningfulness  Engagement 

Variable γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI 

Level 1 (Within-person) 
               

Control variables 
               

Week day -.09 .48 [-.960, .814]  -.35 .39 [-1.126, .416]  -.48* .25 [-.960, .017]  -.39 .41 [-1.146, .456] 

Week day (sine) .02 .22 [-.441, .426]  .26+ .17 [-.076, .599]  .12 .12 [-.109, .344]  .12 .20 [-.265, .488] 

Week day (cosine) -.10 .69 [-1.345, 1.219]  -.50 .57 [-1.648, .587]  -.61+ .36 [-1.259, .125]  -.38 .60 [-1.454, .847] 

Positive affect (T3) 
            .66*** .11 [.421, .881] 

Negative affect (T3) 
            .13 .13 [-.106, .380] 

Sleep quality (T3) 
            .00 .08 [-.149, .138] 

Prior day depletion (t - 1) .19+ .14 [-.074, .472]             

Prior day task meaningfulness (t - 1) 
    .30** .14 [.033, .550]         

Prior day relational meaningfulness (t - 1) 
        .50*** .10 [.304, .698]     

Prior day engagement (t - 1) 
            .07 .10 [-.137, .258] 

Study variables 
               

Servant leadership -.14 .20 [-.563, .238]  .10 .15 [-.178, .417]  .08 .09 [-.094, .262]  -.12 .14 [-.389, .136] 

Depletion    
         .13+ .10 [-.063, .308] 

Task meaningfulness    
         .14 .13 [-.134, .369] 

Relational meaningfulness 
            -.14 .14 [-.409, .178] 

Level 2 (Between-person) 
               

Self-enhancement values (SEV) .24 .19 [-.142, .593]  .14 .17 [-.192, .473]  .14 .16 [-.159, .447]     

Servant leadership x SEV .23 .26 [-.271, .714]  -.02 .22 [-.431, .422]  -.34** .15 [-.692, -.095]     

Within-level Pseudo R2 .00       .00       .03       .27     

Note. Level-1 n = 241; Level-2 n = 44. Estimates reflect unstandardized coefficients. SD = standard deviation of the posterior distribution; CI = Bayesian 

credibility interval. T2 = Time 2; T3 = Time 3. “t-1” = lagged version of the focal construct. Pseudo R2 is within-individual variance explained, calculated as 

the reduction of unexplained variance when predictors are added: R2 = (σ2
null - σ

2
full) / σ

2
null (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992; LaHuis et al., 2014). 

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. (one-tailed)    
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Table 6 

Post hoc: Percentage of Within-Individual Variance Among Daily Variables 

Construct 
Within-individual 

variance (e2) 

Between-individual 

variance (r2) 

% of Within-individual 

variance 

1. Servant leadership  .26 .33 43.8% 

2. Leader positive affect .27 .19 57.9% 

3. Leader negative affect .19 .21 48.1% 

4. Leader depletion  .57 .37 60.2% 

5. Leader task meaningfulness  .25 .33 43.7% 

6. Leader intrinsic motivation .24 .37 39.2% 

 

Note. The percentage of variance within-individuals was calculated as e2 / (e2 + r2). T1 = Time 1; T2 = Time 2; T3 = Time 3. 
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Table 7 

Post hoc: Means, Standard Deviations, and Within- and Between-person Correlations 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Level 1          

1. Servant leadership  3.39 .79  .73** -.19** -.07 .46** .53**  

2. Leader positive affect 3.62 .69 .35**  -.33** -.36** .56** .57**  

3. Leader negative affect 1.71 .64 -.14* -.24**  .27** -.26** -.15*  

4. Leader depletion  2.77 .97 -.14* -.38** .13*  -.13* -.21**  

5. Leader task meaningfulness  3.68 .80 .16* .33** -.08 -.38**  .88**  

6. Leader intrinsic motivation 3.51 .83 .04 .25** -.02 -.37** .57**   

Level 2          

7. Achievement values 3.98 .63 .34** .19** -.16* .26** .33** .23**  

8. Power values 2.61 .78 .33** .10 .22** .16** -.10 .01 .50** 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Level-1 n = 252; Level-2 n = 44. Correlations for the Level-1 variables are reported below the diagonal and were calculated 

using person-mean centered variables. Level 1 variables were aggregated to estimate between-individual (Level 2) correlations and 

are reported above the diagonal.   

*p < .05. **p < .01. (two-tailed) 
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Table 8 

Post hoc: Results of Mediation Model without Controls 

 Mechanisms  Outcomes 

 
Positive affect  Negative affect  Depletion  Task meaningfulness  Intrinsic motivation 

Variable γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI 

Level 1 (Within-person) 
                   

Study variables 
                   

Servant leadership .35* .08 [.188, .515]  -.14* .08 [-.312, .012]  .05 .12 [-.202, .282]  .01 .08 [-.143, .164]  -.06 .08 [-.206, .107] 

Positive affect 
        -.56* .14 [-.839, -.299]  .33* .09 [.162, .522]  .27* .10 [.082, .436] 

Negative affect 
        .07 .15 [-.210, .357]  .04 .11 [-.163, .276]  .04 .10 [-.190, .207] 

Level 2 (Between-person) 
                   

Achievement values .11 .14 [-.167, .387]     
 

           

Power values .02 .12 [-.219, .259]                 

Within-level Pseudo R2 .16       .07       .15       .21       .20     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Level-1 n = 252; Level-2 n = 44. Estimates reflect unstandardized coefficients. SD = standard deviation of the posterior distribution; CI = Bayesian 

credibility interval. Pseudo R2 is within-individual variance explained, calculated as the reduction of unexplained variance when predictors are added: R2 = 

(σ2
null - σ

2
full) / σ

2
null (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992; LaHuis et al., 2014). 

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. (one-tailed)  
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Table 9 
     

Post hoc: Results of Multilevel Moderated-Mediation Model without Controls: Achievement Values as Moderator 

 
Mechanisms  Outcomes 

 
Positive affect  Negative affect  Depletion  Task meaningfulness  Intrinsic motivation 

Variable γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI 

Level 1 (Within-person) 
                   

Study variables 
                   

Servant leadership .35*** .07 [.221, .482]  -.15* .08 [-.313, .021]  .04 .12 [-.221, .266]  .02 .08 [-.122, .184]  -.04 .08 [-.192, .114] 

Positive affect 
        -.51*** .13 [-.744, -.244]  .28** .09 [.133, .450]  .23** .10 [.041, .442] 

Negative affect 
        .10 .16 [-.203, .419]  .01 .12 [-.216, .290]  .05 .12 [-.202, .267] 

Level 2 (Between-person) 
                   

Achievement values .12 .12 [-.119, .359]     
 

           

Servant leadership x Achievement -.54*** .12 [-.726, -.272]                 

Within-level Pseudo R2 .20       .07       .16       .20       .20     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Level-1 n = 252; Level-2 n = 44. Estimates reflect unstandardized coefficients. SD = standard deviation of the posterior distribution; CI = Bayesian 

credibility interval. Pseudo R2 is within-individual variance explained, calculated as the reduction of unexplained variance when predictors are added: R2 = 

(σ2
null - σ

2
full) / σ

2
null (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992; LaHuis et al., 2014). 

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. (one-tailed)  
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Table 10 

Post hoc: Results of Multilevel Moderated-Mediation Model without Controls: Power Values as Moderator 

 
Mechanisms  Outcomes 

 
Positive affect  Negative affect  Depletion  Task meaningfulness  Intrinsic motivation 

Variable γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI 

Level 1 (Within-person) 
                   

Study variables 
                   

Servant leadership .34*** .08 [.175, .486]  -.15* .08 [-.313, .021]  .04 .12 [-.220, .266]  .02 .08 [-.123, .184]  -.04 .08 [-.192, .114] 

Positive affect 
        -.51*** .13 [-.746, -.243]  .28** .09 [.136, .452]  .23** .10 [.043, .444] 

Negative affect 
        .10 .16 [-.202, .419]  .02 .12 [-.215, .290]  .05 .12 [-.203, .267] 

Level 2 (Between-person) 
                   

Power values .06 .10 [-.140, .255]                 

Servant leadership x Power -.24* .12 [-.469, -.001]                 

Within-level Pseudo R2 .18       .07       .16       .20       .20     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Level-1 n = 252; Level-2 n = 44. Estimates reflect unstandardized coefficients. SD = standard deviation of the posterior distribution; CI = Bayesian 

credibility interval. Pseudo R2 is within-individual variance explained, calculated as the reduction of unexplained variance when predictors are added: R2 = 

(σ2
null - σ

2
full) / σ

2
null (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992; LaHuis et al., 2014). 

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. (one-tailed)  
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Table 11 

Post hoc: Results of Indirect and Conditional Indirect Effects from Multilevel Path Analysis without Controls 

 Indirect effect  Conditional indirect effect 

Path Est. SD 95% CI  Est. SD 95% CI 

Servant leadership -> Depletion (via Positive affect) -.19*** .07 [-.347, -.085]     

Achievement values (Mean)     -.17*** .06 [-.308, -.073] 

High (+1 SD)     .00 .06 [-.134, .119] 

Low (−1 SD)     -.35*** .10 [-.562, -.167] 

Power values (Mean)     -.16*** .06 [-.305, -.060] 

High (+1 SD)     -.07 .08 [-.240, .076] 

Low (−1 SD)     -.25*** .09 [-.451, -.111] 

Servant leadership -> Task meaningfulness (via Positive affect) .11*** .04 [.046, .216]     

Achievement values (Mean)     .10** .04 [.040, .163] 

High (+1 SD)     -.00 .04 [-.076, .066] 

Low (−1 SD)     .20*** .07 [080, .340] 

Power values (Mean)     .09** .04 [.034, .166] 

High (+1 SD)     .04 .04 [-.038, .121] 

Low (−1 SD)     .15** .06 [.055, .261] 

Servant leadership -> Intrinsic Motivation (via Positive affect) .09** .04 [.027, .178]  
   

Achievement values (Mean)     .08** .04 [.014, .152] 

High (+1 SD)     -.00 .03 [-.057, .051] 

Low (−1 SD)     .16** .07 [.033, .311] 

Power values (Mean)     .08** .04 [.012, .150] 

High (+1 SD)     .03 .04 [-.032, .109] 

Low (−1 SD)         .12** .06 [.025, .233] 

 

 

 

 

Note. Level-1 n = 252; Level-2 n = 44. Estimates reflect unstandardized coefficients. SD = standard deviation of the posterior 

distribution; CI = Bayesian credibility interval. “(+1 SD)” and “(−1 SD)” indicate 1 standard deviation above and below the mean value 

of the moderator, respectively.  

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. (one-tailed)    
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Figure 1 

Theoretical Model 
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Figure 2 

 

Cross-level Moderation Effect of Self-enhancement Values on the Servant Leadership–Relational Meaningfulness Relationship with 

Control Variables 
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Figure 3 

Post hoc Model 
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Figure 4 

 

Post hoc: Cross-level Moderation Effect of Achievement Values on the Servant Leadership–Positive Affect Relationship without 

Control Variables 
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Figure 5 

 

Post hoc: Cross-level Moderation Effect of Power Values on the Servant Leadership–Positive Affect Relationship without Control 

Variables 
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Appendix A 

 

Measures 

 

Servant Leadership 

 

Instructions:  Think about the interactions you’ve had with your employees since arriving to 

work today. Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly Agree 

 

1. Today, I can tell if something work-related is going wrong with my employees.   

2. Today, I made an employee’s career development a priority. 

3. Today, my employees sought help from me on a personal problem.  

4. Today, I emphasized the importance of giving back to the community. 

5. Today, I put an employee’s best interests ahead of my own. 

6. Today, I gave an employee the freedom to handle a difficult situation in the way that 

he/she felt is best.  

7. Today, I did not compromise ethical principles in order to achieve success. 

 

Leader Depletion  

 

Instructions: Think about how you feel right now. Please rate the extent to which you agree or 

disagree with the following statements. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly Agree 

 

1. Right now, I feel mentally exhausted. 

2. Right now, it would take a lot of effort for me to concentrate on something. 

3. Right now, I feel drained. 

4. Right now, I feel worn out. 

5. Right now, I feel like my willpower is gone. 

6. Right now, my mind feels unfocused. 

7. Right now, my mental energy is running low. 

 

Task Meaningfulness 

 

Instructions: Think about how you feel about your work right now. Please rate the extent to 

which you agree or disagree with the following statements. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly Agree 

 

1. Right now, the work I am doing is very important to me. 

2. Right now, my job activities are personally meaningful to me. 

3. Right now, the work I am doing is meaningful to me. 

 

Relational Meaningfulness 

 

Instructions: Think about how you feel about your employees right now. Please rate the extent 

to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly Agree 

 

1. Right now, my relationship with my employees is very important to me. 

2. Right now, the employees I manage are very important to me. 

3. Right now, the employees I manage are personally meaningful to me. 

4. Right now, my relationship with my employees is meaningful to me. 

 

Work Engagement 

 

Instructions:  Think about how you feel about your work right now. Please rate the extent to 

which you agree or disagree with the following statements.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly Agree 

 

1. Right now, I am working with high intensity.  

2. Right now, I am exerting my full effort.  

3. Right now, I am devoting a lot of my energy to my work tasks.  

4. Right now, I am putting my emotions into what I do. 

5. Right now, I am emotionally connected to my work role.  

6. Right now, I am putting my feelings into my job.  

7. Right now, I am giving my full attention to my job.  

8. Right now, I am concentrating completely on my work tasks.  

9. Right now, my mind is very focused on the work that I do.  

 

Personal Values 

 

Instructions: This scale consists of a number of words that describe different values that may or 

may not be important to you. Please rate the importance of each value as a guiding principle in 

your life.  
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1 2 3 4 5 

Not Important 
Slightly 

Important 

Moderately 

Important 
Important Very Important 

 

Self-transcendence Values 

 

Benevolence: 

 

1. _______ Helpful 

2. _______ Honest 

3. _______ Forgiving 

4. _______ Loyal 

5. _______ Responsible 

6. _______ True friendship 

7. _______ A spiritual life 

8. _______ Mature love 

9. _______ Meaning in life 

 

Universalism: 

 

1. _______ Protecting the environment 

2. _______ A world of beauty 

3. _______ Unity with nature 

4. _______ Broad-minded 

5. _______ Social justice 

6. _______ Wisdom 

7. _______ Equality 

8. _______ A world at peace 

9. _______ Inner harmony 

 

Self-enhancement Values 

 

Power: 

 

1. _______ Social power 

2. _______ Authority  

3. _______ Wealth 

4. _______ Preserving my public image 

5. _______ Social recognition 

 

Achievement: 

 

1. _______ Successful 

2. _______ Capable 

3. _______ Ambitious 

4. _______ Influential  
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5. _______ Intelligent 

6. _______ Self-respect 

 

Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) 

 

Instructions: This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and 

emotions. Read each item and then mark the appropriate answer in the space next to that word. 

Indicate to what extent you feel this way right now.   

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly Agree 

 

Right now, I feel: 

 

1. _____ Inspired 

2. _____ Alert 

3. _____ Excited 

4. _____ Enthusiastic 

5. _____ Determined 

6. _____ Afraid 

7. _____ Upset   

8. _____ Nervous 

9. _____ Scared 

10. _____ Distressed 

 

Intrinsic Motivation 

 

Instructions: Think about how you feel about your work right now. Why are you motivated to 

do your work? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly Agree 

 

1. Right now, I’m motivated because I enjoy the work itself. 

2. Right now, I’m motivated because it’s fun. 

3. Right now, I’m motivated because I find the work engaging. 

4. Right now, I’m motivated because I enjoy it. 
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Appendix B 

Main Model Fit Statistics 

 

 The 7-factor model (5 within-person variables and 2 between-person variables) tested in 

the main study demonstrated less than ideal fit: (χ2 [df = 771] = 2164.53, p = .00; CFI = .77; TLI 

= .74; RMSEA = .09; SRMR [within] = .09; SRMR [between] = .15. There were two drivers of 

the observed fit statistics: (1) poor fit among self-transcendence values at level-2 and (2) poor fit 

of individual items at level 1. I first examined a model with purely level-1 variables (no level-2 

variables). Results reveal that the model fit the data slightly better than a model with the level-2 

moderators: (χ2 [df = 395] = 1242.17, p = .00; CFI = .83; TLI = .81; RMSEA = .09; SRMR 

[within] = .09; SRMR [between] = .00. Still, the fit indices were below conventional standards 

for good fit. Model results revealed that two servant leadership items (creating value for the 

community and behaving ethically), one depletion item (willpower), and three engagement items 

(emotional engagement) did not map onto their respective constructs well. The two servant 

leadership items demonstrated very low day-to-day variation compared to the remaining five 

items. The one depletion item that fit poorly, “Right now, I feel like my willpower is gone”, 

reflects self-control capacity, whereas the remainder of the items reflect depletion (i.e., “Right 

now, I feel drained” and “Right now, I feel worn out”). Finally, the emotional engagement 

dimension of work engagement did not fit well with the psychological engagement and physical 

engagement subdimensions. I tested a within-person model without the poorly fitting items and 

the model fit the data well: (χ2 [df = 242] = 547.73, p = .00; CFI = .93; TLI = .92; RMSEA = 

.07; SRMR [within] = .06; SRMR [between] = .00. I then tested the hypothesized main study 

moderated-mediation models with and without control variables using the constructs with refined 

item specifications. Model results with and without controls revealed no meaningful difference 

in the sign or significance of the parameter estimates. Thus, the model testing results reported in 

the manuscript reflect the constructs without item manipulations.  
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Appendix C 

Main Study: Model Results without Control Variables and Simple Meditation Model Results 

 

Table 12  

Results of Multilevel Moderated-Mediation Model without Controls: Self-transcendence Values as Moderator 

 Mechanisms (T2)  Outcome (T3) 

 
Depletion  Task meaningfulness  Relational 

meaningfulness 
 Engagement 

Variable γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI 

Level 1 (Within-person) 
               

Study variables 
               

Servant leadership -.18 .18 [-.516, .217]  .10 .12 [-.144, .354]  .06 .11 [-.145, .273]  -.15 .13 [-.398, .111] 

Depletion    
         .04 .11 [-.143, .282] 

Task meaningfulness    
         .05 .14 [-.247, .309] 

Relational meaningfulness 
            -.06 .19 [-.410, .338] 

Level 2 (Between-person) 
               

Self-transcendence values (STV) .07 .21 [-.334, .490]  .17 .20 [-.213, .568]  .35** .16 [.058, .657]     

Servant leadership x STV .01 .28 [-.502, .545]  .17 .22 [-.203, .602]  .02 .18 [-.340, .347]     

Within-level Pseudo R2 .09       .14       .12       .11     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Level-1 n = 241; Level-2 n = 44. Estimates reflect unstandardized coefficients. SD = standard deviation of the posterior distribution; CI = Bayesian 

credibility interval. T2 = Time 2; T3 = Time 3. Pseudo R2 is within-individual variance explained, calculated as the reduction of unexplained variance when 

predictors are added: R2 = (σ2
null - σ

2
full) / σ

2
null (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992; LaHuis et al., 2014). 

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. (one-tailed) 
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Table 13  

Results of Multilevel Moderated-Mediation Model without Controls: Self-enhancement Values as Moderator 

 
Mechanisms (T2)  Outcome (T3) 

 
Depletion  Task meaningfulness  Relational 

meaningfulness 
 Engagement 

Variable γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI 

Level 1 (Within-person) 
               

Study variables 
               

Servant leadership -.18 .18 [-.502, .199]  .12 .12 [-.121, .361]  .06 .11 [-.141, .268]  -.13 .13 [-.386, .133] 

Depletion    
         .04 .11 [-.138, .281] 

Task meaningfulness    
         .05 .14 [-.251, .310] 

Relational meaningfulness 
            -.03 .20 [-.394, .352] 

Level 2 (Between-person) 
               

Self-enhancement values (SEV) .22 .18 [-.137, .596]  .11 .18 [-.227, .455]  .16 .15 [-.139, .459]     

Servant leadership x SEV .22 .27 [-.264, .701]  .03 .22 [-.431, .417]  -.23* .16 [-.559, .059]     

Within-level Pseudo R2 .10       .13       .12       .10     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Level-1 n = 241; Level-2 n = 44. Estimates reflect unstandardized coefficients. SD = standard deviation of the posterior distribution; CI = Bayesian 

credibility interval. T2 = Time 2; T3 = Time 3. Pseudo R2 is within-individual variance explained, calculated as the reduction of unexplained variance when 

predictors are added: R2 = (σ2
null - σ

2
full) / σ

2
null (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992; LaHuis et al., 2014). 

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. (one-tailed)  
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Table 14 

Results of Indirect and Conditional Indirect Effects from Multilevel Path Analysis without Controls 

 Indirect effect  Conditional indirect effect 

Path Est. SD 95% CI  Est. SD 95% CI 

Servant leadership -> Engagement (via depletion) -.09 .12 [-.369, .104]     

Self-transcendence values (Mean)     -.06 .10 [-.278, .138] 

High (+1 SD)     -.06 .11 [-.275, .143] 

Low (−1 SD)     -.06 .11 [-.282, .152] 

Self-enhancement values (Mean)     -.04 .11 [-.250, .167] 

High (+1 SD)     -.04 .11 [-.243, .189] 

Low (−1 SD)     -.04 .11 [-.259, .175] 

Servant leadership -> Engagement (via task meaningfulness) .11+ .10 [-.042, .324]     

Self-transcendence values (Mean)     .12+ .10 [-.069, .333] 

High (+1 SD)     .12+ .10 [-.063, .341] 

Low (−1 SD)     .12+ .10 [-.082, .332] 

Self-enhancement values (Mean)     .11 .10 [-.088, .309] 

High (+1 SD)     .10 .10 [-.087, .309] 

Low (−1 SD)     .11 .10 [-.092, .317] 

Servant leadership -> Engagement (via relational meaningfulness) .04 .07 [-.104, .197]     

Self-transcendence values (Mean)     -.02 .09 [-.216, .156] 

High (+1 SD)     -.02 .09 [-.225, .155] 

Low (−1 SD)     -.02 .09 [-.207, .153] 

Self-enhancement values (Mean)     -.03 .08 [-.219, .118] 

High (+1 SD)     -.03 .09 [-.239, .138] 

Low (−1 SD)         -.04 .09 [-.225, .119] 

 

 

 

 

Note. Level-1 n = 241; Level-2 n = 44. Estimates reflect unstandardized coefficients. SD = standard deviation of the posterior 

distribution; CI = Bayesian credibility interval. “(+1 SD)” and “(−1 SD)” indicate 1 standard deviation above and below the mean value 

of the moderator, respectively. 

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. (one-tailed) 
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Table 15  

Results of Mediation Model with Controls 

 Mechanisms (T2)  Outcome (T3) 

 
Depletion  Task meaningfulness  Relational meaningfulness  Engagement 

Variable γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI 

Level 1 (Within-person) 
               

Control variables 
               

Week day -.08 .46 [-.968, .845]  -.22 .37 [-.933, .563]  -.44* .26 [-.940, .054]  -.31 .43 [-1.169, .529] 

Week day (sine) .01 .22 [-.428, .432]  .20 .18 [-.141, .566]  .08 .12 [-.134, .319]  .10 .20 [-.299, .503] 

Week day (cosine) -.07 .66 [-1.306, 1.293]  -.33 .53 [-1.307, .780]  -.55+ .36 [-1.254, .160]  -.24 .62 [-1.476, .945] 

Positive affect (T3) 
            .66*** .11 [.434, .862] 

Negative affect (T3) 
            .15 .12 [-.097, .385] 

Sleep quality (T3) 
            .00 .07 [-.137, .123] 

Prior day depletion (t - 1) .18 .14 [-.073, .465]             

Prior day task meaningfulness (t - 1) 
    .29* .13 [.024, .539]         

Prior day relational meaningfulness (t - 1) 
        .48*** .10 [.273, .682]     

Prior day engagement (t - 1) 
            .06 .11 [-.163, .264] 

Study variables 
               

Servant leadership -.17 .19 [-.519, .232]  .14 .14 [-.111, .445]  .07 .12 [-.160, .292]  -.13 .14 [-.406, .133] 

Depletion    
         .10 .10 [-.078, .290] 

Task meaningfulness    
         .08 .14 [-.194, .367] 

Relational meaningfulness 
            -.14 .15 [-.496, .118] 

Level 2 (Between-person) 
               

Self-transcendence values (STV) -.02 .23 [-.497, .431]  .16 .21 [-.262, .598]  .34* .18 [-.003, .693]     

Self-enhancement values (SEV) .24 .21 [-.179, .669]   .09 .20 [-.274, .509]   .04 .16 [-.254, .346]         

 

 

 
Note. Level-1 n = 241; Level-2 n = 44. Estimates reflect unstandardized coefficients. SD = standard deviation of the posterior distribution; CI = Bayesian 

credibility interval. T2 = Time 2; T3 = Time 3. “t-1” = lagged version of the focal construct.   

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. (one-tailed)  
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Table 16  

Results of Mediation Model without Controls 

 Mechanisms (T2)  Outcome (T3) 

 

Depletion  Task meaningfulness  Relational 

meaningfulness 
 Engagement 

Variable γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI 

Level 1 (Within-person) 
               

Study variables 
               

Servant leadership -.13 .18 [-.456, .215]  .13 .13 [-.159, .373]  .11 .09 [-.118, .245]  -.16 .14 [-.427, .104] 

Depletion    
         .05 .11 [-.184, .257] 

Task meaningfulness    
         .03 .14 [-.228, .281] 

Relational meaningfulness 
            -.05 .21 [-.379, .423] 

Level 2 (Between-person) 
               

Self-transcendence values (STV) -.03 .23 [-.482, .414]  .20 .21 [-.247, .623]  .35* .16 [.031, .687]     

Self-enhancement values (SEV) .25+ .20 [-.130, .630]   .05 .19 [-.302, .406]   .04 .15 [-.239, .324]         

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Level-1 n = 241; Level-2 n = 44. Estimates reflect unstandardized coefficients. SD = standard deviation of the posterior distribution; CI = Bayesian 

credibility interval. T2 = Time 2; T3 = Time 3.  

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. (one-tailed)  
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Appendix D 

Post hoc Study: Model Results with Control Variables  

Table 17 

Post hoc: Results of Mediation Model with Controls 

 
Mechanisms  Outcomes 

 
Positive affect  Negative affect  Depletion  Task meaningfulness  Intrinsic motivation 

Variable 
γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI 

Level 1 (Within-person) 
                   

Control variables 
                   

Week day -.56*** .19 [-.967, -.224]  .31* .19 [-.020, .737]  .09 .30 [-.548, .599]  -.90*** .23 [-1.384, -.511]  -.79*** .26 [-1.382, -.384] 

Week day (sine) .43*** .12 [.186, .651]  -.21* .11 [-.436, -.013]  .20 .20 [-.155, .587]  .28* .13 [.036, .536]  .19+ .14 [-.072, .469] 

Week day (cosine) -.77** .27 [-1.345, -.279]  .45* .28 [-.035, 1.036]  .18 .42 [-.715, .880]  -1.30*** .33 [-1.984, -.718]  -1.12*** .37 [-1.968, -.518] 

Sleep quality   .25*** .04 [.168, .324]  -.11** .04 [-.197, -.032]  -.07 .09 [-.257, .097]  -.02 .07 [-.144, .108]  -.01 .06 [-.115, .123] 

Prior day positive affect (t - 1) .15* .08 [.014, .317]      
 

       
 

  

Prior day negative affect (t - 1) 
    .29*** .11 [.100, .519]             

Prior day depletion (t - 1) 
        .15+ .11 [-.067, .328]         

Prior day task meaningfulness (t - 1) 
            .18* .08 [.024, .334]     

Prior day intrinsic motivation (t - 1) 
                .29*** .08 [.151, .440] 

Study variables 
                   

Servant leadership .21* .08 [.030, .365]  -.07 .08 [-.223, .108]  .06 .12 [-.194, .280]  .01 .09 [-.165, .178]  -.03 .09 [-.197, .136] 

Positive affect 
        -.58*** .15 [-.885, -.296]  .36*** .09 [.152, .523]  .32** .10 [.130, .525] 

Negative affect 
        .07 .16 [-.194, .423]  -.03 .12 [-.286, .192]  .00 .12 [-.277, .236] 

Level 2 (Between-person) 
                   

Achievement values .02 .13 [-.231, .287]     
 

           

Power values .09 .10 [-.115, .281]                 

Within-level Pseudo R2 .24       .02       .10       .09       .08     

 

 

 

Note. Level-1 n = 252; Level-2 n = 44. Estimates reflect unstandardized coefficients. SD = standard deviation of the posterior distribution; CI = Bayesian 

credibility interval. “t-1” = lagged version of the focal construct. Pseudo R2 is within-individual variance explained, calculated as the reduction of 

unexplained variance when predictors are added: R2 = (σ2
null - σ

2
full) / σ

2
null (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992; LaHuis et al., 2014). 

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. (one-tailed)  
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Table 18 

Post hoc: Results of Multilevel Moderated-Mediation Model with Controls: Achievement Values as Moderator 

 
Mechanisms  Outcomes 

 

Positive affect  Negative affect  Depletion  Task meaningfulness  Intrinsic motivation 

Variable 
γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI 

Level 1 (Within-person) 
                   

Control variables 
                   

Week day -.56+ .31 [-.941,  .527]  .28+ .20 [-.139, .656]  .01 .32 [-.661, .621]  -.94+ .50 [-1.380, .974]  -.86+ .53 [-1.309, 1.120] 

Week day (sine) .45* .14 [.087, .662]  -.20* .11 [-.412, .006]  .20 .19 [-.164, .588]  .30+ .20 [-.360, .561]  .23+ .21 [-.431, .508] 

Week day (cosine) -.75+ .45 [-1.324, .793]  .39+ .29 [-.216, .941]  .07 .46 [-.897, .947]  -1.34+ .72 [-1.975, 1.425]  -1.21+ .76 [-1.849, 1.668] 

Sleep quality   .23*** .04 [.145, .316]  -.12** .04 [-.205, -.034]  -.09 .09 [-.272, .092]  -.03 .06 [-.146, .094]  -.01 .06 [-.133, .118] 

Prior day positive affect (t - 1) .14* .08 [-.006, .300]      
 

       
 

  

Prior day negative affect (t - 1) 
    .29** .12 [.084, .558]             

Prior day depletion (t - 1) 
        .12 .11 [-.079, .346]         

Prior day task meaningfulness (t - 1) 
            .18** .07 [.041, .329]     

Prior day intrinsic motivation (t - 1) 
                .29*** .08 [.137, .441] 

Study variables 
                   

Servant leadership .21** .08 [.058, .391]  -.06 .08 [-.227, .108]  .05 .12 [-.191, .281]  .02 .08 [-.149, .180]  -.03 .09 [-.195, .141] 

Positive affect 
        -.53*** .15 [-.814, -.245]  .38*** .09 [.177, .550]  .32** .10 [.111, .523] 

Negative affect 
        .05 .17 [-.262, .404]  .00 .12 [-.238, .243]  .03 .12 [-.205, .258] 

Level 2 (Between-person) 
                   

Achievement values .05 .11 [-.163, .266]     
 

           

Servant leadership x Achievement -.49*** .12 [-.713, -.252]                 

Within-level Pseudo R2 .27       .02       .12       .08       .06     

 

 

 

 

Note. Level-1 n = 252; Level-2 n = 44. Estimates reflect unstandardized coefficients. SD = standard deviation of the posterior distribution; CI = Bayesian 

credibility interval. “t-1” = lagged version of the focal construct. Pseudo R2 is within-individual variance explained, calculated as the reduction of 

unexplained variance when predictors are added: R2 = (σ2
null - σ

2
full) / σ

2
null (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992; LaHuis et al., 2014). 

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. (one-tailed)  
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Table 19 

Post hoc: Results of Multilevel Moderated-Mediation Model with Controls: Power Values as Moderator 

 
Mechanisms  Outcomes 

 

Positive affect  Negative affect  Depletion  Task meaningfulness  Intrinsic motivation 

Variable 
γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI   γ SD 95% CI 

Level 1 (Within-person) 
                   

Control variables 
                   

Week day -.62+ .33 [-1.016, .552]  .29+ .20 [-.136, .665]  -.01 .32 [-.674, .604]  -.92+ .50 [-1.360, .969]  -.85+ .52 [-1.288, 1.114] 

Week day (sine) .46* .14 [.064, .673]  -.20* .11 [-.415, .004]  .21 .19 [-.161, .597]  .29+ .20 [-.361, .554]  .23 .21 [-.429, .499] 

Week day (cosine) -.86+ .48 [-1.432, .829]  .41+ .29 [-.210, .955]  .05 .46 [-.913, .928]  -1.31+ .72 [-1.944, 1.408]  -1.18+ .75 [-1.820, 1.648] 

Sleep quality   .24*** .05 [.154, .329]  -.12** .04 [-.205, -.033]  -.09 .09 [-.272, .092]  -.03 .06 [-.147, .091]  -.01 .06 [-.134, .116] 

Prior day positive affect (t - 1) .13+ .08 [-.025, .299]      
 

       
 

  

Prior day negative affect (t - 1) 
    .29** .12 [.083, .555]             

Prior day depletion (t - 1) 
        .12 .11 [-.081, .344]         

Prior day task meaningfulness (t - 1) 
            .18** .07 [.041, .326]     

Prior day intrinsic motivation (t - 1) 
                .29*** .08 [.136, .436] 

Study variables 
                   

Servant leadership .20* .09 [.030, .381]  -.06 .08 [-.227, .108]  .05 .12 [-.192, .279]  .02 .08 [-.149, .179]  -.03 .09 [-.196, .141] 

Positive affect 
        -.53*** .14 [-.813, -.249]  .38*** .09 [.180, .551]  .32** .10 [.114, .525] 

Negative affect 
        .05 .17 [-.263, .402]  .01 .12 [-.238, .244]  .03 .12 [-.207, .257] 

Level 2 (Between-person) 
                   

Power values .09 .08 [-.075, .251]     
 

           

Servant leadership x Power -.21* .11 [-.421, .019]                 

Within-level Pseudo R2 .24       .02       .12       .08       .06     

 

 

 

 

Note. Level-1 n = 252; Level-2 n = 44. Estimates reflect unstandardized coefficients. SD = standard deviation of the posterior distribution; CI = Bayesian 

credibility interval. “t-1” = lagged version of the focal construct. Pseudo R2 is within-individual variance explained, calculated as the reduction of 

unexplained variance when predictors are added: R2 = (σ2
null - σ

2
full) / σ

2
null (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992; LaHuis et al., 2014). 

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. (one-tailed)  
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Table 20 

Post hoc: Results of Indirect and Conditional Indirect Effects from Multilevel Path Analysis with Controls 

 Indirect effect  Conditional indirect effect 

Path Est. SD 95% CI  Est. SD 95% CI 

Servant leadership -> Depletion (via Positive affect) -.12* .05 [-.254, -.016]     

Achievement values (Mean)     -.10** .05 [-.226, -.025] 

High (+1 SD)     .06 .07 [-.060, .217] 

Low (−1 SD)     -.28*** .10 [-.508, -.110] 

Power values (Mean)     -.10* .05 [-.224, -.013] 

High (+1 SD)     -.01 .08 [-.165, .136] 

Low (−1 SD)     -.19** .08 [-.379, -.052] 

Servant leadership -> Task meaningfulness (via Positive affect) .07* .04 [.009, .154]     

Achievement values (Mean)     .07** .04 [.019, .153] 

High (+1 SD)     -.04 .05 [-.149, .045] 

Low (−1 SD)     .20*** .07 [.081, .337] 

Power values (Mean)     .07* .04 [.010, .151] 

High (+1 SD)     .01 .05 [-.097, .115] 

Low (−1 SD)     .14** .06 [.039, .259] 

Servant leadership -> Intrinsic Motivation (via Positive affect) .06* .04 [.008, .153]  
   

Achievement values (Mean)     .06** .04 [.012, .148] 

High (+1 SD)     -.03 .04 [-.131, .037] 

Low (−1 SD)     .16** .07 [.055, .315] 

Power values (Mean)     .06* .04 [.007, .145] 

High (+1 SD)     .01 .05 [-.084, .105] 

Low (−1 SD)         .11** .06 [.027, .244] 

 

 

 

 

Note. Level-1 n = 252; Level-2 n = 44. Estimates reflect unstandardized coefficients. SD = standard deviation of the posterior 

distribution; CI = Bayesian credibility interval. “(+1 SD)” and “(−1 SD)” indicate 1 standard deviation above and below the mean value 

of the moderator, respectively.  

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. (one-tailed) 
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Figure 6 

 

Post hoc: Cross-level Moderation Effect of Achievement Values on the Servant Leadership–Positive Affect Relationship with Control 

Variables 

 

 
 

Note. Simple slopes analysis revealed that daily servant leadership behaviors had a positive relationship with daily positive affect 

when achievement values were lower (γ = .54, p < .000), but not when they were higher (γ = -.12, p = .159).   
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Figure 7 

 

Post hoc: Cross-level Moderation Effect of Power Values on the Servant Leadership–Positive Affect Relationship with Control 

Variables 

 

 
 

Note. Simple slopes analysis revealed that daily servant leadership behaviors had a positive relationship with daily positive affect 

when power values were lower (γ = .37, p = .003), but not when they were higher (γ = .02, p = .439).
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Appendix E 

Sample MPLUS Code 

 

Sample Code for Post Hoc Analysis Moderated-Mediation Model with Achievement Values 

as Moderator 

 

MISSING = ALL (-999); 

USEVARIABLES = DAY_TRND SIN_DAY COS_DAY SLPQ_T1 ACHTO 

SLSST1 PASST1 NASST1 DEPSST2 TMNSST2 IMSST2; 

Cluster = IDCODE; 

WITHIN ARE SLSST1; 

BETWEEN ARE ACHTO; 

USEOBSERVATIONS ARE (WORK_T1 EQ 1 AND CYC_WRK EQ 1); 

LAGGED = PASST1(1) NASST1(1) DEPSST2(1) TMNSST2(1) IMSST2(1); 

 

DEFINE: 

SLSST1 = MEAN (SL1_T1 SL2_T1 SL3_T1 SL5_T1 SL6_T1); 

PASST1 = MEAN (PA1_T1 PA2_T1 PA3_T1 PA4_T1 PA5_T1); 

NASST1 = MEAN (NA1_T1 NA2_T1 NA3_T1 NA4_T1 NA5_T1); 

DEPSST2 = MEAN (DEP1_T2 DEP2_T2 DEP3_T2 DEP4_T2 DEP6_T2 DEP7_T2); 

TMNSST2 = MEAN (TMN1_T2-TMN3_T2); 

IMSST2 = MEAN (IM1_T2 IM2_T2 IM3_T2 IM4_T2); 

ACHTO = MEAN (ACH1_T0 ACH2_T0 ACH3_T0 ACH4_T0 ACH5_T0 ACH6_T0); 

 

CENTER SLSST1 (GROUPMEAN); 

CENTER ACHTO (GRANDMEAN); 

 

ANALYSIS: 

TYPE=TWOLEVEL RANDOM; 

Estimator = Bayes; 

 

MODEL: 

%within% 

 

!Random Slopes A-path 

S1a| PASST1 ON SLSST1; 

S2a| NASST1 ON SLSST1; 

 

!Random Slopes B-path 

S1b| DEPSST2 ON PASST1; 

S2b| DEPSST2 ON NASST1; 

 

S3b| TMNSST2 ON PASST1; 

S4b| TMNSST2 ON NASST1; 

 

S5b| IMSST2 ON PASST1; 
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S6b| IMSST2 ON NASST1; 

 

!Fixed Slopes Main Effect Y on X 

DEPSST2 ON SLSST1; 

TMNSST2 ON SLSST1; 

IMSST2 ON SLSST1; 

 

!Controls Day, Sin, Cosine, Sleep quality 

PASST1 ON DAY_TRND SIN_DAY COS_DAY SLPQ_T1; 

NASST1 ON DAY_TRND SIN_DAY COS_DAY SLPQ_T1; 

DEPSST2 ON DAY_TRND SIN_DAY COS_DAY SLPQ_T1; 

TMNSST2 ON DAY_TRND SIN_DAY COS_DAY SLPQ_T1; 

IMSST2 ON DAY_TRND SIN_DAY COS_DAY SLPQ_T1; 

 

!Autoregressive effects 

PASST1 ON PASST1&1; 

NASST1 ON NASST1&1; 

DEPSST2 ON DEPSST2&1; 

TMNSST2 ON TMNSST2&1; 

IMSST2 ON IMSST2&1; 

 

%between% 

 

!Level-2 Residual Variance of between-level variables 

S1a S2a S1b S2b S3b S4b S5b S6b 

PASST1 NASST1 DEPSST2 TMNSST2 IMSST2 

DAY_TRND SIN_DAY COS_DAY SLPQ_T1; 

 

!Average of Random Slopes A-path 

[S1a] (a1); 

[S2a] (a2); 

 

!Average of Random Slopes B-path 

[S1b] (b1); 

[S2b] (b2); 

[S3b] (b3); 

[S4b] (b4); 

[S5b] (b5); 

[S6b] (b6); 

 

!Cross-level M on W Main 

PASST1 ON ACHTO; 

 

!Cross-level M on W Interaction 

S1a on ACHTO (Mod1); 
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ACHTO (varW); 

 

MODEL CONSTRAINT: 

NEW(indM1 indM2 indM3 indPSD1 indPSD3  indPSD5  

indMSD1 indMSD3 indMSD5 inth intl); 

 

inth=a1+mod1*(1*(sqrt(varW))); 

intl=a1-mod1*(1*(sqrt(varW))); 

 

indM1=a1*b1; 

indM2=a1*b3; 

indM3=a1*b5; 

 

indPSD1=b1*(a1+mod1*(1*(sqrt(varW)))); 

indPSD3=b3*(a1+mod1*(1*(sqrt(varW)))); 

indPSD5=b5*(a1+mod1*(1*(sqrt(varW)))); 

 

indMSD1=b1*(a1-mod1*(1*(sqrt(varW)))); 

indMSD3=b3*(a1-mod1*(1*(sqrt(varW)))); 

indMSD5=b5*(a1-mod1*(1*(sqrt(varW)))); 

 

OUTPUT: TECH1 TECH8 CINTERVAL stdyx; 
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