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Abstract 

Few studies to date have investigated leader-centric variables associated with the support 

provision process. The following dissertation includes three studies that attempt to further 

understand such relationships. In Study 1, the interaction between leader sleep quantity 

and quality on various types of leader support (e.g., general supervisor support, family 

supportive supervisor behaviors, and sleep leadership) is studied using both employee 

and leader ratings. Study 2 integrates leader-centric research with work-life supportive 

leadership to propose a new theoretical model that delineates leader-centric variables 

(e.g., health & well-being, skills, role expectations, job demands) as precursors to the 

provision and perception of work-life supportive leadership. Finally, Study 3 emphasizes 

the leader’s perspective of support provision through qualitative methodology that 

identifies overarching themes related to multilevel barriers to support as well as leader-

centric outcomes. Thus, the overarching goal of this dissertation is to shift the paradigm 

within the support literature by emphasizing the leader’s voice regarding their 

experiences with providing essential support behaviors to their employees. 
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Chapter 1: Investigating Leader-Centric Variables in the Support Provision Process 

 “Secure your own mask before assisting others”. It is a memorable phrase that we 

hear each time we board an airplane. The phrase is short yet conveys a key lesson. We 

can only help other people if we are safe and healthy ourselves. This lesson gets lost in 

translation when applied to our broader life. Most times, we carry on assisting others 

without taking care of ourselves first, leading to current record-breaking rates of burnout 

(Smith, 2023) and stress (APA, 2022) within our nation. Taking care of ourselves has 

traditionally been painted to be something selfish, when in fact, it is quite the opposite. 

By prioritizing our own needs first, we can actually do more for others than we would 

have in a state of exhaustion and depletion. This lesson is particularly beneficial to apply 

to leadership within the workplace. Leaders are incredibly important for the health, well-

being, and success of their employees (Hammer et al., 2023), yet often times, we expect 

leaders to help others before they have put on their own mask.  

 For over a century, leadership has been a focal point for researchers and 

practitioners alike given the leader’s influential role in groups, organizations, and society 

(Antonakis et al., 2018; Vroom, 1976). Indeed, researchers have even stated that “there 

are few problems of interest to behavioral scientists with as much apparent relevance to 

the problems of society as the study of leadership" (Vroom, 1976, p. 1527) or that 

“leadership is one of the most consequential subjects in human affairs” (Hogan et al., 

2018, p. 172). Organizations have traditionally been hierarchically structured, placing 

emphasis on the leader and relying upon their performance for organizational success. In 

addition, organizational scientists and practitioners have also leaned on leaders as they 
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are the most effective point of intervention to promote productivity, efficacy, 

engagement, and well-being among employees (e.g., Barling & Christie, 2010; Hammer 

et al., 2021a; Hammer et al., 2021b; Lacerenza et al., 2017). In fact, one of the 

predominant approaches to improving employee health and well-being (i.e., Total 

Worker Health® [TWH]) advocates strongly for the critical role of leadership in fostering 

worker health, safety, and well-being, especially as leaders are a primary source of social 

support for workers (NIOSH, 2021; Punnett et al., 2020; Schill & Chosewood, 2013). 

Thus, given the level of reliance that our society has on leaders, particularly within the 

workplace, it is imperative to understand the capacity of leaders to fulfill such a tall 

order. 

 A handful of studies have started to document beliefs or societal and 

organizational cultures that may be harmful to leader health and well-being and diminish 

their capacity to fulfill their unique leader responsibilities. Sleep is one health indicator 

that has been examined within this small subset of the literature. For example, Svetieva 

and colleagues (2017) found that leaders who are substantially more sleep restricted are 

less likely to psychologically detach from work compared to the general, non-leader 

employee. In addition, workplace leaders are more likely, above and beyond the average 

employee, to decrease time for personal matters (e.g., sleep) in order to increase hours at 

work (Babbar & Aspelin, 1998; Ruderman et al., 2017). Beyond research, mainstream 

media within U.S. outlets has published numerous articles highlighting widely known 

leaders, such as Margaret Thatcher, Bill Gates, Thomas Edison, or Steve Jobs, and their 

unhealthy habits of prioritizing work over their sleep (Gates, 2019; Lashbrooke, 2020; 
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Le, 2019; Smith, 2017), specifically due to the amount of demands they have given their 

leadership role. Even Business Insider, a widely read magazine for leaders and 

professionals alike, published an article titled “19 successful people who barely sleep” 

(Cutrone & Nisen, 2012), pushing the narrative that success as a leader comes at the cost 

of health. The majority of mainstream narratives surrounding leader sleep are related to 

sleep quantity (i.e., the length of time in which an individual spends asleep). However, 

sleep quantity is only one indicator of broader health and well-being. For this reason, the 

studies included in this body of work go beyond sleep quantity by investigating 

additional dimensions of sleep health such as sleep quality (i.e., sleep dissatisfaction and 

sleep disturbances such as restlessness during the night; Nelson et al., 2022) as well as 

broader health and well-being indicators (e.g., positive emotions) to further understand 

the relationship between leader health, well-being, and performance.  

 In addition, it is important to note that the studies presented in this dissertation are 

focused on leaders within the U.S. context. There are cultures across different countries 

that may facilitate a similar narrative that work comes before health. For example, 

researchers have documented a death by overwork phenomenon in Japan, where 

individuals are dying due to overwork-related cerebrovascular and cardiovascular 

diseases (CCVDs) as well as suicide (Takahashi, 2019). Another example is the overtime 

working schedule implemented widely in Chinese companies, coined the “996 regime”, 

due to individuals working from 9am to 9pm six days a week (Li & Chen, 2023; Yang et 

al., 2021). However, it is important to note that investigations into global “overwork 

cultures” are focused on the generalized “employee” (e.g., Warton & Blair-Loy, 2002), 
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but do not place emphasis or detangle the influence of the overwork culture on an 

employee’s status within an organization. For this reason, we know relatively little about 

unique pressures that leaders may face, over and above the non-leader employee, in other 

cultures. Some research has shown that across countries and industries, leaders 

experience work-related barriers to achieving healthy sleep (Svetieva et al., 2017). 

Nevertheless, it is important to specify that the current studies are in placed within the 

U.S. culture, which places unique pressures and demands on leaders, as demonstrated by 

mainstream media and empirical research.  

One of the relatively newer responsibilities being placed on leaders over the past 

two decades has been leader support, which refers to behaviors exhibited by leaders in 

the workplace that aid employees’ in managing their work and nonwork (e.g., family, 

sleep) stressors (Hammer et al., 2009; Hobfoll, 1989). Organizational scholars have 

spotlighted leaders as the key to supporting employees (i.e., subordinates, followers) 

needs in order to alleviate tensions between the work and nonwork (e.g., family) domains 

(Hammer et al., 1997; Kossek et al., 2021). Specifically, leaders are able to act as the 

liaison between employee work and nonwork domains by providing resources or 

removing work pressures. The research stream on leader support has exploded since the 

concept of family-supportive supervisor behaviors (FSSB) (i.e., leader behaviors that are 

specifically supportive of employee’s family roles; Hammer et al., 2009) was introduced. 

As a result, family has been the predominant nonwork aspect of employee lives that 

leaders are being encouraged, socialized, and trained to support (Kossek et al., 2022).  
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Yet, the leader’s voice has been left out of the developing support literature, 

raising questions such as: how are leaders perceiving the increase in demands?, how are 

they affected by having to support their employees work and nonwork lives?, and what 

obstacles do leaders face in providing such support? It is important to ask such questions 

as research suggests that increasing job demands may result in work disengagement (e.g., 

Afrahi et al., 2022; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004), but may also increase negative, 

counterproductive behaviors (Balducci et al., 2011). In fact, research has demonstrated 

workload/pressure to perform and fatigue (Tepper et al., 2017) are two of the key 

predictors of abusive leadership. Thus, researchers must first consider the leader before 

attempting to add responsibilities that will solely benefit non-leader employees. Through 

this shift in the predominant narrative within the support literature, we can then (a) 

promote positive behaviors such as support, (b) prevent negative behaviors such as 

abusive supervision, and (c) create a positive trickle-down process from leaders to 

employees. Thus, to care about the leader is to care about the employee.  

Leader support has been continually established as an essential resource for 

employees and organizations, improving both work and nonwork outcomes (e.g., sleep, 

job satisfaction, engagement, turnover intentions; Lapierre & Allen, 2006; May et al., 

2004; Muse & Pichler, 2011; Nohe & Sonntag, 2014; Odle-Dusseau et al., 2012; Sianoja 

et al., 2020; Xu et al., 2011). Given these many documented benefits of leader support, 

the overarching goal of this dissertation is to center the leader’s perspective of the 

supportive provision process to illuminate novel paths forward for both science and 
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practice to promote supportive behaviors. Indeed, leaders can only do so if they secure 

their oxygen mask first.  

Statement of Purpose 

 Through a series of three studies, the proposed dissertation explores the support 

provision process from the leader’s perspective using a variety of methodologies. The 

current research aims to inform future research, practices, and policies with the objective 

of promoting leader support in the workplace while simultaneously protecting leader 

health and well-being. To do so, I emphasize how our approach can be better designed to 

support workplace leaders, and ultimately their employees. Specifically, through a better 

understanding of leader-centric variables that affect the subsequent provision of support, 

initiatives may be intentionally designed or implemented to prevent harm to the leader. 

As such, this dissertation is driven by three overarching research questions: 

1) How does a leader’s health and well-being influence the provision of support, 

and how does engagement in support provision influence a leader’s health and 

well-being? 

2) What are the main leader-centric factors that influence the support provision 

process? 

3) To what extent do leaders have the desire and capacity to support their 

employees with work and nonwork demands? 

Key Contributions 

 The present body of work provides three broad contributions to the current 

support and occupational health literature. First, the traditional perspective and theoretical 
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underpinnings in the research stream on leader support have focused on the perspective 

of the recipient (i.e., the employee) (e.g., Crain & Stevens, 2018; Guo et al., 2024; Litano 

et al., 2016).  However, what is missing from the story on leader support is the provider’s 

perspective (i.e., the leader). As a result of this narrow focus, the literature has 

extensively documented the variety of outcomes of support for employees and the 

broader organization (Hammer et al., 2021a) but not leaders. In addition, the breadth of 

support research identifies organization level antecedents to support behaviors (e.g., 

work-family infrastructure, culture, reward system; Straub, 2012) yet has minimal 

emphasis on leader-centric antecedents. Of the leader-centric antecedents that have been 

investigated, the majority are fixed and distal such as leader gender or childhood 

experiences (Kossek et al., 2023; Sargent, 2022; Straub, 2012) (for an exception see Ellis 

et al., 2022 on role perceptions). As such, the present body of work goes beyond this 

traditional view and offers a new perspective that addresses the emerging need to treat 

support provision as a job demand for the leader, rather than just a resource for the 

employee. By doing so, science and practice can adjust by prioritizing the leader’s 

experience first in order to promote subsequent provision of support to employees. 

Specifically, the three studies that form this dissertation build off one another to 

emphasize the experience of the leader within the support provision process and delineate 

both proximal and targetable leader-centric antecedents and outcomes. Study 1 utilizes 

the Work, Nonwork, and Sleep framework (WNS; Crain et al., 2018) to investigate the 

link between leader health and well-being, namely leader sleep, with a leader’s 

subsequent ability to engage in support behaviors. In addition, given the sparse empirical 
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and theoretical work that centers the leader in the support provision process, Study 2 

provides an integrative review and framework that delineates how certain leader-centric 

variables are likely to influence the provision of support in the workplace. Finally, Study 

3 highlights the provider perspective on support by analyzing qualitative interviews with 

leaders to investigate their capacity and desire to fulfill their support responsibilities, as 

well as how the support provision process may impact the leader themselves. Through 

this body of work, I hope to shift future research on leader support by highlighting the 

various leader-centric factors that are likely at play, thereby placing equal emphasis on 

the provider and the receiver.   

 Secondly, I capture a nuanced phenomenon within the support provision process 

that has largely been overlooked. Through three complimentary studies, I posit that 

leaders are having to negotiate their way through many tradeoffs when engaging in 

support. Given the limited investigation of leader-centric antecedents or outcomes of the 

support provision process (Crain & Stevens, 2018; Kossek et al., 2022), researchers and 

practitioners alike have taken a simplified view of how support is functioning in the 

workplace, often ignoring the intricacies, obstacles, and mental negotiations that leaders 

must navigate to provide support in the first place. Specifically, in Study 1, I found that 

leaders who have relatively poor sleep health are actually better supporters, indicating 

that leaders who may be worrying about resolving employee needs in the evening and 

throughout the night are keener to act on those worries and provide more support. This 

may suggest leaders who care about their employees are more susceptible to sleep loss. 

Indeed, this notion is corroborated by the conclusions reached in Study 3, which 
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suggested that leaders feel that the level of care and concern needed to provide adequate 

support to employees can come at a cost to their well-being. In addition, Study 3 

uncovered tradeoffs beyond well-being such that leaders are often having to choose 

between satisfying organizational objectives, performing adequately on their own 

individual job tasks, or supporting their employees. Leaders are also struggling to 

navigate situations where an employee’s work is suffering but the employee does not 

want support, as the leader may run the risk of ruining the dyadic relationship if they 

push too hard. Therefore, I expand upon our current knowledge of support behaviors by 

highlighting that leaders are being forced to choose between critical aspects of their job, 

relationships, and life in order to meet competing expectations from multiple 

stakeholders. These findings can guide researchers to investigate which components of a 

leader’s job are most likely to be sacrificed and in what situations (e.g., when 

roles/demands are at odds with one another), as well as how such choices affect the 

leader’s productivity as well as their employees. Relatedly, a leader’s choice holds 

significant consequences for how employees perceive the organization, as leaders often 

serve as the face of the organizational entity (Shanock & Eisenberger, 2006). For 

example, if a leader chooses to neglect support behaviors to make progress on their tasks 

as an individual contributor, such a decision will have trickle-down effects and decrease 

perceptions of organizational support among employees, potentially harming the 

organization’s reputation. Overall, this body of work uncovers the intricate, multi-level 

difficulties that leader’s experience when providing support, suggesting that the support 

provision process may be more complex than previously thought.  
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 Finally, this body of work provides initial evidence of the intertwined relationship 

between leader health and the support provision process. Specifically, Study 1 and Study 

2 suggest that leader health and well-being precede support behaviors, whereas Study 3 

indicates that detriments and/or improvements to leader health and well-being may be the 

result of providing support to their employees. These findings emphasize the leader’s 

health as a critical “bookend” factor –a perspective that has rarely been taken within the 

support literature (Crain & Stevens, 2018; Hammer et al., 2021a) (for exceptions see 

Byrne et al., 2014; Kaluza et al., 2020; Poetz & Volmer, 2024). In other words, this 

collection of studies expands the nomological network and theoretical understanding of 

the support provision process by delineating leader health and well-being as both an 

antecedent and outcome of the support provision process. This novel approach to support 

can guide future research and practice by turning the focus to the promotion of leader 

health rather than just leader job performance (i.e., increased support behaviors). Such 

findings are coincident with recent calls by scholars to shift the way we conceptualize 

success on the job (Tay et al., 2023). Traditionally, organizational psychologists and 

practitioners alike have prioritized job performance as the “ultimate criterion” (i.e., 

metric that captures full domain of performance; Cascio & Aguinis, 2011) yet this narrow 

conceptualization has driven both theory and practice to overlooking the value of 

capturing well-being within the “ultimate” performance metric. This is evident in the 

current approach to promoting support behaviors among leaders such that researchers and 

practitioners emphasize trainings to build leader skills needed to provide effective 

support (e.g., Hammer et al., 2021a). Although this is a step in the right direction, this 
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approach does not consider the protection and promotion of leader health and well-being 

as a potential mechanism for improving support behaviors. Scholars have suggested that 

the ultimate criterion instead be shifted to well-being (Tay et al., 2023), such that the 

promotion of well-being will in turn improve performance as one facet of a more holistic 

view of success on the job. As such, researchers and practitioners should aim to fortify 

leader health and well-being as a first step in the pursuit of improving leader on-the-job 

behaviors. Therefore, the findings of this body of work corroborate this suggestion for a 

shift to the field’s domineering approach by highlighting the criticality of leader health 

and well-being within the support provision process.  

Alternative Methodology 

The majority of leadership and leader support research has traditionally been 

examined through single-source data, cross-sectional design, and quantitative 

methodologies (Antonakis et al., 2003; Crain & Stevens, 2018; Takahashi et al., 2012i). 

Unfortunately, the overreliance on these methods for examining leadership has limited 

our understanding of the complex process of leadership and led to a simplified view of 

how leader support operates in reality. Specifically, the leadership process – particularly 

support – is largely relational as it occurs between a leader and an employee (i.e., the 

follower; Brown et al., 2018). Yet, research has only just begun using dyadic approaches 

toward understanding the leadership process. Indeed, top-level leaders are only evaluated 

through employee perceptions 13% of the time, in contrast to lower-level leaders who are 

evaluated via employee perceptions approximately 63% of the time (Hiller et al., 2011). 

In addition, the overuse of cross‐sectional designs has inhibited organizational scientists 
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from determining temporal sequencing of variables that have been associated with leader 

support (Crain & Stevens, 2018). In other words, it has been difficult to pinpoint which 

variables are predictors of support. As such, multi-time point designs (i.e., evaluation of 

different measures at successive waves over time) have the capacity to appropriately 

evaluate predictors and outcomes to reveal a truly representative picture of what leads to 

support and what is a result of support. Finally, the majority of leadership and leader 

support research has traditionally been examined through quantitative approaches such as 

surveys (Antonakis et al., 2003; Hiller et al., 2011; Stentz et al., 2012; Takahashi et al., 

2012). In fact, qualitative methodologies only make up approximately 5% of leadership 

research according to some estimates (e.g., Hiller et al., 2011; Yiğit et al., 2017) and 

likely comprise even less of the research regarding leader support. Thus, researchers have 

called for more qualitative research given the complexity of the leadership process. The 

methodological dependence on singular perspectives, snapshots of time, and numerical 

ratings may have contributed to the broad scientific and applied oversight related to 

leaders and their capacity to actually provide effective support. To prevent further 

simplifications, leader support researchers should aim to utilize a variety of 

methodologies that can capture the true complexity of the provisional support process 

from a variety of perspectives. Thus, this body of work taps into underutilized 

methodologies such as multi-source ratings, multi-time point design, and qualitative 

methods to reflect the most accurate picture of this phenomenon as it exists within the 

workplace.  

Summary of Studies 
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Leader support has been extensively studied over the past two decades (Kossek et 

al., 2023), yet minimal research to date has examined leader support from the leader’s 

perspective. For this reason, I present three programmatic studies that address this 

emerging need in science and practice.  

 Study 1 investigates the link between leader sleep quantity and quality on 

employee- ratings of general supervisor support, and both employee- and leader- ratings 

of FSSB and sleep leadership, across four-month time lags. Utilizing data from a larger 

sleep and health study, I examine these relationships within leaders who were matched 

with their respective direct employees who were full-time employees of the National 

Guard. 

Study 2 builds off of this work by presenting an integrative review of empirical 

research to identify leader-centric variables that may influence a leader’s ability to 

provide effective and adequate support to their employees. This review informs the 

development of the support enabling framework which advocates for centering the leader 

in support-related science and practice. Existing theoretical frameworks related to support 

provision have taken the perspective of the receiver of support (i.e., the employee), but 

little research has examined support from the provider’s point of view.  

 Finally, Study 3 utilizes qualitative methods to underscore the importance of 

capturing the leader’s perspective as it relates to the support provision process. 

Workplace leaders are the fundamental source of effective support yet their own needs 

are often overlooked within support research. As such, this study provides rich 
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contextualization of the experiences of leaders and the difficulties they may face or the 

outcomes they may derive for supporting their employees.  

Overall, the differing methodologies utilized in this body of work may inform 

future research as well as inform a more holistic and intentional approach to the 

implementation of leader support initiatives by practitioners and academics alike. In 

summary, I aim to be an advocate for support-oriented research and practice to move 

forward in a way that prioritizes the leader’s experience in the support provision process 

so that employees, organizations, and even leaders themselves can reap the benefits.
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Chapter 2: Sleeping to Support: An Examination of the Relationship Between Leader 

Sleep and Positive Support Behaviors 
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Abstract 

Although research has documented the relationship between sleep and workplace 

outcomes among general employees, less research has focused on the role of sleep among 

workplace leaders. The current study investigates the link between leader self-reported 

sleep quantity on a constellation of positive leader support behaviors (i.e., general 

supervisor support, family supportive supervisor behaviors (FSSB), and sleep leadership) 

rated by both the leader and their direct employee. To gain a deeper understanding of the 

role of sleep in these relationships, this study also examines the interaction between sleep 

quantity and quality (i.e., insomnia symptoms and sleep dissatisfaction) on positive leader 

support behaviors. Overall, we hypothesized that leader sleep quality at Time 1 will 

moderate the association between leader sleep quantity at Time 1 and general supervisor 

support, FSSB, and sleep leadership at Time 3. Results revealed significant moderating 

effects of leader insomnia symptoms at Time 1 on the relationship between leader sleep 

duration at Time 1 and employee-ratings of sleep leadership at Time 3, as well as 

employee-ratings of FSSB at Time 3. Finally, there was a significant moderating effect of 

leader sleep dissatisfaction at Time 1 on the relationship between leader sleep duration at 

Time 1 and leader-ratings of sleep leadership at Time 3. Results from this study suggest 

that leader sleep quality plays an influential role in their downstream behavior. This 

informs future workplace interventions aimed at promoting positive leader support 

behaviors as well as public health campaigns focused on improving sleep health.  

Keywords: sleep, leaders, social support, FSSB, sleep leadership 
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Sleeping to Support: An Examination of the Relationship Between Leader Sleep and 

Positive Support Behaviors 

Today’s competitive workplace culture perpetuates the unhealthy belief that 

successful leaders do not sleep. This is reflected in many first-hand accounts from well-

known leaders, such as Bill Gates and Margaret Thatcher, who have admitted to 

previously neglecting sleep to gain a competitive advantage as a leader or to make 

progress on their tasks (Gates, 2019; Lashbrooke, 2020). Past United States presidents 

have also been known to engage in similar behaviors. For example, Barack Obama was 

notorious for working instead of sleeping during his presidency (Berger, 2018; Shear, 

2016), Donald Trump has been quoted as saying that he “never sleeps and that people 

who sleep are lazy” (Le, 2019; Smith, 2017), and well-known leader Steve Jobs was 

quoted saying “everything was secondary” when it came to building his company 

(Isaacson, 2012). Moreover, Vice President Kamala Harris mentioned in a precampaign 

interview that she does not get “nearly enough” sleep (New York Times, 2019). In fact, 

in the same interview, almost all the Democratic candidates for the 2020 presidential 

election mentioned that they do not get enough sleep (New York Times, 2019).  

These anecdotes are supported by the organizational literature, which suggests 

that individuals believe getting less sleep leads to career success, such that participants 

assumed successful leaders slept less than the average worker (Svetieva et al., 2017). 

Other studies confirm this harmful culture, as the shortest sleep durations and highest 

fatigue are experienced by supervisor-level employees as opposed to lower-level 

employees (e.g., Åkerstedt et al., 2004; Jackson et al., 2013; Luckhaupt et al., 2010; 
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Svetieva et al., 2017; Ursin et al., 2009;), indicating that unhealthy sleep beliefs and 

attitudes are perpetuated by workplace leaders. This broader societal trend is reflected in 

a survey conducted by the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, which identified paid 

work time as the primary waking activity exchanged for sleep (Basner et  

al., 2014). Specifically, workplace leaders are more likely to increase hours at work at the 

cost of their personal time (e.g., sleep) (Babbar & Aspelin, 1998; Ruderman et al., 2017). 

Taken together, these studies highlight a national concern related to leaders and chronic 

sleep restriction (i.e., consistently obtaining less than ideal amounts of sleep). 

For the average adult, the American Academy of Sleep Medicine, the Sleep 

Research Society, and the National Sleep Foundation recommend a minimum of 7 hours 

of sleep per night and high levels of quality sleep on a regular basis for optimal health 

and functioning (Hirshkowitz et al., 2015; Ohayon et al., 2017; Watson et al., 2015). 

Recently, a study conducted by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 

uncovered that over one third of Americans (approximately 83.6 million US adults) 

regularly do not obtain the recommended amount of sleep (Liu et al., 2016). Sleep 

restriction can be quite damaging for the worker, the organization, and society, given its 

prevalence and associated consequences. Past work has identified sleep as a major 

contributor to health outcomes such as depression, anxiety, depersonalization, and 

emotional exhaustion, as well as broader organizational outcomes such as engagement, 

performance, safety, absenteeism, and job satisfaction (e.g., Barnes & Watson, 2019; 

Litwiller et al., 2017). Consequently, approximately 1.2 million working days are lost in 

the United States each year due to inadequate sleep (Hafner, 2017; Shockey & Wheaton, 
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2017). Unfortunately, however, research on the potential consequences of sleep 

restriction within the workplace leader population has been largely neglected.  

Reviews and meta-analyses examining sleep in the workplace demonstrate the 

field’s narrow focus on the general employee (e.g., Khubchandani & Price, 2020), rather 

than leaders. Of the meta-analyses that empirically examine the impact of sleep on work 

outcomes and work performance, all focus on sleep among general employees, but not 

leaders (Barnes & Watson, 2019; Barnes, 2012; Henderson & Horan, 2021; Litwiller et 

al., 2017; Van Laethem and colleagues (2013). Although understanding the relationship 

between sleep and work outcomes among general employees is important, researchers 

have called for further examination of the link between sleep and performance among 

leaders in the workplace (e.g., Gaultney, 2014; Rogers et al., 2019). Recently, individual 

studies have started to examine the relationship between sleep and various leadership 

outcomes such as abusive leadership (i.e., hostile verbal and nonverbal behavior; Barnes 

et al., 2015; Olsen et al., 2016; Tariq et al., 2019). Yet, less is known regarding the role of 

sleep in a leader’s ability to engage in positive behaviors in the workplace. This raises a 

crucial question for the productivity and environment of the workplace: how can leaders 

support and ensure the well-being of their employees if they are suffering from the 

consequences of sleep restriction themselves?  

Although leaders are vital to the improvement of organizational- and employee-

level outcomes, past literature has failed to consider precursors to positive leader support 

behaviors. Specifically, there are three types of support behaviors particularly relevant to 

this study: general supervisor support (i.e., expressions of care and concern by the leader 
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or tangible assistance provided to their employees; House, 1981; Kossek et al., 2011), 

family-supportive supervisor behaviors (FSSB) (i.e., behaviors exhibited by leaders that 

assist employees in managing family and nonwork demands; Hammer et al., 2009), and 

sleep leadership (i.e., behaviors that aid employees in obtaining more and/or better sleep 

and reflect concern for employee sleep; Gunia et al., 2015). Each of these positive leader 

support behaviors address a different domain of employees’ lives; general supervisor 

support is broad and focuses on support within the workplace, FSSB is comprised of 

support behaviors for nonwork demands, and sleep leadership refers to support for 

employee sleep health. Thus, this study aims to advance this conversation by examining 

leader sleep as an antecedent to an intentionally chosen set of distinct, yet important 

positive leader support behaviors in the workplace.  

Anticipated Contributions 

The present study provides three theoretical contributions to the current 

organizational health literature. First, research is limited when it comes to examining the 

relationship between sleep and a leaders’ ability to provide positive support behaviors. 

Understanding how to mitigate negative leader behaviors at work is crucial, but only 

focusing on prevention is too narrow. By examining positive behaviors, we can also learn 

how to promote positive leader support behaviors. Due to the well-established benefits of 

leader support behaviors (e.g., Hammer et al., 2009; Hammer et al., 2013; Kelloway et 

al., 2017; Koch & Binneweis, 2015; Las Heras et al., 2015), it is essential for researchers 

and practitioners to understand how to promote and maintain positive supportive 

behaviors amongst leaders in order to drive employees and organizations towards a 
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healthier and more successful future (e.g., Hämming, 2017; Kossek et al., 2011; Mor 

Barak et al., 2009). However, antecedents of these positive leader behaviors have largely 

been overlooked (e.g., Crain & Stevens, 2018; Byrne et al., 2014). Thus, this will be one 

of the first studies to examine leader sleep as an antecedent to positive leader support 

behaviors, specifically general supervisor support, FSSB, and sleep leadership. 

Furthermore, the incorporation of a constellation of support behaviors as outcomes is a 

unique feature of this study. The limited research on this topic typically examines one 

form of leader behavior as an outcome of leader sleep. For example, Barnes and 

colleagues (2020) examined unethical leadership as the sole leader-level outcome. Other 

examples of independent outcomes include abusive supervision (Barnes et al., 2015; 

Tariq et al., 2019) or hostile leader behavior (Guarana & Barnes, 2017). An example of 

an exception is a study conducted by Olsen and colleagues (2016) that examines the 

impact of leader sleep and subsequent transformational and transactional leadership 

styles. In contrast, the present study will contribute to research by examining multiple 

specific, positive leader support constructs (general supervisor support, FSSB, and sleep 

leadership) as outcomes of leader sleep. Examining this constellation allows for us to 

further understand which behaviors are particularly effortful for leaders to provide when 

suffering from sleep restriction; are leaders more likely to abandon or provide one form 

of support over the other when suffering from sleep restriction? From a practical 

standpoint, examining a constellation of positive leader behaviors informs future 

interventions aimed at promoting a specific type of positive leader behavior.  
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The second contribution of the present study is the examination of the interaction 

between leader sleep quantity and sleep quality as predictors of downstream leader 

support behaviors. Research has demonstrated that the correlations between sleep 

quantity and quality are often small and nonsignificant, adding to the argument that they 

should be assessed as distinct constructs (e.g., Barnes, 2012; Brossoit et al., 2019; Crain 

et al., 2018; Litwiller et al., 2017). From this, recent work has documented a potential 

interaction between sleep quantity and sleep quality (Barber et al., 2010; Barnes et al., 

2015). The interactive relationship between sleep quantity and quality is relatively new, 

such that the sole outcomes that have been examined to date are ego depletion or 

psychological strain (Barber et al., 2010; Barnes et al., 2015). Thus, scientists know little 

about how the combination of both sleep quantity and sleep quality may impact outcomes 

beyond those cognitive in nature. It is important to look beyond cognition to determine 

sleep quantity and sleep quality’s combined impact on  more concrete, observable, and 

influential outcomes such as behavior and action. Therefore, the present study answers 

calls (Barber et al., 2010; Crain et al., 2018) to expand upon previous literature by 

examining the interactive effects of sleep quantity and sleep quality on an array of 

behavioral outcomes, namely positive support behaviors (i.e., general supervisor support, 

FSSB, and sleep leadership). In addition, we utilize a newer form of interaction graphs 

coined “tumble graphs” (Bodner, 2016). We move beyond traditional interaction plots to 

illustrate our moderations within dense data regions, rather than erroneously plotting our 

interactions in sparse data regions which are encouraged by traditional graphing 
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techniques. This leads to a more representative and accurate interpretation of the 

moderations as supported by the data. 

Finally, this study contributes to the organizational literature by including both 

employee and supervisor self-ratings of sleep leadership and FSSB outcomes. 

Leadership, broadly, refers to the process by which leaders influence their followers 

(Antonakis & Day, 2018; Bass & Bass, 2008; Schonfeld & Chang, 2017; Truxillo et al., 

2015). For example, leadership could look like establishing a vision, ensuring 

cooperation, and changing follower perceptions and actions. Although there are various 

definitions of leadership, each definition emphasizes the role of both the leader and the 

follower. For this reason, this study includes both leader and employee ratings of FSSB 

and sleep leadership to obtain a more realistic picture of how these behaviors are 

functioning in the workplace, from the perspectives of both key players. Furthermore, by 

including both employee and leader ratings of different forms of support, we can ask 

questions such as: How employees and leader perceptions of support differ? Do 

employees perceive their leader as being more supportive of their work (general 

supervisor support), nonwork (FSSB), and sleep (sleep leadership) when the leader is 

getting sufficient and good quality sleep?  Therefore, the inclusion of multiple sources of 

information, specifically leader and employee ratings of two outcomes (i.e., FSSB, sleep 

leadership), has theoretical advantages.  

Theoretical Rationale 

To help explain the hypothesized relationship between leader sleep and 

subsequent support behaviors, we draw from Crain and colleagues (2018) theoretical 
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model which identifies the underlying processes that link the three domains of 

employees’ lives: work, nonwork, and sleep (WNS). The WNS model’s main proposition 

is that sleep plays a major influential role in our attitudes, behaviors, and states for both 

the work and nonwork domain. For the purposes of the present study, we examine sleep 

duration as the core dimension reflecting sleep quantity, and sleep satisfaction and 

insomnia symptoms (equivalent to sleep efficiency) as dimensions of the broader 

construct of sleep quality (Buysse, 2014). Crain and colleagues (2018) suggest that an 

interaction effect may occur between sleep quantity and quality, but few studies have 

examined such an interaction thus far (Barber et al., 2010; Barnes et al., 2015), and 

consequently, further exploration into this effect has been recommended by researchers 

(Crain et al., 2018).  

The main proposition of the WNS model indicates that sleep influences work 

behaviors via energy resources. The WNS theoretical framework suggests that sleep 

influences subsequent behaviors in the work domain via energy-based resources, 

specifically physical energy and energetic activation (Crain et al., 2018). Quinn and 

colleagues (2012, p.341) define physical energy as “the capacity to work”, or in other 

words, the physiological energy needed to do, to move, and to think. In contrast, 

energetic activation represents an individual’s appraisal or feeling of being energized, full 

of vigor, enthusiasm, or zest which is observable in subsequent affective outcomes 

(Quinn et al., 2012). Expanding beyond this taxonomy of human energy, Crain and 

colleagues (2018) suggest that sleep is a key contributor to fluctuations in human energy, 
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and such energy is necessary for a leader’s ability to engage in downstream positive 

support behaviors in the workplace.  

The Relationship Between Sleep Quantity and Support Behaviors 

As seen in Figure 1, the first aim of this study is to establish a link between sleep 

quantity and downstream support behaviors. Prior work has begun to establish a link 

between sleep quantity and leader performance outcomes. For example, research suggests 

that leaders with poor sleep health subsequently receive lower performance ratings from 

their peers (Gauntley, 2014), are more likely to engage in passive avoidant leadership 

(Bass & Riggio, 2010), and are less likely to demonstrate transformational leadership 

(Olsen et al., 2016). Such studies support the fundamental proposition from the WNS 

theoretical framework that sleep quantity can have an impact on downstream work 

behaviors for leaders (Crain et al., 2018). This study assesses sleep quantity’s impact on 

three support behaviors: general supervisor support, family-supportive supervisor 

behaviors (FSSB), and sleep leadership. 

General Supervisor Support 

General supervisor support refers to leader behaviors that are primarily supporting 

an employee’s effectiveness at work. Specifically, general supervisor support refers to 

behaviors such as providing tangible assistance and services (i.e., instrumental support) 

and demonstrating empathy, encouragement, care, and trust (i.e., emotional support) to 

their employees in the workplace (House, 1981; Langford et al., 1997; Mathieu et al., 

2019; Yoon & Thye, 2000). As suggested by WNS (Crain et al., 2018), sleep is likely to 

impact a leader’s propensity for engaging in general supervisor support as such support 
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requires energy to provide instrumental and emotional support to a team of employees. 

For example, a leader who gets more sleep is likely to demonstrate encouragement and 

care to their employees because they have the physical energy resources necessary and 

perceive feeling energized, in line with the WNS framework (Crain et al., 2018). Thus, it 

is hypothesized that sleep quantity will be linked to downstream employee-related 

general supervisor support (See Figure 1).   

Hypothesis 1: Leader sleep quantity at Time 1 will have a positive relationship 

 with employee reports of general supervisor support at Time 2. 

Family-Supportive Supervisor Behaviors (FSSB) 

In contrast to general supervisor support, the construct of FSSB places emphasis 

on leaders supporting their employees’ nonwork demands. FSSB is conceptualized as 

domain-specific leader behaviors that enable the employee to be successful in both their 

work and nonwork lives (Crain & Stevens, 2018; Hammer et al., 2009). Overall, a 

family-supportive leader is one who “empathizes with the employee’s desire to seek 

balance between work and nonwork responsibilities” (Thomas & Ganster, 1995, p.7). A 

leader’s sleep is likely to impact their ability to engage in FSSB because such behaviors 

might be effortful due to the need for emotion, empathy, and proactivity to effectively 

engage in such behaviors. Research has indicated that sleep can impair emotional 

regulation (e.g., Palmer & Alfano, 2017), empathy (e.g., Guadagni et al., 2014; Guadagni 

et al., 2017), and proactivity (e.g., Schmitt et al., 2017). For example, if a leader obtains 

enough sleep, they might be more likely to demonstrate empathy and proactivity for 

addressing and resolving an employee’s nonwork demand, both of which require physical 
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and affective energy, as represented in the WNS framework (Crain et al., 2018) (See 

Figure 1).  

Hypothesis 2a-b: Leader sleep quantity at Time 1 will have a positive 

 relationship with a) leader and b) employee reports of FSSB at Time 2. 

Sleep Leadership 

Although FSSB refers to supervisor behaviors that enable employees to balance 

their work and nonwork demands, FSSB does not specifically take into consideration the 

domain of sleep. According to the WNS model proposed by Crain and colleagues (2018), 

past literature examining the domains of a working individual’s life has often overlooked 

sleep as a major area, as sleep makes up a significant portion of a 24-hour period. Leaders 

that engage in sleep leadership behaviors help employees accomplish their sleep goals 

and demonstrate concern for employee sleep health (Adler et al., 2021l; Gunia et al., 

2015). However, a leader’s own sleep is likely to impact their ability to provide sleep 

leadership to their employees because if a leader’s sleep is suffering, they may not know 

how to obtain healthy sleep within their own life and thus may be less likely to be able to 

provide that information to their employees. Additionally, in line with the WNS model 

(Crain et al., 2018), showing concern for employee sleep is likely effortful, especially 

under conditions of when a leader’s own sleep is reduced. Indeed, sleep research has 

indicated that sleep restriction impacts effort allocation (Massar et al., 2019), suggesting 

that leaders may be less likely to allocate effort towards performance goals such as aiding 

and caring for employee sleep. For example, leaders who do not get enough sleep may be 

less likely to care about their employees’ sleep or be able to instrumentally aid their 
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employees with sleep information. In contrast to FSSB, however, leader sleep may be 

associated subsequent sleep leadership behaviors; if a leader does not show concern for 

their own sleep, then it is especially unlikely for leaders to care about employees’ sleep.  

Hypothesis 3a-b: Leader sleep quantity at Time 1will have a positive relationship 

with a) leader and b) employee reports of sleep leadership at Time 2. 

Interaction between Sleep Quantity and Sleep Quality 

Building off hypotheses that sleep quantity and leader support behaviors are 

related, the present study also aims to understand how this relationship might change if 

sleep quality is considered. Past literature has typically examined sleep quantity and 

quality as additive components of sleep (Barnes, 2012), such that the effects of each sleep 

dimension are examined individually and cannot be substituted. The WNS model, 

however, cites past research in which an interaction effect exists between sleep quantity 

and quality (Crain et al., 2018), suggesting that the relationship between the constructs 

could also be multiplicative. Specifically, Barber and colleagues (2010) found that sleep 

quantity and quality interact to buffer against psychological strain as an outcome, such 

that the relationship between sleep quantity and psychological strain is weakened under 

conditions of high sleep quality. Additionally, although Barnes and colleagues (2015) 

hypothesized that sleep quantity and sleep quantity would have additive effects on ego 

depletion and subsequent leader behavior, results indicated that the relationship between 

sleep quantity and daily ego depletion was weakened under conditions of high sleep 

quality, lending empirical evidence to motivate the hypothesized interaction. Due to the 

novelty of this relationship, researchers have called for further exploration of this effect 
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on other physical, psychological, or behavioral outcomes (Crain et al., 2018). The more 

sleep leaders get and the more rested and satisfied with their sleep leaders are, the more 

the leader will engage in support behaviors compared to  leaders who obtain insufficient 

sleep quantity and have poor sleep quality. For example, we expect sleep quantity is 

related to more positive support behaviors and this relationship is enhanced under 

conditions of higher sleep quality and attenuated under conditions of low sleep quality 

(See Figure 1).  

Hypothesis 4: Leader sleep quality at Time 1 will moderate the relationship 

between leader sleep quantity at Time 1 and leader support behaviors at Time 2, 

such that the positive relationship between sleep quantity and support behaviors 

will be enhanced under conditions of high (versus low) sleep quality.  

Method 

Procedure and Participants 

Data were collected as part of a larger sleep and health intervention study that ran 

from 2017 through 2020. Specifically, we examined a sample of leaders who were 

matched with their respective direct employees in the Army and Air National Guard 

located in one state in the Pacific Northwest of the U.S. Participants were employed in a 

wide variety of positions but were primarily leaders and employees working in human 

resources, finance/supply, logistics, and maintenance. Surveys were completed at two 

time points: Time 1 and approximately 9-months later (Time 2). Thus, we examined sleep 

duration and sleep quality at Time 1 and support behaviors (i.e., general supervisor 

support, FSSB, and sleep leadership) at Time 3. Because the intervention was not of 
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substantive interest in this study, we controlled for the intervention indicator in all 

analyses, as we describe in greater detail below. 

Please see Hammer et al. (2021) for detailed information on recruitment and study 

logistics, but we provide an overview here. The research team initially worked with the 

headquarters of the National Guard and were given organizational charts as well as 

breakdowns of units and the respective leaders, including leader contact information. For 

smaller units and the Air branch, a person-of-contact within the National Guard was 

identified and they connected the research team with the appropriate leader. From this 

information, leaders were emailed and debriefed about the study. Unit leaders were asked 

by the research team to respond to an online survey via REDCap (Research Electronic 

Data Capture) that was sent to the personal email addresses of leader participants. 

Leaders were also asked to send an email to the full-time employees who directly 

reported to them, with information and a link for opting into the study. Participants were 

eligible to sign-up if they worked at least 32 hours per week, and also then received an 

online survey via REDCap. All surveys were completed during non-work time.  

Employee participants were asked to indicate who their direct leader was in their 

online survey (i.e., the leader that they report to if they needed to take time off work). 

Based off this information and the organizational chart given to the research team at the 

beginning of the study, participating leaders were matched with their respective 

employees once all data were collected. The research team worked from the list with 

individual unit leaders to determine a final list of leaders per unit depending on who in 

the unit participated in the study and were linked to employees. Thus, the final data set 
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includes employees linked to their respective leader in which leaders may have one or 

multiple direct employees. Specifically, each leader in this dataset had between one to 13 

employees matched to them as a result of this process. The final sample sizes for matched 

leaders and employees were N = 178 and N = 393, respectively.  

In all, participants were asked to complete three 45-minute online surveys over 

the course of a year, and surveys were identical for all participants (leaders and 

employees). As an incentive, participants were offered a gift card for $25 for completing 

each individual survey, resulting in a potential total reward of $75 for completing all 

survey waves. Research staff then visited Army and Air bases to give an in-person 

briefing of the study and recruit any further employees who had not yet signed up for the 

study. Conducting both online and in-person recruitment helped to increase participation 

and prevent attrition from the study. All study participants signed informed consent forms 

before entering the study and the study protocol was approved by Institutional Review 

Boards of the principal investigators’ institutions.  

Most leader participants were white (84.3%), male (80.9%), married (82.6%), and 

were on average 40.8 years old (SD = 7.30). Leaders had approximately two children on 

average (SD = 1.4) and the majority had completed a college degree (41.6%). Leaders 

had an average tenure of 5.39 years (SD = 5.80), worked approximately 44.83 hours per 

week on average (SD = 5.31), worked a regular daytime shift (89.3%), and had 

approximately six direct reports on average (SD = 6.18). Most employee participants were 

white (81.9%), male (74%), married (65.6%), and were on average 35.8 years old (SD = 

8.86). Employees had approximately two children on average (SD = 1.4), and the 
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majority of employees only completed some college/technical school with no degree 

(43.5%). Employees had an average tenure of 4.36 years (SD = 5.56), worked an average 

of 42.37 hours per week (SD = 5.0), and worked a regular daytime shift (81.2%). 

Measures 

Leader sleep quantity 

 Leaders were asked to assess the duration of their sleep during the last month at 

Time 1. Leaders were told that their answers should indicate the most accurate reply for 

the majority of days and nights in the past month to reflect their average sleep duration. 

Sleep duration was measured using two items from the Pittsburg Sleep Quality Index 

(PSQI; Buysse et al., 1989). The items included, “During the past month, when have you 

usually gone to bed at night?” and “During the past month, when have you usually gotten 

up in the morning?” Leaders answered each item by indicating the hour (01-12), minute 

(00-59), and AM/PM for when they went to sleep and woke up. These items were used to 

compute leader sleep duration (i.e., a difference score between when the leader reported 

they went to bed and when they woke up). 

Leader sleep quality 

Leaders were asked the extent to which they experienced poor sleep quality in the 

past week at Time 1. The sleep quality construct was measured using eight total items 

from the PROMIS Sleep Disturbance scale (Cella et al., 2010; PROMIS, 2016; Yu et al., 

2012), which was separated into two measures based on confirmatory factor analysis 

results. Four items reflect the sleep dissatisfaction dimension. An example item is, “I was 

satisfied with my sleep”. These items were rated on a 5-point scale (1 = not at all, 5 = 
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very much) (Cronbach’s α = .87) with the exception of one item that was rated on a 5-

point scale with differing anchors (1= very poor, 5 = very good). The next four items 

represent the insomnia symptoms dimension. An example item is, “I had trouble staying 

asleep”. Items were rated on a 5-point scale (1 = never, 5 = always) (Cronbach’s α = .82). 

As is recommended practice with these measures, scale scores for both dimensions of 

sleep quality were calculated following the HealthMeasures (2021) scoring system and a 

t-score transformation metric. This t-score transformation is necessary to have an 

understandable, comparable metric to better view distributions and percentiles from this 

sample across what we know from prior research to be the norm (i.e., average) of sleep 

quality in the U.S. Additionally, this is considered the most accurate option because the 

scores are IRT-derived (using response pattern scoring). This option also handles missing 

data and is the recommended option for using subsets of items. Overall, higher scores 

reflect greater dissatisfaction with sleep for one dimension, and more insomnia symptoms 

for the other dimension. 

Employee-rated general supervisor support 

 Employees rated the extent to which they agreed with each statement with three 

items on a 5-point scale at Time 3 (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) 

(Cronbach’s α = .78). An example item is, “My supervisor can be relied upon when 

things get tough on my job” (Yoon & Lim, 1999). Scale scores were created for 

employee-rated general supervisor support using mean imputation if at least 75% of the 

items were answered per scale.  

Leader- and employee-rated family-supportive supervisor behaviors 
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 Leaders rated the extent to which they agreed that they exhibited FSSB at Time 3. 

The short form 4-item FSSB measure (Hammer et al., 2013) was utilized for the present 

study (Cronbach’s α = .89). Leaders were asked to respond to four items on a 5-point 

scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). An example item is, “I make my 

subordinates feel comfortable talking to me about their conflicts between work and non-

work”. Employees who were linked to each leader were also asked to rate the extent to 

which they agreed that their direct leader exhibited FSSB at Time 3 using the same scale. 

Employees responded to four items, also rated on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 

= strongly agree) (Cronbach’s α = .95). An example item is, “Your supervisor makes you 

feel comfortable talking to him/her about your conflicts between work and non-work”. 

Scale scores were created for leader and employee ratings of FSSB using mean 

imputation if at least 75% of the items were answered per scale.  

Leader- and employee-rated sleep leadership 

 Leaders rated the extent to which they agree that they exhibited sleep leadership 

with eight items on a 5-point scale (Gunia et al., 2015) at Time 3 (1 = strongly disagree, 5 

= strongly agree) (Cronbach’s α = .88). An example item is, “I encourage my 

subordinates to get adequate sleep”.   

Employees who are linked to each leader were also asked to rate the extent to 

which they agreed that their direct leader exhibited sleep leadership behaviors at Time 3. 

Employees responded to eight items on a 5-point scale (1 = never, 5 = always) 

(Cronbach’s α = .94). An example item is, “My supervisor encourages subordinates to get 

adequate sleep (Gunia et al., 2015). Scale scores were created for leader and employee 
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ratings of sleep leadership using mean imputation if at least 75% of the items were 

answered per scale.  

Control variables 

  A set of control variables for inclusion were selected according to theory and past 

research, following Bernerth and Aguinis’ (2016) discussion of the use of statistical 

control variables. Specifically, this study moved away from the purification principle 

(Spector & Brannick, 2011), as recent research suggests that control variables may be 

causing harm to analyses by changing the meaning of the relationship, reducing degrees 

of freedom, lowering power, and diminishing explained variance (Bernerth et al., 2018). 

Moreover, some researchers even suggest that overinclusion of control variables may 

produce erroneous inferences and irreplicable results, creating barriers to scientific 

progress (Becker et al., 2016). Thus, selected control variables should be both empirically 

and theoretically related to variables of interest to control for alternative explanations and 

spuriousness of relationships in the model. In line with recommendations by past 

researchers, the following section outlines conceptually relevant control variables that are 

included in analyses (Aguinis et al., 2019; Aguinis & Vandenberg, 2014; Bernerth & 

Aguinis, 2016; Bernerth et al., 2018). Additionally, all analyses were performed both 

with and without control variables and standard descriptive statistics were reported for all 

control variables, including correlations and significance levels (See Table 1) (Aguinis & 

Vandenberg, 2014; Bernerth & Aguinis, 2016; Bernerth et al., 2018). There were no 

substantive differences in results, so all results are reported with the inclusion of controls, 
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however we still describe the theoretical rationale for inclusion of control variables 

below.  

Additionally, due to this study’s predominant focus on workplace leaders, we 

followed recent recommendations from leadership researchers regarding the inclusion of 

demographic control variables. A systematic review conducted by Bernerth and 

colleagues (2018) indicated that there is an unconvincing effect size between leadership-

relevant constructs and commonly used control variables such as age, gender, tenure, or 

education. Specifically, Bernerth and colleagues (2018) suggest the inclusion of such 

demographic controls is not grounded in theory and is solely based on outdated 

misconceptions surrounding control variables, resulting in significant detriments to 

analyses. Thus, this study did not include proxy demographic control variables such as 

leader age, gender, tenure, or education (Bernerth et al., 2018).  

Work-related controls. Empirical research has demonstrated that certain 

characteristics of jobs can impact sleep. For example, shift work (e.g., Åkerstedt, 2003; 

Van Dogen et al., 2006) has been shown to lead to poor sleep. In addition, it is possible 

that leaders or employees who work shifts that deviate from the typical daytime shift may 

have less interaction with each other, thereby creating spuriousness within results as 

hypotheses depend on interaction between leaders and employees. Thus, as shift work 

may impact both leader sleep as well as leader and employee ratings of positive support 

behaviors, work schedule was included as a control variable in analyses. In the context of 

the present sample, Whealin and colleagues (2015) suggest that the Army branch of the 

National Guard experiences poorer health outcomes compared to the Air branch, such as 
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higher levels of post-traumatic stress syndrome, more serious physical and mental health 

detriments, as well as sleep deficiencies due to increased strain. As such, branch of 

service (i.e., Army, Air) was included as a control variable. Finally, the larger study was 

a randomized-controlled trial intervention. However, for the present study, the 

intervention is not a variable of interest, and thus, the intervention indicator (0 = usual 

practice, 1 = intervention) was included as a control variable. 

Family-related controls. Empirical studies suggest that individuals who have 

children at home or engage in eldercare report shorter sleep duration in comparison to 

those who are childfree or do not have eldercare responsibilities (e.g., Burch, 2019; 

Burgard & Ailshire, 2012; Dugan et al., 2020; Hagen et al., 2013; Hoyt et al., 2021; 

Khubchandani & Price, 2020; Tienoven et al., 2014). Furthermore, it is also possible that 

leaders who have children or eldercare demands may be more empathetic to employee 

nonwork demands and thus, may demonstrate more nonwork support (e.g., FSSB, sleep 

leadership). Given that number of children at home and eldercare may influence both 

leader sleep and subsequent support behaviors, number of children and eldercare were 

included as control variables.  

Results 

 For the main analyses, we examined a series of multilevel moderation models 

exploring the association between Time 1 leader sleep duration on Time 3 leader 

behavior outcomes (i.e., leader-reports of general supervisor support, leader and 

employee-reports of FSSB, and leader and employee-reports of sleep leadership), with 

Time 1 leader sleep quality (i.e., sleep dissatisfaction, insomnia symptoms) being 
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evaluated as a moderator of the relationship between leader sleep duration and support 

behaviors. Due to the nested structure of the data in which participating employees 

worked within work groups under the supervision of leaders, intraclass correlation 

coefficients (ICCs) were computed to determine the degree of dependency within work 

groups. ICCs were computed for emotional exhaustion (ICC = .09), leader-ratings of 

FSSB (ICC = .27), and leader-ratings of sleep leadership (ICC = .16), suggesting there is 

substantial dependency in the outcomes depending on work group. ICCs were not able to 

be computed for general supervisor support, employee-ratings of FSSB, or sleep 

leadership due to convergence issues, which is likely due to a lack of dependency within 

the work groups. However, multilevel modeling is the more cautious approach when 

analyzing multilevel, nested data, and given the relatively high ICCs among key outcome 

leader variables, multilevel modeling was utilized.  

Analyses were conducted using Mplus Version 8 and multilevel fully-saturated 

path analyses were specified (Muthen & Muthen, 2018). We ran a series of five 

moderation models in which the predictor (i.e., sleep duration), both moderators (i.e., 

sleep dissatisfaction and insomnia symptoms), only one outcome (i.e., general supervisor 

support, leader-ratings of FSSB, employee-ratings of FSSB, leader-ratings of sleep 

leadership, employee-ratings of sleep leadership), and all control variables were included 

in the model1.  

 
1 The full model was also tested with all outcomes and control variables included. All results were retained 
except for the significant moderation found on leader ratings of sleep leadership.  
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Following analyses, tumble graphs (Bodner, 2016) were constructed in place of 

traditional graphs for significant interactions. Given the high correlation between the 

predictor and the moderator, as well as the dependence of the conditional variance of the 

predictor on the moderator variable value, we elected to use tumble graphs for our 

significant moderations to avoid interpreting endpoints that have little to no supporting 

data. This is due to the fact that traditional interaction graphs use arbitrary points (such as 

+1 and -1 SD above and below the mean) which results in the interaction being plotted in 

sparse data regions. Rather, the use of tumble graphs avoids inaccurate interpretations of 

the interaction by ensuring that the selected data values reside in more populated data 

regions, making the interaction more representative and interpretable.  

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

Descriptive statistics revealed that average employee (M = 2.51, SD = 0.48) and 

leader (M = 2.70, SD = 0.78) ratings of sleep leadership were much lower compared to 

the means of the other two types of support, namely leader and employee ratings of FSSB 

(M = 4.11, SD = 0.90; M = 4.10, SD = 0.49, respectively) and employee ratings of general 

supervisor support (M = 4.23, SD = 0.80). Among the three sleep variables, sleep 

duration was significantly correlated with insomnia symptoms (r = 0.12, p < .05), but not 

sleep dissatisfaction. Sleep dissatisfaction, however, was significantly correlated with 

insomnia symptoms (r = 0.53, p < .01), but not sleep duration. In relation to the outcome 

variables, employee ratings of sleep leadership and general supervisor support were 

significantly correlated with employee ratings of FSSB (r = 0.52, p < .01 and r = 0.73, p 

< .01, respectively). General supervisor support was also significantly correlated with 
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employee ratings of sleep leadership (r = 0.39, p < .01). In addition, leader ratings of 

sleep leadership were significantly correlated with leader ratings of FSSB (r = 0.22, p < 

.01). Interestingly, sleep duration was not significantly correlated with any of the support 

outcomes.  

Direct Effects 

Hypothesis 1 proposed that Time 1 leader sleep duration would have a positive 

relationship with employee reports of general supervisor support at Time 3. Controlling 

for all other variables in the model, there was no significant association between leader 

sleep duration at Time 1 and employee-rated general supervisor support at Time 3 (B = 

0.62, SE = 0.05 p = 0.22, 95% CI [-.048, .146]). Hypothesis 2a-b proposed that Time 1 

leader sleep duration would have a positive relationship with leader and employee reports 

of FSSB at Time 3. There were no significant associations found between leader sleep 

duration at Time 1 and leader reports of FSSB at Time 3 (B = -0.01, SE = 0.08, p = 0.95, 

95% CI [-.13, .20]) or employee-reports of FSSB at Time 3 (B = 0.06, SE = 0.07, p = 

0.41, 95% CI [-.09, .19]), controlling for all other variables in the model. Finally, 

Hypothesis 3a-b proposed that Time 1 leader sleep duration would have a positive 

relationship with leader and employee reports of sleep leadership at Time 3. Controlling 

for all other variables in the model, there was no significant association between leader 

sleep duration at Time 1 and leader reports of sleep leadership at Time 3 (B = -0.05, SE = 

0.11, p = 0.64, 95% CI [-.27, .17]) or employee reports of sleep leadership at Time 3 (B = 

-0.07, SE = 0.81, p = 0.41, 95% CI [ -.02, .09]). Therefore, Hypotheses 1-3 were not 

supported (See Table 2.2). 
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Interactions Between Sleep Quantity and Quality 

Insomnia Symptoms as a Moderator 

Results revealed two significant interactions when insomnia symptoms were 

considered as a moderator. First, there was a significant interaction between leader sleep 

duration at Time 1 and leader insomnia symptoms at Time 1 on employee-ratings of 

FSSB at Time 3 (B = 0.02, p < .05), controlling for all other variables in the model, such 

that the relationship between leader sleep duration and employee-ratings of FSSB was 

significant and positive under conditions of high leader insomnia symptoms, yet 

significant and negative under conditions of low leader insomnia symptoms. The Figure 2 

tumble graph illustrates this disordinal interaction. Additionally, results revealed that the 

relationship between leader sleep duration at Time 1 and employee-ratings of sleep 

leadership at Time 3 was significantly moderated by leader insomnia symptoms at Time 

1 (B = 0.03, p < .01), such that the relationship between leader sleep duration and 

employee-ratings of sleep leadership was significant and positive under conditions of 

high leader insomnia symptoms, yet significant and negative under conditions of low 

leader insomnia symptoms. The Figure 3 tumble graph illustrates this disordinal 

interaction, which was in contrast to the hypothesized interaction pattern of an overall 

positive association between sleep duration and support outcomes, with a strengthening 

of that relationship when leaders also had high levels of insomnia symptoms. Leader 

insomnia symptoms did not significantly moderate the relationship between leader sleep 

duration and general supervisor support, leader ratings of FSSB, or leader ratings of sleep 

leadership (See Table 2.2). 
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Sleep Dissatisfaction as a Moderator 

Alternatively, when sleep dissatisfaction was considered as a moderator, one 

significant interaction was found. Leader sleep leader sleep dissatisfaction at Time 1 

moderated the relationship between duration at Time 1 and leader-ratings of sleep 

leadership at Time 3 (B = -0.040, p < .05), such that the relationship between leader sleep 

duration and leader-ratings of sleep leadership was significant and positive under 

conditions of low leader sleep dissatisfaction, yet significant and negative under 

conditions of high leader sleep dissatisfaction. The tumble graph in Figure 4 illustrates 

the disordinal interaction, which was in contrast to the hypothesized interaction pattern of 

an overall positive association between sleep duration and support outcomes, with a 

strengthening of that relationship when leaders also had low levels of dissatisfaction. 

Given that this significant finding was not fully in the expected direction, but did show 

evidence of an interaction between sleep quantity and quality. Leader sleep 

dissatisfaction did not significantly moderate the relationship between leader sleep 

duration and general supervisor support, leader or employee ratings of FSSB, or 

employee ratings of sleep leadership (See Table 2.2).In summary, results from examined 

interactions between sleep quantity and quality (i.e., insomnia symptoms and 

dissatisfaction) suggest that Hypothesis 4 was partially supported. 

Discussion 

In this study, we explored the role of leader sleep duration, insomnia symptoms, 

and sleep dissatisfaction on downstream leader support behaviors, specifically general 

supervisor support, FSSB, and sleep leadership. Results are contradictory to Crain and 
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colleagues’ (2018) WNS framework. Specifically, hypothesized direct effects were not 

significant, such that sleep duration was not significantly related to the various positive 

support behavior outcomes 9-months later. In addition, while significant interactions 

were found, the interaction patterns were not as anticipated and differed depending on the 

type of sleep quality being examined and whether leader-reported or employee-reported 

support outcomes were in question. Specifically, the interaction between leader sleep 

duration and insomnia symptoms was significantly associated with downstream 

employee-rated FSSB and employee-rated sleep leadership, and there was a significant 

interaction between leader sleep duration and leader sleep dissatisfaction which was 

significantly linked to downstream leader-ratings of sleep leadership. We first discuss the 

lack of significant direct effects and then the interaction effects, in relation to prior theory 

and research.  

Non-significant direct effects 

Surprisingly, there were no direct effects from sleep duration to the constellation 

of support behaviors. This is discrepant from past research and theorizations (e.g., 

Barnes, 2012; Barnes et al., 2015; Crain et al., 2018), which broadly conclude that sleep 

is likely to influence downstream behaviors at work. However, the majority of 

organizational sleep studies examine sleep components as additive (i.e., sleep duration 

and sleep quality are entered as separate predictors; Barnes, 2012; Barnes et al., 2015; 

Brossoit et al., 2019; Litwiller et al., 2017) rather than multiplicative (i.e., sleep duration 

is a predictor and sleep quality is specified as a moderator; Barber et al., 2010; Barnes et 

al., 2015). This unexpected finding may suggest that sleep duration is, by itself, not a 
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strong predictor of downstream outcomes separated by longer time frames. Also of note 

is that leaders in our sample reported an average of 7.37 hours of sleep, thereby meeting 

the recommended criteria for healthy sleep duration. Therefore, there may be a ceiling 

effect within the sample that sways the resulting relationships between sleep duration and 

downstream relationships with support outcomes, such that participant scores on sleep 

duration were clustered toward the higher end rather than the lower end. Such clustering 

impedes statistical discrimination between leaders with low sleep duration and high sleep 

duration. 

However, the lack of direct effects is further informed by the three disordinal 

interactions that were found on support outcomes. It is only under conditions of certain 

types of sleep quality that we find significant associations between sleep duration and 

positive support behaviors. Thus, findings lend support to the notion that sleep duration, 

insomnia symptoms, and sleep dissatisfaction should be considered and examined as 

separate multiplicative components of sleep health –in this case, such an approach 

illuminates the role that sleep quality plays in the sleep health and downstream behavior 

relationship, such that sleep quality is more influential than previously thought.  

Significant indirect effects 

 Regarding insomnia symptoms as a moderator, we found two significant 

disordinal interactions that were somewhat counterintuitive and inconsistent with prior 

research and theory. Specifically, our results suggest that, under conditions of high 

insomnia symptoms, there is a positive relationship between sleep duration and employee 

ratings of FSSB and sleep leadership. For example, as leader sleep duration increases, 
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leaders also provide more FSSB and sleep leadership 9-months later, as rated by their 

employees, but only under conditions of high insomnia symptoms. Under the condition of 

low insomnia symptoms, however, the relationship between sleep duration and employee 

ratings of sleep leadership was negative. These disordinal interactions suggest that for 

leaders who have high insomnia symptoms, increases in sleep duration are associated 

with increases in employee perceptions of familial and sleep support. Conversely, for 

leaders who have low insomnia symptoms, increases in sleep duration are associated with 

decreases in employee perceptions of familial and sleep support. Such findings are 

discrepant with past theorizations and research that posit sufficient sleep health (i.e., low 

insomnia symptoms and high duration) is related to more positive outcomes, whereas 

poor sleep health (i.e., high insomnia symptoms and low duration) is related to negative 

outcomes (e.g., Barnes, 2012; Crain et al., 2018; Litwiller et al., 2017; Williamson et al., 

2019). Overall, results may suggest that leaders who are suffering from higher rates of 

insomnia symptoms may be more sympathetic towards employees with familial demands 

or sleep-related barriers and therefore may be more likely to demonstrate these support 

behaviors at work, regardless of their sleep health.  

Potential explanations for unexpected findings 

Mechanisms that explain this relationship may include emotion regulation or 

emotion identification. Research has suggested that sleep is a large factor in effective 

emotion regulation (e.g., Palmer & Alfano, 2017). For example, for leaders who get 

enough sleep and have lower insomnia symptoms, they may perhaps be less attuned or 

empathetic to others’ stress and emotions because of their ability to effectively regulate 
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their own emotions, making others’ emotions less salient and disruptive for the leader 

with healthy sleep (e.g., Barsade et al., 2018). On the other hand, research has shown that 

sleep health can influence our interpretation of social cues, which is incredibly important 

given that social cues, if interpreted correctly, influence the behavior of others. 

Specifically, sleep influences our ability to recognize key human emotions and facial 

expressions (e.g., van Der Helm et al. 2010) as well as reduce our ability to understand 

social threat (Goldstein-Piekarski et al., 2015). For example, for leaders who typically 

have higher insomnia symptoms, when they get enough sleep, they may be able to 

correctly interpret and recognize social cues from their employees, signaling to them that 

the employee needs support and the leader therefore enacts the behavior.  

Another potential explanation is that a supportive leader may be having long 

enough sleep periods (i.e., high sleep duration), but are struggling to maintain sleep 

throughout the night (i.e., tossing and turning, problems falling and staying asleep) 

because they are ruminating about work-related tasks such as supporting their employees’ 

needs in both the familial and sleep domains, resulting in an increase in such behaviors as 

reported by their employees. The mechanism at play here could be anxiety. Anxiety has 

been linked with insomnia symptoms (e.g., Bernes et al., 2009; Johnson et al., 2006) and 

as such, leaders who are more anxious may have higher insomnia symptoms. For 

example, when an anxious leader does get more sleep, it may give them the energetic 

resources they need to act on their worries around whether they are doing enough as a 

leader, so in turn, the leader supports their employees more. In other words, getting more 

sleep allows for the anxious leader to address the things they worry about.  
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A pattern that is important to note is that leader insomnia symptoms, but not 

leader sleep dissatisfaction, were found to be the key moderator in the relationship 

between leader sleep duration and employee-ratings of FSSB and sleep leadership. In 

fact, sleep dissatisfaction was only found to be a significant moderator of the relationship 

between leader sleep duration and leader ratings of sleep leadership, separate from 

employee perceptions. Our results suggest that, for leaders who have high sleep 

dissatisfaction, increases in sleep duration are associated with decreases in leader 

perceptions of their own sleep leadership, which is in contrast to the pattern seen with 

high insomnia symptoms. On the other hand, for leaders who have low sleep 

dissatisfaction (i.e., leaders were more satisfied with their sleep), increases in sleep 

duration are associated with increases in leader perceptions of their own sleep leadership. 

These findings may shed light on why leaders may choose to enact sleep leadership. It 

may be the case that leaders who have experience with sleep dissatisfaction may be more 

aware of the pervasiveness of sleep health to work and therefore be more likely to 

provide such support to their employees.  

In addition, this is a new contribution to the organizational sleep literature and 

provides evidence for Buysse’s (2014) definition of sleep health in which different 

dimensions are explicated. Historically, organizational research examining sleep has 

broadly looked at sleep quantity and quality as core dimensions (Barnes, 2012). In 

contrast, Buysse (2014) suggests that sleep health is multidimensional in nature and more 

nuanced, meaning that there are different components that make up “good” sleep. 

Specifically, sleep health consists of key dimensions including sleep duration (i.e., total 



SLEEP AND SUPPORT 

  

49 

amount of sleep obtained in each 24-hour period), sleep satisfaction (i.e., one’s subjective 

evaluation of whether they obtained “good” or “bad” sleep), sleep efficiency (i.e., how 

easy it is to fall and stay asleep), and sleep timing (i.e., placement of sleep within a 24-

hour period) (Buysse, 2014). Mapping onto Buysse’s (2014) multidimensional definition 

of sleep health, we examine sleep duration as the core dimension reflecting sleep 

quantity, and sleep satisfaction and insomnia symptoms (equivalent to sleep efficiency) 

as dimensions of the broader construct of sleep quality. Specifically, sleep dissatisfaction 

and insomnia symptoms had differential effects on downstream behavior based on who 

the rater was. Such results may suggest that the effects of insomnia symptoms may not be 

as salient to leaders compared to their own subjective dissatisfaction with their sleep, as 

they are aware of their poor sleep health, which then plays a role in the downstream sleep 

leadership they provide. Leader sleep dissatisfaction may not moderate the relationship 

between leader sleep duration and leader-ratings of FSSB because a leader who has 

personal experience with poor sleep quality may be more understanding and empathetic 

of the pervasiveness of sleep health to everyday functioning, and thus may be more 

supportive of their employees attaining adequate sleep health. Thus, this finding lends 

support to the sleep literature by highlighting how sleep dissatisfaction, as opposed to 

insomnia symptoms, plays a role in the leader’s perception of their own downstream 

behavior.  

Novel insights in the sleep and behavior relationship 

Results also reveal that the interaction between leader sleep duration and leader 

insomnia symptoms are significantly linked to employee-ratings of both FSSB and sleep 
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leadership, but not employee-ratings of general supervisor support. Such findings suggest 

that sleep health may not be as strongly associated with a leader’s ability to provide 

general support compared to FSSB and sleep leadership. One mechanism proposed in the 

WNS framework (Crain et al., 2018), namely energetic activation, holds an explanation 

for this finding. Specifically, energetic activation has been linked to affective constructs 

such as emotions, moods, or dispositions (Crain et al., 2018; Quinn et al., 2012). 

Laboratory experiments have also suggested that sleep restriction can impact one’s ability 

to appropriately interpret and respond to another’s emotions (e.g., Amicucci et al., 2021; 

Tempesta et al., 2020; Van der Helm et al., 2010). Support behaviors such as FSSB and 

sleep leadership rely on the leader appraising that they have enough energy to display 

care and concern for the employee’s nonwork life, which is inherently emotional and 

expected to be tied to one’s energetic activation (Quinn et al., 2012). Thus, the present 

finding may indicate that FSSB and sleep leadership may require substantially more 

emotional and interpersonal skills than general supervisor support, which may be more 

automatic and less likely to require deep emotional resources. Indeed, past leadership 

research has suggested that resource depletion hinders behaviors that require more 

effortful processing but does not hinder behaviors that are automatically processed 

(DeWall et al. 2008; Schmeichel et al. 2003). Thus, findings suggest that general 

supervisor support behaviors may feel overall less taxing and be more automatic for 

leaders to enact compared to FSSB and sleep leadership.  

It is worth noting that the use of tumble graphs allows us to make some new 

inferences that have previously not been represented in prior literature. Specifically, 



SLEEP AND SUPPORT 

  

51 

because we mapped our interaction graph according to where data were actually present 

and not just where data might be projected to be based on regression lines plotted at +1 

and -1 SD of the moderator, as is traditionally done, we are able to see that leaders who 

had lower insomnia symptoms were generally sleeping less than those who had higher 

insomnia symptoms. When viewing the tumble graphs, the line representing higher levels 

of insomnia symptoms are consistently shifted to the right on the x-axis (i.e., sleep 

duration), whereas the line indicating low levels of the moderators are consistently 

shifted to the left of the x-axis (See Figures 2.2 and 2.3). By teasing apart the different 

dimensions of sleep quality and understanding their separate interactive effects with sleep 

duration, we find that leaders who are sleeping longer are also more likely to report 

struggling more with insomnia symptoms. Thus, in contrast to prior literature and federal 

recommendations (e.g., Hirshkowitz et al., 2015), sufficient sleep duration is not likely to 

be the sole indicator of the presence of sleep health. In other words, we must also 

consider the different components of sleep quality when conceptualizing and promoting 

sleep health. 

It is important to examine the potential interaction between sleep duration and 

insomnia symptoms and sleep dissatisfaction as it may demonstrate their combined 

relationship to downstream leader behaviors, which can lend information to scientists and 

practitioners about how to consider sleep quantity and quality in tandem in workplace 

interventions. On a broader scale, gathering empirical evidence regarding the sleep 

quality and sleep quantity interaction could provide a new approach for public health 

campaigns as most campaigns currently emphasize getting at least 7 hours of sleep per 
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night (i.e., sleep duration) to maintain adequate functioning. Examples include 

sleepeducation.org which provides a bedtime calculator and a “7 and up” campaign 

related to sleep duration as well as suggestions for making time to sleep as part of the 

National Healthy Sleep Awareness Project (American Academy of Sleep Medicine, 

2021). Moreover, the U.S. Department of Health & Human Services launched the 

“HealthyPeople2030” campaign that almost exclusively focuses on improving sleep 

duration (United States Department of Health and Human Services, 2020). However, if 

enough empirical studies suggest sleep quality may play a bigger role than previously 

thought, these campaigns could place more emphasis on promoting health information 

related to types of sleep quality.  

Insights from descriptive statistics 

Aside from the hypothesized relationships, and although not a primary question of 

the present study, it is interesting to examine both leader and employee descriptive 

statistics of support outcomes (see Table 1). Here we obtain a unique understanding of 

how leaders rate themselves on their support behaviors compared to their direct 

employees, as it seems as though on average, leaders and employees in this sample agree 

about the amount of general, familial, and sleep support that the leader provides in the 

workplace. This is inconsistent with what has been previously demonstrated in the 

support literature (e.g., Marescaux et al., 2020). Our means and standard deviations call 

attention to the fact that sleep leadership was being demonstrated much less by the leader 

in the workplace compared to FSSB or general supervisor support, which is agreed upon 

by both the leader and the employee. This could be due to sleep leadership potentially 
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crossing uncomfortable boundaries or less opportunities for sleep leadership to arise 

naturally in the workplace setting. Overall, comparing both leader and employee reports 

of support behaviors provided unique preliminary insights into the leader-employee dyad 

and different forms of support.  

Limitations 

There are a number of limitations associated with the present study. First, in 

accordance with previous recommendations for studies on sleep and workplace outcomes 

across time points (e.g., Crain et al., 2018), this study included 9-month time lags to 

understand how the relationship between sleep and downstream leader behaviors unfold 

over time. Although the multi-time point nature of these data are a strength of this study, 

future research should examine if shorter time lags (e.g., 3-months) or daily fluctuations 

in sleep duration and insomnia symptoms or sleep dissatisfaction have a stronger 

influence on workplace behavior the next day. In other words, the 9-month time lag may 

have been too long to assess short-term changes in energy that may lead to more volatile 

changes in behavior at work. For example, Barnes and colleagues (2015) found that 

nightly sleep influences next day leader behaviors, such that after a night of poor sleep, 

leaders were more likely to be abusive. Indeed, laboratory sleep studies have suggested 

both proximal and distal outcomes of sleep (e.g., Bei et al., 2017; Medic et al., 2017). 

Thus, future studies should examine these relationships within a more proximal 

framework and study design. For example, shorter time lagged studies may reveal that on 

days where the supervisor reported less sleep and worsened insomnia symptoms or 
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dissatisfaction, they also reported more decreased positive behaviors at work the 

following day.   

Second, this study was conducted with a sample of leaders who received the 

recommended average sleep duration of about 7 hours per night. Future research should 

replicate this study across different occupations that may be susceptible to more extreme 

sleep loss. For example, populations that would be particularly interesting are those that 

have atypical schedules (e.g., shiftwork, night work) such as nursing, the restaurant 

industry, hotels, or even occupations in which employees often travel such as 

construction, professional athletes, or flight attendants. Additionally, given the global 

pandemic, it would be especially interesting to examine the role of sleep in downstream 

leader support behaviors in jobs that have become “front-line” such as first responders, 

personal care aids, grocery store employees, or fast-food workers, as well as jobs that 

have moved to a more remote nature.  

The measures used for this study also present limitations.  First, the instructions 

for the sleep duration, insomnia symptoms, and dissatisfaction scales varied such that 

participants were asked to report their average sleep duration over the past month 

whereas participants were asked to report their insomnia symptoms and dissatisfaction 

over the past week. This shorter time frame was intentionally chosen for sleep quality as 

participants could more accurately report on their experiences of sleep quality when 

thinking about the last seven days in comparison to the last month. Future studies should 

consider aligning the time frames given to participants for subjective reports of sleep 

duration and sleep quality.  
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Finally, there were approximately 175 leaders in the final sample after attrition 

from Time 1 and Time 2, as well as after the statistical matching of leaders to employees 

and cleaning of the data. Although we were at the relative threshold with our given 

sample size based on previous recommendations for the type of analyses we conducted 

(Kline, 2011), future studies should attempt to recruit a larger sample of matched leaders 

and employees to replicate the results of the present study as well as engage in more 

advanced statistical analyses that require a larger amount of power such as structural 

equation modeling or latent profile analysis.  

Future Directions 

Given that this study serves as a steppingstone for uncovering various antecedents 

to leader support behaviors, there are many exciting future directions that researchers can 

explore going forward. First, future research should utilize the full measure of FSSB 

(Hammer et al., 2009) to explore how sleep dimensions may differentially be associated 

with the four components of FSSB: emotional support, instrumental support, role-

modeling, and creative work-family management. Taking this direction could lend insight 

into future interventions aimed at promoting FSSB in the workplace by understanding if 

and how certain dimensions of FSSB are more or less affected by leader sleep.  

In addition, future research should expand on this study by testing how 

relationships between sleep, energetic resources, and leader behaviors may change when 

examined holistically. In particular, the WNS model (Crain et al., 2018) emphasizes the 

mediational role of energetic activation and physical energy as the mechanism between 

sleep and behavior outcomes. Future studies should consider including these mechanisms 
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as measured variables when assessing sleep and downstream behaviors. For example, 

researchers interested in testing physical energy as a mediating mechanism should 

consider utilizing wearable accelerometer devices to measure activity levels, heart rate, 

and a calculation of oxygen consumption (Butte et al., 2012; Hills et al., 2014). 

Also, the WNS model suggests that sleep both precedes and follows work and nonwork 

domain attitudes, behaviors, and states. Although the present study examines upstream 

sleep, it would be a particularly interesting avenue for future research to also consider 

how these hypothesized relationships and work behavior outcomes could impact 

downstream sleep. For example, leaders who feel like they are failing to provide adequate 

support to their employees may experience large detriments to their sleep due to 

rumination and guilt. On the other hand, leaders who provide a lot of nonwork support to 

their employees may feel depleted and therefore, may experience burnout and possible 

sleep health consequences downstream. This study also places emphasis on work domain 

behaviors; however, it is equally important to produce research that gives us an 

understanding into how leader sleep may also impact leader’s work attitudes and states as 

well as nonwork behaviors, attitudes, and states. For example, leader sleep may be linked 

to perceptions of self-efficacy in their job or even improvements of creativity, and these 

may subsequently be associated with downstream performance in the form of support 

behaviors.  

Finally, given the research on leaders’ sacrificing of sleep for work (Ruderman et 

al., 2017) as well as the lack of research on leader health as it relates to their behavior at 

work, it is critically important to assess how to support leader’s health and well-being.  
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Leaders are the core of organizations and the success of employees as well as the 

organization overall rely on the success of the leader. Thus, future research should seek to 

understand how leaders’ health and well-being may be especially at risk given their 

unique job tasks, as it may be over and above what non-leader employees experience due 

to the implicit association of work hours and success among workplace leaders (Svetieva 

et al., 2017). 

Practical Implications 

Overall, this work has implications for practitioners, organizations, and public 

health campaigns. Broadly, this study can inform public health campaigns by shifting the 

predominant rhetoric that is communicated to the general public. Components of leader 

sleep quality were found to significantly strengthen the relationship between leader sleep 

duration and downstream employee perceptions of the leader’s FSSB and sleep 

leadership and leader perceptions of sleep leadership. This underscores the importance of 

sleep quality in downstream support behaviors in the work domain. Thus, public health 

campaigns could shift the rhetoric away from only increasing sleep duration, and place 

equal emphasis on improving sleep quality. For example, instead of only promoting a 

bedtime calculator aimed at improving sleep duration, the “7 and up” campaign 

(American Academy of Sleep Medicine, 2021) could also incorporate information or 

tools related to sleep hygiene (i.e., sleep habits related to sleep quality such as 

maintaining a consistent sleep schedule or avoiding alcohol or caffeine before bed; 

Mastin et al., 2006) to help people improve their sleep quality, prevent insomnia 

symptoms, and reduce sleep dissatisfaction. Additionally, public health campaigns could 
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begin supporting education initiatives about the importance of understanding both sleep 

duration and sleep quality and how they are different.  

In addition, results revealed that for the leader who experiences high insomnia 

symptoms, when they get enough sleep, their employees are likely to perceive the leader 

as providing more FSSB or sleep leadership. Some explanations previously discussed 

may include emotion regulation social cue identification, which rely on the leader to 

correct identify and interpret others micro-emotions. Accordingly, organizations and 

practitioners should encourage or train employees to be more explicit when asking their 

leader for familial and sleep related support. Such behaviors may remove the need for 

leaders to be acutely attuned to the small changes in emotions or ambiguous social cues. 

In addition, organizations promote procedures and policies that are sleep-friendly for 

leaders so that, even though leaders may experience more insomnia symptoms, if they get 

enough sleep, they may be more supportive of their employees nonwork demands. To do 

so, organizations could directly address or dismantle harmful cultures that signal to 

leaders that working more and sacrificing sleep will result in more success. Another 

suggestion is for organizations to offer a cut off time for work outside of regular work 

hours that leaders can follow if they want without feeling guilt or like they are losing 

progress. For example, having an explicit organizational-wide policy that workers are not 

expected to be on email past 5 p.m. may allow for improved segmentation between the 

work and nonwork domain, leaving more time and space for leaders avoid work-related 

rumination (e.g., Melo et al., 2021; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015) and prioritize their sleep 

health. 
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Conclusion 

 The present study investigated the interactive relationship between leader sleep 

quality and sleep quantity on a constellation of downstream leader- and employee-rated 

support behaviors (i.e., general supervisor support, FSSB, and sleep leadership). Results 

suggested that the relationship between leader sleep and downstream support behaviors is 

more complex and nuanced than previously thought. From these findings, researchers, 

practitioners, workplace leaders, and organizations should prioritize initiatives that 

promote holistic sleep health among leaders. Public health campaigns should also educate 

and advocate for the importance of sleep quality in addition to sleep duration. 
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Abstract 

Workplace leaders are the fundamental source of effective work-life supportive 

leadership, yet their own needs are often overlooked within work-life research. As such, 

we propose four main factors that call attention to the needs of the leader when asking 

leaders to engage in supportive practices for employees: leader health and well-being, 

leader role expectations, leader job demands, and leader skills. Each factor reflects a 

“dueling” agenda, such that work-life support may result in decreased health and well-

being, increasingly ambiguous role expectations, increased job demands, and lack of 

appropriate skills for the leader if these factors are not addressed appropriately by the 

researcher and practitioner prior to expecting such supportive behavior. We identify 

integration points between these four factors and essential elements of the employee life 

cycle, such as performance appraisal/management, and training. Finally, we present the 

support enabling framework that integrates key leader-centric variables that play a role in 

the support provision process and highlights the breadth of potential benefits of work-life 

supportive leadership, allowing for mutually beneficial outcomes for the employee, the 

organization, and the leader. Overall, we direct both scientists and practitioners to take a 

holistic view of work-life supportive leadership by considering the leader more 

intentionally.  

Keywords: leadership, support, work-life supportive leadership, family supportive 

supervisor behaviors, support enabling framework 
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What About the Leader?: A Review Integrating Leader-Centric Research and Work-Life 

Supportive Leadership 

Large-scale changes are occurring within our workforce, the nature of work, and 

the broader societal context, which have significant implications for how and if leaders 

can adequately support their employees. In particular, a variety of societal stressors such 

as the COVID-19 pandemic, racial unrest, numerous mass shootings, climate 

catastrophes, and political divisiveness and rulings, as well as an increasingly diverse 

workforce (e.g., with more women, aging adults, racial/ethnic minorities, immigrant 

workers, LGBTQ+ workers; Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2022) are forcing leaders to play 

a more supportive role than ever before. For example, instances of racialized violence 

(e.g., police brutality) against Black, Indigenous, and people of color (i.e., BIPOC) has 

been shown to negatively impact BIPOC individuals’ emotional well-being and 

productivity at work (Avery & Ruggs, 2020; Ruggs et al. 2022). In such instances, social 

support in the workplace is essential for BIPOC individuals to attempt to cope with this 

indirect trauma (Ruggs et al., 2022). Thus, as modern-day employees continue to face 

ever-present obstacles, the organization of work evolves, and societal stressors are 

experienced with increasing frequency and intensity, leaders are often the first line of 

contact for employees in need.  

A well-established literature points to the importance of leaders in helping 

employees manage the conflicts that arise between work and nonwork (e.g., Crain & 

Stevens, 2018), and it is likely that these work-nonwork stressors are only increased as a 

result of recent events and societal stressors. For example, women were 
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disproportionately impacted by the work-nonwork boundary disruption caused by 

COVID-19 (e.g., remote work), which led women to have to make complex decisions 

about which role to sacrifice (e.g., family or work; Kossek et al., 2021; Shockley & 

Clark, 2021). This relationship was found to be especially heightened for BIPOC parents 

and caregivers, as these individuals experienced substantial impacts to their parenting, 

familial relationships, and physical and emotional well-being (Kaugars et al., 2022). 

Researchers have suggested that leaders are the liaison between our work and nonwork 

lives (Major & Lazun, 2010; NIOSH, 2021; Punnett et al., 2020) and this role has only 

been amplified by ongoing societal stressors. As such, these evolving tensions between 

the work and nonwork domains places more pressure on leaders to support their 

employees is also likely to threaten leaders’ own health and well-being.   

In fact, workplace leader health and well-being are deteriorating. Leader are 

becoming increasingly burnout and unhealthy (e.g., Inceoglu et al., 2021; Kaluza et al., 

2021; Matick et al., 2022),  particularly over the last few years (Harter, 2021). 

Additionally, a recent study conducted by Williamson and colleagues (2021) 

demonstrated that leaders are in high pressure roles and are especially prone to burnout 

and declining levels of overall well-being (Inceoglu et al., 2021). This trend raises 

concern regarding leader’s ability to provide effective support for their employees’ 

dynamic work and nonwork lives. Leader support is foundational for the success of 

employees at work (e.g., Hammer et al., 2009), yet researchers have yet to determine the 

specific barriers at various levels that leaders face in providing support to their employees 
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(Crain & Stevens, 2018). For this reason, we must shift our focus from leaders as being 

the supporters and identify the tension points at which leaders need support themselves.   

The purpose of the following review is to develop a more comprehensive 

understanding of the work-life supportive leadership process by explicating the various 

ways that leader-centric antecedents can play a key role in the provision and perception 

of support. Despite the expansion of work-life research over the past decade, very little 

have considered the perspective of leader. As such, a holistic framework is necessary to 

significantly contribute to research and practice. Thus, in following sections, we propose 

the support enabling framework (see Figure 3.1) to drive this research agenda forward. 

Overall, we suggest that leader health and well-being as well as leader job demands 

influence the provision of support. In addition, leader role expectations influence the 

propensity of leaders to provide support whereas leader skills influence the relationship 

between actual provision and employee perceptions of support.  

Work-Life Supportive Leadership 

Recently, Kossek and colleagues (2022) coined a new term –work-life supportive 

leadership –which refers to leadership that prioritizes active support for employees’ 

needs for navigating work, family, and personal life demands (Kossek et al., 2022). This 

term moves beyond the traditional constructs of leadership and support by integrating the 

two previously siloed literatures to highlight the variety of outcomes that are related to 

leader support. Historically, leadership research has had a focus on the job-related 

outcomes of leader behaviors (e.g., job satisfaction, engagement) whereas work-life 

research has traditionally emphasized work-family or nonwork outcomes (e.g., work-
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family conflict). Kossek and colleague’s (2022) integration calls attention to how leader 

work-life support is not just beneficial for (1) employee work and nonwork outcomes but 

(2) also organizational outcomes (i.e., “dual” agenda). As such, work-life supportive 

leadership is becoming progressively more desirable and critical given the transformation 

of work, ongoing societal events, as well as increasingly blurred lines between the work 

and nonwork domains. However, what is not examined in depth is how leaders are also 

affected by engaging in work-life supportive leadership. What still remains hidden 

underneath the idealized view of work-life supportive leadership is the leader themselves. 

Due to the well-established benefits of leader support behaviors (e.g., Crain & Stevens, 

2018), it is essential for researchers and practitioners to understand how to promote and 

maintain supportive behaviors amongst leaders. 

Novel Theoretical Contributions  

Leader-centric antecedents are relatively ignored within the work-life literatures 

(Kaluza et al., 2020; Kossek et al., 2022; Perry et al., 2020), which becomes particularly 

damaging when responsibilities such as work-life supportive leadership are added to their 

plate. Research on the fundamental role of leaders in improving employee and 

organizational outcomes (Hammer et al., 2021a) largely outweighs the research on leader 

health and well-being or leader job demands as key predictors of their ability to provide 

effective work-life supportive leadership. Indeed, past research has routinely 

demonstrated that employee health and well-being, as well as job stressors, are 

fundamental for effective job performance (e.g., Cropanzano et al., 2003; Halbesleben, 

2006; Wright & Cropanzano, 2000). However, these relationships have yet to be 
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conceptualized in the context of leadership positions, particularly within the work-

nonwork framework. Leader health and well-being as well as leader job demands are 

likely to affect the provision of work-life supportive leadership. As such, this review 

expands our understanding of the work-life supportive leadership phenomena by 

incorporating upstream variables focused on the leader’s experiences, namely leader 

health & well-being as well as leader job demands. 

Second, little is known regarding factors that may exist within the organizational 

context that may influence the provision of work-life supportive leadership. Family 

supportive supervisor behaviors (FSSB) were introduced in the early 2000’s (Hammer et 

al., 2009) and this construct is what comprises most of the literature on work-life 

supportive leadership (Kossek et al., 2022). Given that the concept of FSSB is relatively 

new, organizations have only recently begun to accept these behaviors as well as train 

and encourage leaders to enact them. However, leaders may be confused about whether 

such behaviors are a requirement. For example, Ellis and colleagues (2021) found that 

leaders across organizations vary widely on their perception of whether FSSB is part of 

their formal role. Indeed, past research has linked confusion around role expectations to 

abandon behaviors associated with that role (e.g., Toegel et al., 2013). For this reason, 

organizations may not make it clear to leaders whether or not work-life supportive 

leadership is a formal expectation, which may moderate the relationship between work-

life supportive leadership as a job stressor and the provision of such support. As such, 

this review develops our knowledge regarding contextual variables by positing that role 

expectations is a specific variable that may play a role in the relationship between the 
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leader’s job demand of work-life supportive leadership and the actual enactment of such 

behaviors.  

Third, one of the main assumptions underlying work-life support theory is that 

leaders are an effective tool to reach employees and create cascading benefits (Hammer 

et al., 2021a; Inceoglu et al. 2021; Kossek et al., 2022). However, this relies on the skill 

of the leader in effectively providing work-life support to their employees. The majority 

of work-life literature capitalizes on the unique and special work-nonwork liaison role 

that leaders play in the functioning of an organization but do not consider how this same 

role can be difficult for leaders if they are not first provided with the necessary training to 

engage in their role effectively. Indeed, a handful of randomized control trial 

interventions have begun to train supervisors to provide FSSB, showing that such 

trainings can improve employee perceptions of support (Hammer et al., 2011; Odle-

Dusseau et al., 2016). However, many organizations may not be implementing these 

trainings. In addition, FSSB trainings may not capture the full scope of employee 

demands that leaders are having to support, which may result in oversights on training 

and leader’s having to act on impulse which may potentially reduce the efficacy of work-

life supportive leadership. As such, we extend the current work-life literature by 

identifying leader skill as a varying characteristic that is likely to influence the 

relationship between leader provision of work-life supportive leadership and employee 

perceptions of support.  

Finally, this review directs the focus of science to how the provision of work-life 

supportive leadership can actually come at a cost to the leader. Recent reviews have 
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confirmed that predominant theoretical rationale and empirical evidence supports the 

assertion that work-life supportive leadership is a widely beneficial behavior for 

employees and organizations alike (Crain & Stevens, 2018; Kossek et al., 2022), 

suggesting that promotion of such behavior is a “win-win” or mutually beneficial for 

work and nonwork outcomes –often referred to as the “dual” agenda (Beauregard & 

Henry, 2009; Kossek et al., 2022). However, this is an oversimplification to the 

complexity of leader behavior in the workplace. We draw on and summarize empirical 

evidence to highlight support for a “dueling” agenda, which is contradictory to the 

dominate perspective guiding work-life support research. The “dueling” agenda suggests 

that provision of work-life supportive leadership can be detrimental to the leader, 

resulting in “win-lose” or “lose-lose” scenarios. In addition, past theoretical development 

has largely focused on benefits to the general employee and organization (e.g., Bass & 

Avolio, 1994; Hammer et al., 2009; Hammond et al., 2015; Kossek et al., 2022; Thomas 

& Ganster, 1995; van Dierendonck, 2011) and has overwhelmingly ignored potential 

benefits for the leader. Understanding the advantages of supportive leader behaviors is 

crucial, but only focusing on employee and organizational outcomes is unrealistically 

narrow. Thus, this review expands our current understanding of the work-life supportive 

leadership phenomena by incorporating downstream leader outcomes into the theoretical 

framework.  

Overall, we propose an integrative, unified theoretical model of work-life 

supportive leadership that moves toward a true “win-win” approach, given that leader-

centric variables (i.e., leader health & well-being, leader job demands, leader role 
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expectations, and leader skills) are included as part of the theoretical framework and 

consequently, the leader may actually benefit from the implementation of work-life 

supportive leadership. It is theoretically important to consider how leader-centric 

antecedents result in the enactment of work-life supportive leadership because we can 

obtain a more accurate picture of such behavior as it exists in reality. Scientists and 

practitioners are likely to adopt an unbalanced view of work-life supportive leadership if 

the leader is not considered, leading to potential oversights and negative downstream 

outcomes for everyone: leaders, employees, and the organization. As such, this will be 

the first review to propose leader-centric needs as antecedents to positive leader support 

behaviors, specifically work-life supportive leadership.  

The support enabling framework indicates that there are four leader factors 

(leader health and well-being, leader job demands, leader role expectations, and leader 

skills) that play a preceding role in both the quality and amount of work-life support the 

leader provides to their employees. In addition, the framework is the first to suggest the 

presence of leader outcomes to provisional support process. Finally, the support enabling 

framework includes a feedback loop, such that the provision of support is likely to 

influence leader health and well-being. Such a framework can serve as a guide for 

research to begin considering leader outcomes of work-life supportive leadership as well 

as a preliminary tool for a healthier, more balanced, and more successful implementation 

of work-life supportive leadership.  

The Predictive Role of Leader Health & Well-Being 
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 As indicated in Figure 3.1, we propose that leader health and well-being predict a 

leader’s propensity to provide work-life supportive leadership to their employees. Health 

is the primary driver of the way we function and interact with the world around us. 

Health, in the context of the proposed theoretical framework, refers to physical, mental, 

emotional, and social well-being as well as the absence of detriments toward the 

achievement of such wellbeing (e.g., illness, burnout) (WHO, 2022). Prior work-life 

literature highlights leader nonwork experiences such as conflict between work and 

family, childhood upbringing, or existing caregiving roles (e.g., eldercare) as precursors 

toward a leader’s propensity to engage in work-life supportive leadership (e.g., Kossek et 

al., 2022). However, a fundamental antecedent that is not discussed is leader health and 

well-being. This absence is largely due to the topic’s relative scarcity in both work-life 

and leadership literatures. Occupational health researchers have repeatedly demonstrated 

both theoretically and empirically that employee well-being is essential for key 

organizational outcomes such as job performance, engagement, and motivation (e.g., 

Hobfoll, 1989; Khubchandani & Price, 2020; Nielsen et al., 2017). Yet, this phenomenon 

is not exclusive to the general employee. It is easy to forget that leaders are people too 

and are often dealing with the same stressors as their employees, yet at the same time, are 

also responsible for team performance, leading by example, and fostering healthy 

workplace cultures.  

Given their unique job demands and position within the organization, leaders may 

be more susceptible to experiencing detriments to their well-being. Globally-recognized 

leaders such as Steve Jobs, Bill Gates, Margaret Thatcher, and past United States 
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presidents such as Joe Biden, Donald Trump, and Barack Obama, have publicly, and 

almost proudly, admitted to previously neglecting their health to gain a competitive 

advantage as a leader or to make progress on their tasks (Gates, 2019; Lashbrooke, 2020). 

For example, Steve Jobs has been quoted saying “everything was secondary” when it 

came to building his company (Isaacson, 2012). Leadership coaches have even 

documented widespread leader misconceptions that self-care is a sign of weakness 

(Neale, 2021). Furthermore, leadership coach Palena Neale explains that leaders often 

respond with exasperation when the topic of caring for their own health is introduced, 

mostly due to their perception of lack of time; “Are you kidding me?!? I’m already way 

beyond capacity looking after my team and my family…and emotionally supporting my 

friends, colleagues, family…I don’t have time for that!” (Neale, 2021).  

Occupational health researchers are beginning to catch on to this toxic mindset by 

documenting the damaging effects it can have on leader well-being. Specifically, 

researchers have started to demonstrate that leaders are more likely to sacrifice personal 

time and their health (e.g., sleep) to increase hours at work (Babbar & Aspelin, 1998; 

Ruderman et al., 2017), paving the way for increased leader burnout and disengagement 

as well as trickle-down negative work and nonwork outcomes for employees (Kaluza et 

al., 2021; Ruderman et al., 2017). A recent poll by Gallup highlights this phenomenon, as 

managers reported a significant increase in burnout in 2021 (Harter, 2021). This is further 

reinforced by Matick and colleagues (2022) who suggest that leadership positions have 

characteristically high psychosocial demands and sense of responsibility which leads to 

inevitable spillover in the form of increased rumination about work during nonwork time. 
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Thus, the toxic and competitive leadership culture as well as the resulting negative health 

effects amongst workplace leaders invites the question of how leaders are able to engage 

in behaviors such as work-life supportive leadership while subsequently suffering from 

poor health and well-being.  

Although relatively new, leader well-being is being increasingly recognized by 

researchers as a prerequisite for leadership. Research has shown that leadership behaviors 

are likely to be impacted when the leader’s health and well-being is suffering. 

Specifically, leaders who report higher well-being may have increased access to personal 

resources that facilitate their ability to provide sufficient quality support to their 

employees in comparison to depleted and burnt-out leaders, who may not have the 

required energy to provide resources and resist impulses, thereby exhibiting more 

negative forms of leadership such as laissez-faire or abusive leadership (Barnes et al., 

2015; Byrne et al. 2014; Franke et al., 2014; Inceoglu et al., 2021). Thus, a leader’s 

health and well-being is likely tied to their subsequent behaviors in the workplace.  

Proposition 1: Leader health and well-being positively influence the provision of 

 work-life supportive leadership.  

The Predictive Role of Leader Job Demands 

Although work-life supportive leadership is demonstrably essential for 

employees, it should also be regarded as a demand for leaders due to the empathy, 

attention, and sustained effort that is required for a leader to exhibit effective supportive 

leadership behaviors. In the context of this review, job demands are defined as physical, 

psychological, social, emotional, or organizational characteristics of one’s job that 



SUPPORT ENABLING FRAMEWORK 

  

80 

requires sustained effort that comes at a cost (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Demerouti et 

al., 2001). Seminal role stress theories can shed light on the potential downstream 

outcomes of a leader’s position in resolving competing demands from a variety of 

stakeholders. Role conflict, or the friction between incompatible demands that deplete 

resources (Bakker et al., 2004; Katz & Kahn, 1978; LePine et al., 2005), as well as role 

overload, which refers to the perception of too many demands coupled with time pressure 

and a lack of resources that are necessary for successful completion of such demands 

(Griffin & Clarke, 2011; Rizzo et al., 1970), have both been established as influential job 

stressors given the widespread and downstream effects of role conflict and overload on 

various levels of outcomes. For example, role conflict and role overload have been linked 

to job dissatisfaction, lower organizational commitment, decreased job engagement and 

motivation, turnover, lower safety behavior and poor health-outcomes such as depression 

and burnout (Barling et al., 2002; Fisher & Gitelson, 1983; Jackson & Schuler, 1985; 

Kahn et al., 1964; Parker & Ohly, 2008; Schmidt et al., 2014).  

In addition, the Job Demands Resource (JDR) model supports the idea that job 

demands, in this case work-life supportive leadership, can come at an expense for leaders 

(e.g., Demerouti et al., 2001). Specifically, too many demands at work can lead to 

considerable losses in motivation, job performance, health, and increases in strain (e.g., 

burnout) (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). As such, the empirical relationship between job 

demands and health and well-being is denoted in the model (See Figure 3.1). Work-life 

researchers may draw from JDR to inform future studies related to the cost of increasing 

leader job demands researchers request work-life supportive leadership. However, our 
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discipline’s conceptualization of job demands needs to shift given the large-scale changes 

that have occurred to the world of work and society since early work related to JDR 

(Demerouti et al., 2001). Specifically, job demands have typically centered around 

demands that originate from the workplace (e.g., time pressure, heavy workload). 

However, leader job demands are beginning to become more nuanced as they bridge the 

gap between the work and nonwork domains. 

Leaders in particular have a unique and large list of demands, given that they are 

the linchpin between individual employees, teams, and the broader organization. As such, 

leaders must facilitate information diffusion between top-level leadership and the lower-

level employees while also balancing, prioritizing, or reconciling potentially competing 

demands between the leader’s responsibility to the strategic vision of the organization 

and their employees and team (e.g., “middle management perspective”; Wooldridge et 

al., 2008). Given the nature of a leader’s position in the organization, leaders can face 

significant conflicts between demands of the individual entities that they must serve. In 

other words, what may be good for individual employees may or may not be good for the 

team, which may or may not be good for the organization (Hogan et al., 2018).  

Researchers have highlighted this struggle in reconciling demands, such that during the 

COVID-19 pandemic, many leaders “either reactively adapted (or glaringly ignored) the 

urgent demand to address turbulent intersecting work and nonwork environments” (p. 6; 

Kossek et al., 2022).  

What has not been considered in research thus far, however, is how the leader’s 

responsibility to deal with organizational, team, and employee demands becomes 
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increasingly complicated and nuanced when leaders are also asked to resolve employee 

work and nonwork demands that are at likely at odds with one another. Illustratively, an 

individual employee may ask for flexible work arrangements (e.g., remote work) due to a 

nonwork constraint such as childcare, but if this arrangement is not offered to everyone, 

there might be perceptions of unfairness across the team (i.e., family-friendly backlash; 

e.g., Parker & Allen, 2001). On the other hand, if remote work is made available to 

everyone, this may have implications for the efficiency and cohesiveness of the team 

(e.g., Ferreira et al., 2021). Finally, the leader must consider potential consequences of 

flexible work arrangements for the broader organization such as communication 

effectiveness (e.g., Piccoli et al., 2004) or widespread burnout due to remote structures 

(Moss, 2018), all of which may result in long-term detriments to organizational success. 

This tension between employee, team, and organizational demands demonstrates the 

intricacy of a leader’s responsibility to reconcile competing demands through their role as 

the liaison between not just top leaders and lower-level employees but also between an 

employee’s work and nonwork domains.  

Therefore, our proposed theoretical framework expands the classic JDR model by 

accounting for variables that align with the reality of the blurred lines between work and 

nonwork, namely work-life supportive leadership. Given the established theoretical and 

empirical literature, we propose that leader job demands will negatively impact 

enactment of work-life supportive leadership, such that as job demands increase, leader 

engagement in work-life supportive leadership behaviors will decrease.   
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Proposition 2: Leader job demands negatively influence the provision of work-life 

 supportive leadership. 

Characteristics of Work-Life Supportive Leadership 

Less research has been conducted on how leader health and well-being or leader 

job demands influences two different components of leader behavior: quality and amount. 

To inform our propositions, we draw from Conservation of Resources (COR) theory 

which suggests that strain results from a loss of resources (e.g., objects, valued roles, 

time, physical energy; Hobfoll, 1989). Past meta-analyses have documented the linkage 

between resource loss and health and well-being indicators such as burnout and stress 

(Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999; Oyenubi et al., 2022; Westman et al., 2004; Wright & 

Hobfoll, 2004). As such, we argue that lowered leader health and well-being is indicative 

of a loss of resources, which decreases the quality and amount of work-life supportive 

leadership they can provide. In addition, both theory and empirical work has suggested 

that job demands are resources are interdependent such that, in a highly demanding 

environment, there is insufficient resources (Bakker et al., 2023; Hobfoll, 1989; Westman 

et al., 2004). For example, a recent study conducted by Bakker and colleagues (2022) 

found that weekly job demands relate positively to maladaptive behaviors via emotional 

exhaustion, which is an established chronic health indicator of lack of resources.   

As such, we propose that a leader’s experience increased job demands, impact 

both the quality of work-life supportive leadership, as well as the overall amount. Indeed, 

past literature has broadly shown that having sufficient resources can improve the quality 

of work and work performance (Glaser et al., 2015; Hobfoll & Shirom, 2000). However, 
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this line of work has not yet been extended within the work-life literature, specifically in 

the context of work-life supportive leadership behaviors. Thus, based off of prior 

empirical and theoretical research, we propose that diminished leader health and well-

being will result in a decrease in both the quality and amount of engagement in work-life 

supportive leadership. 

Proposition 1: Leader health and well-being positively influence relationship the 

a) quality and b) amount of work-life supportive leadership provided to 

employees. 

Proposition 2: Leader job demands negatively influence relationship the a) quality 

and b) amount of work-life supportive leadership provided to employees. 

The Moderating Role of Leader Role Expectations 

 As society and the world of work evolves, so does the role of the leader. Roles are 

functional positions that are, in part, determined by the context in which they are 

fulfilled. Specifically, organizational roles determine “how work is designed, 

communicated, accomplished, evaluated, and experienced” (Sluss et al., 2011). In the 

context of this review, role expectations refer to leader beliefs regarding the what their 

role entails (Dierdorff & Morgesen, 2007). It is important for researchers to reevaluate 

the formal and informally prescribed roles of leaders as we experience large-scale 

changes that are occurring within our workforce, the nature of work, the structure of 

organizations, and society. Specifically, as research continues to prescribe leader 

demands or behaviors in concert with the fluctuations in societal values and needs (i.e., 

work-life supportive leadership), researchers must also ensure that formal leader job 
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descriptions and performance expectations are explicit and aligned with evolving 

organizational objectives. 

Although recent reviews have demonstrated the widespread benefits of work-life 

supportive leadership (e.g., Crain & Stevens, 2018; Kossek et al., 2022), few studies have 

begun to investigate leader perceptions of whether work-life supportive leadership 

behaviors are within their prescribed formal in-role job requirements (i.e., expected by 

the organization) or whether such behaviors are non-mandatory and are considered 

“extra” (i.e., not expected by the organization; Borman & Motowidlo, 1993;1997). One 

exception is a recent study conducted by Ellis and colleagues (2021) which found that 

leader perceptions of whether family supportive supervisor behaviors (FSSB) are a part 

of their formal role is truly discretionary and widely varied across individuals (i.e., FSSB 

role perceptions; Ellis et al., 2021; Hammer et al., 2009). Specifically, approximately half 

the sample believed FSSBs were part of their formal role whereas the other half of 

leaders believed FSSBs were extra-role or were unsure.  

Certainly, the distinction between formally expected job behaviors and prosocial 

behaviors can determine the factors that come into play when considering the level of 

engagement in each behavior. For example, research has documented that engagement in 

prosocial behaviors can depend on a variety of factors such as individual differences 

(e.g., demographics, knowledge, abilities, personality, health and well-being), situational 

differences (e.g., job design, climate, organizational support), cognitive-motivational 

processes (e.g., perceived capability, goals, values), role definition/crafting (e.g., 

preferences, expectations, perceptions), and affect of the leader and employee (Bindl & 
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Parker, 2011; Liang et al., 2022; Sluss et al., 2011). As such, that are not formally 

prescribed or expected by the organization are inherently more dependent on external 

factors, which leads to wide variety in the provision of such behaviors. In fact, in the 

seminal work on FSSBs, Hammer and colleagues (2009) note the overall lack of 

inclusion of nonwork-supportive roles within leader job descriptions and performance 

requirements as well as highlight the potential for leader discretion to play a role in the 

provision of nonwork support.  

This discretion could be informed by a variety of factors, one of which is the 

quality of leader-member exchange (i.e., LMX; Halbesleben, 2006; Hooper & Martin, 

2008; van Breukelen et al., 2002; Wilson et al., 2010). LMX emphasizes the dyadic 

relationship that develops between leaders and their employees (i.e., members) and how 

the resulting quality of the relationship can steer leaders in the direction of treating each 

of their employees differently (Lord et al., 2017; Morganson et al., 2017). In particular, 

research has demonstrated that employees who have higher quality LMX with their 

leader are more likely to receive resources such as job-related information or support 

(e.g., Halbesleben, 2006; Liang et al., 2022) compared to employees who have lower 

quality LMX with the same leader. This relatively new line of literature demonstrates 

how leader beliefs regarding whether work-life supportive leadership is expected by the 

organization or not impacts their propensity to enact such behavior.  

Fundamental role stress theories can give researchers insight into clarifying 

whether or not work-life supportive leadership is an expectation from organizations (e.g., 

Kahn et al., 1964; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Sluss et al., 2011). Role ambiguity, or the lack of 
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specificity or predictability in organizational expectations and responsibilities (Griffin & 

Clarke, 2011), is likely to influence a leader’s tendency to engage in or adopt certain 

behaviors into their role definition. Indeed, research has documented that clarity 

surrounding the specific behaviors that are a formal and expected part of an employee’s 

role increases the employee’s propensity for engaging in such behaviors (e.g., Jiao et al., 

2013). Conversely, ambiguous roles (i.e., roles that are not explicitly a part of one’s job) 

promote discretion in deciding whether or not to engage in such behaviors and induce 

job-related strain (e.g., Toegel et al., 2013). Systematic reviews on the influence of role 

ambiguity in the workplace suggest that role ambiguity is a suppressing factor when 

considering motivation (Parker & Ohly, 2008). Such research implies that leaders may be 

opting out of providing work-life supportive leadership due to role ambiguity 

surrounding whether such leadership is expected by the organization and a true part of 

their role as a leader. As such, clear organizational expectations as it relates to work-life 

supportive leadership as it may serve as a potential buffer against leader strain, 

demotivation, and disengagement from their supportive role.  

We propose that leader role expectations will influence the relationship between 

leader health and well-being and the provision of work-life supportive leadership, such 

that the positive relationship between leader health and well-being and enactment of 

work-life supportive leadership will be enhanced under conditions of clear (versus 

unclear) role expectations. For example, when leaders have poor health and well-being, 

but also have clear expectations that they provide work-life support, then the leader will 

be more likely to provide work-life support compared to instances in which expectations 
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are unclear. In addition, we propose that role expectations will influence the relationship 

leader job demands and the provision of work-life supportive leadership, such that the 

negative relationship between leader job demands and enactment of work-life supportive 

leadership will be exacerbated under conditions of unclear (versus clear) role 

expectations. For example, when leaders have high demands, and also have unclear 

expectations that they provide work-life support, then the leader will be less likely to 

provide work-life support. Conversely, when leaders have high demands, but also have 

clear expectations that they provide work-life support, then the leader will be more likely 

to provide work-life support compared to when expectations are unclear.  

Proposition 3a: Leader role expectations moderate the relationship between  

leader health and well-being and the (a) quality and (b) amount of work-life 

supportive leadership provided to employees. 

Proposition 3b: Leader role expectations moderate the relationship between  

leader job demands and the (a) quality and (b) amount of work-life supportive 

leadership provided to employees. 

The Moderating Role of Leader Skills    

 Over the past few years, workplace leaders have been required to adapt to 

ongoing global and societal crises. Through such recent global and societal crises, it has 

become increasingly clear that leaders are needing to adopt and learn new skills in order 

to be effective at addressing employee work and nonwork needs. Skills, in the context of 

the present review, refer to a learned ability to perform a beneficial action in order to 

achieve a desired result (Morgeson & Campion, 2000). More so than ever, leaders must 
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have the skills that allow them to effectively serve as point people for employees to 

obtain information, certainty, support, and guidance during times of need. For example, 

researchers have demonstrated that social support, particularly from a leader, may serve 

as a critical resource in BIPOC individual’s attempts to cope with traumatic crises like 

instances of racially motivated violence across the country (Ruggs et al., 2022). Indeed, it 

is widely documented that human beings search for leadership in times of crisis (e.g., 

Brown et al., 2018).Yet, to the best of my knowledge, no research currently exists that 

details the novel yet necessary skills that leaders need to learn in order to sufficient 

support these new and evolving employee demands.  

Recent global, national, and societal crises as well as documented leader 

unpreparedness for such predicaments (e.g., Kossek et al., 2021; Kossek et al., 2022) 

have called attention to the way that work-life supportive leadership may be functioning 

in practice. Past research on work-life supportive leadership has focused on relatively 

consistent occurring, expected, or individual work-nonwork demands such as shifts in 

schedule due to ongoing childcare/eldercare responsibilities or consistent check-ins with 

employees regarding well-being, of which are likely to occur on more regular and 

individual basis (e.g., Hammer et al., 2009). Though daily, consistent, and stable support 

for employee nonwork needs is undisputedly essential, it is also imperative for 

researchers to understand the evolving nuances of work-life supportive leadership, 

particularly during large-scale crises. Crises are generally unexpected, more infrequent, 

and likely to have widespread emotional, physical, or psychological collective impact 

compared to other non-crisis instances (DuBrin, 2013; Wu et al., 2021). Specifically, to 
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the best of my knowledge, no research to date has examined how work-life supportive 

leadership may function differently depending on the severity, unpredictability, and 

pervasiveness of the nonwork need. This oversight draws attention to how leader may not 

have the necessary skills to adequately address nonwork demands of all severities that 

may occur with not just individual employee, but potentially a whole team.  

As demonstrated by the COVID-19 pandemic, the overall lack of preparation and 

resources for such volatile changes to the nature of work required leaders to implement 

work-life supportive leadership “haphazardly” and at their discretion (Kossek et al., 

2022). In the past, to avoid such shortcomings, leaders have been traditionally trained in 

the workplace on work-life supportive behaviors. The work-life support field is relatively 

new yet is marked by a sizeable number of randomized-control trials (RCT’s) or 

interventions aimed at promotion of FSSBs (e.g., Hammer et al., 2009). Typically, these 

trainings provide leaders with information and tools related to four key dimensions of 

FSSBs, namely instrumental support (i.e., reactionary provision of tangible and 

transactional resources to the employee on a day-to-day basis), emotional support (i.e., 

investing emotional resources such as listening, demonstrating care for employee 

nonwork needs), creative work-family management (i.e., proactive and strategic actions 

that aim to promote work-nonwork synergy), and role modeling (i.e., leader modeling 

behaviors that signal value in balance between the work and nonwork domains) (Hammer 

et al., 2009; Hammer et al., 2011). Although occupational health researchers have 

repeatedly and systematically demonstrated the far-reaching multilevel benefits of such 

FSSB trainings for individuals, their families, and the organization (e.g., Crain & 
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Stevens, 2018), research has yet to specifically dive into the nuances between general, 

daily, stable work-life support that becomes essential in times of crisis. Thus, trainings 

specifically aimed at improving a leader’s ability to support their employees during large-

scale crises are non-existent, leading to haphazard enactment of such behaviors that may 

decrease employee perceptions of adequate support.  

We draw from the crisis leadership literature to support the idea that leadership 

may differ between times of collective crisis and individual work-nonwork demands. 

Crisis leadership details the process in which leaders prepare for and handle unexpected 

crises in the workplace (e.g., Bundy et al., 2017; James et al., 2011; Wu et al., 2021). 

Moreover, crisis leadership emphasizes the role of leadership before, during, and after the 

crisis, thereby tapping into a holistic and ubiquitous perspective of work-life supportive 

leadership. Given that crises are “unexpected, highly salient, and potentially disruptive” 

(i.e., Bundy et al., 2017; Pearson & Clair, 1997), they are anticipated to have significant 

impacts on stakeholders of the organization and therefore demand effective leadership, 

especially given the likely heightened requests and expectations from stakeholders (Boin 

& t’Hart, 2003; Heifetz et al., 2009). Crisis leadership research has demonstrated that 

employee’s perceive leader behaviors such as sense-making, communality (i.e., social 

support, sensitivity), adaptiveness, empowerment, and decisiveness to be particularly 

beneficial during times of crisis (Balasubramanian & Fernandes, 2022; Caringal-Go et 

al., 2021; Wu et al., 2021). As such, we argue that work-life supportive leadership will be 

perceived as more effective by employees if the skills align with the surrounding context 

(i.e., crisis vs. non-crisis).  
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Interestingly, the current research on crisis leadership has an overwhelming focus 

on the organization or groups as the key stakeholders in times of crisis, such that the 

leader must be equipped to protect the best interest of the organization and invested 

groups (e.g., an executive board) by preventing detriments to production rates, the 

organization’s reputation, organizational survival, or competitiveness of the company. 

However, the crisis leadership research stream has yet to extend the leader’s role beyond 

broad organizational interests to that of also navigating employee work and nonwork 

demands during times of crises. Moreover, crisis leadership typically examines crises that 

are happening to the organization itself (e.g., layoffs or costs to reputation) rather than 

large-scale, societal crises. As such, the proposed theoretical model extends with work on 

crisis leadership to encompass leader behaviors that address work and nonwork employee 

needs during times of societal crisis.  

Overall, work-life researchers must consider how and when work-life supportive 

leadership is provided in order to obtain a realistic and holistic view of how this 

phenomena functions within workplace. Although understanding work-life supportive 

leadership as it relates to daily nonwork needs such as time off due to illness or 

child/eldercare is unquestionably important, it also is a simplified view of the breadth of 

nonwork demands that leaders are now required to attend to. Researchers are beginning 

to see the repercussions of the unalignment between leader skills and employee needs, 

such that that the skills that leaders currently have or are being trained on are not 

adequate or sufficient for what is being asked of them by employees (Kossek et al., 

2022).  
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We propose that leader skills will influence the relationship between leader health 

and well-being and the provision of work-life supportive leadership, such that the 

positive relationship between leader health and well-being and enactment of work-life 

supportive leadership will be enhanced under conditions of adequate (versus inadequate) 

skills. For example, when leaders have poor health and well-being, but also have the 

necessary skills to provide work-life support, then the leader will be more likely to 

provide work-life support compared to instances in which the leader has insufficient 

skills. In addition, we propose that leader skills will influence the relationship leader job 

demands and the provision of work-life supportive leadership, such that the negative 

relationship between leader job demands and enactment of work-life supportive 

leadership will be exacerbated under conditions of inadequate (versus adequate) leader 

skills. For example, when leaders have high demands, and also do not have the necessary 

skills provide work-life support, then the leader will be less likely to provide work-life 

support. Conversely, when leaders have high demands, but also have the necessary skills 

to provide work-life support, then the leader will be more likely to provide work-life 

support. 

Proposition 4a: Leader skills moderate the relationship between leader health and 

well-being and the (a) quality and (b) amount of work-life supportive leadership 

provided to employees. 

Proposition 4b: Leader skills moderate the relationship between leader job 

 demands and the(a) quality and (b) amount of work-life supportive leadership 

 provided to employees. 
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Moving Toward a “Win-Win” Scenario: Leader Outcomes  

 The majority of past theoretical and empirical developments have suggested that 

work-life supportive leadership follows a “dual” agenda, such that the provision of work-

life supportive leadership mutually benefits both work and nonwork outcomes for 

employees and can have positive impacts on organizational outcomes (Kossek et al., 

2022). Indeed, this agenda surfaces given the predominant focus on employee and 

organizational outcomes of effective leadership over the past century. Yet, through the 

examination of research related to leader health & well-being, job demands, role 

expectations, and skills, empirical evidence also suggests that work-life supportive 

leadership can follow a “dueling” agenda, such that the provision of work-life supportive 

leadership can come at a cost to leader’s work and nonwork outcomes.  

Past research has rarely examined outcomes of support behaviors or enacted 

leadership at the level of the leader. For example, in a 25-year review of leadership 

outcomes published by Hiller and colleagues (2011) in the Journal of Management, not a 

single leadership assessment criterion was mentioned to be at the leader level. Indeed, 

these authors do explicate the levels at which leadership criteria are being assessed (i.e., 

individual, group, unit, or organization; Hiller et al., 2011). In addition, when leader self-

reports are used, such studies are typically examining the degree to which the leader 

believes they provided a form of leadership or support rather than how enacting those 

behaviors impacted them (Hiller et al., 2011). As such, there is an imperative need to hear 

the leader’s perspective, particularly how the unique behaviors they engage in may 

influence beneficial or detrimental outcomes for the leaders themselves.  
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To inform our propositions, we draw from a small handful of studies that can 

point us in the direction of understanding how provision of work-life support in particular 

may impact the leader. For example, Ilies and colleagues (2005) theorize that leaders who 

engage in authentic leadership practices (i.e., leadership that prioritizes growth, 

development, and awareness) will in turn experience greater flow and intrinsic motivation 

at work as well as have higher self-esteem. Another example is safety leadership, in 

which Mullen and Kelloway (2010) highlight how a training on safety leadership 

improved leader safety attitudes, intent to promote safety, and self-efficacy. Another 

example is a small stream of literature on LMX (i.e., leader-member exchange). Wilson 

and colleagues (2010) noted the gap in examining leader derived benefits or costs to the 

LMX process and conducted research to spotlight how having high quality relationships 

between a leader and employee can facilitate the bi-directional exchange of resources, 

such that employees may give positive performance ratings that may impact career 

progression or pay for example. Indeed, such studies confirm theoretical notions 

regarding how the leadership process is a transaction of resources between leader and 

employee (Wilson et al., 2010) and as such, the provision of work-life support is likely to 

generate outcomes not just for the employee but also the leader. 

Overall, these studies illuminate the path forward for researchers and practitioners 

to begin unearthing leader-centric outcomes of particular leader behaviors. However, 

given that work-life supportive leadership is a unique and complex behavior that spans 

both the work and nonwork domain, we need research to comprehend the impact the 
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provision process may have on the leader, in addition as to how employee perceptions of 

support may relate to leader outcomes.  

 Proposition 5: Employee perceptions of work-life supportive leadership for work 

 demands will positively influence employee outcomes. 

 Proposition 6: Employee perceptions of work-life supportive leadership will 

 positively influence organizational outcomes. 

 Proposition 7: Employee perceptions of work-life supportive leadership will 

 positively influence leader outcomes. 

Potential effects of work-life supportive leadership on leader health & well-being 

For researchers and practitioners alike, it is easy to want to capitalize on the 

fundamental position and subsequent aptitude that leaders have within an organization, 

yet this capitalization overlooks leaders’ own needs, which are often made secondary or 

even completely ignored in research. Leaders are typically under high pressure to be the 

success-drivers of the organization, which contributes to the unhealthy belief that leaders 

should sacrifice their own personal time, health, work, and nonwork needs at the expense 

of productivity and gaining a competitive advantage (Åkerstedt et al., 2004; Babbar & 

Aspelin, 1998; Basner et al., 2014; Jackson et al., 2013; Luckhaupt et al., 2010; 

Ruderman et al., 2017; Svetieva et al., 2017; Ursin et al., 2009). For this reason, it is 

likely that leaders will find it difficult to prioritize fulfillment of their own needs without 

an organizational climate that supports such practices and prioritizes leader health and 

well-being over workaholism (e.g., Clark et al., 2016).  
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Of the sparse literature beginning to emphasize leader well-being as a predictor of 

performance in the workplace, few studies have begun to examine how performing work-

life supportive leadership can come at a cost to leader well-being and performance. One 

study suggests that certain forms of leadership can actually hurt the leader. Specifically, 

Liao and colleagues (2021) find that daily enactment of servant leadership behaviors, 

which encapsulates work-life supportive leadership (Kossek et al., 2022), results in same-

day depletion and next-day withdrawal from their leadership responsibilities (i.e., laissez-

faire leadership). COR theory, which suggests strain results from a loss of resources 

(Hobfoll, 1989), supports the ascertain that certain effortful forms of leadership, such as 

work-life supportive leadership, can actually drain the leader’s resources and lead to 

detriments in health and well-being, performance, and other important outcomes.  

Due to the limited research on this topic, researchers should aim to understand 

when the provision of work-life supportive leadership could be detrimental compared to 

when it actually may be beneficial (i.e., feedback loop). For example, provision of work-

life supportive leadership may be detrimental when organizational support is absent, such 

that leader may be less likely to engage in efforts that support their own needs without 

clearance to do so from the organization (e.g., Ostroff, 1993; Schneider et al., 2017). 

Conversely, leaders may feel competent and benefit from improved mood when they feel 

they successfully provided work-life support to an employee (Richter-Killenberg et al., 

2022). Thus, it is ultimately unclear whether the provision of work-life supportive 

leadership is likely to harm or improve leader health and well-being. 
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 Research question: How does the provision of work-life supportive leadership 

 influence leader health and well-being? 

Discussion 

Leaders play a critical yet unique role within the organization, yet leader-centric 

antecedents are continually overlooked within organizational research as a distinctive 

sample when discussing a leader’s ability to successfully execute increasing demands in 

fast-paced and continually changing work environments. Given the rapid changes 

occurring to both the workforce (i.e., increased diversity, Great Resignation, essential 

workers) and the nature and structure of work (e.g., remote work), leaders are being 

asked to support their employees more than ever. Through this review, we provide a 

holistic, testable framework of work-life supportive leadership that spotlights leader-

centric antecedents to the provision of such leadership, subsequent employee perceptions, 

and resulting organizational, employee, and leader outcomes. In addition, this review 

draws attention to the value of integration across previously siloed areas, namely the 

work-life literature and essential human resource functions, as work-life research is truly 

infused in every part of the organizational life cycle and should be addressed in such a 

manner in order to align practice with science.  

Practical Implications 

 It is nearly impossible to talk about leadership and work-life literatures without 

also integrating industrial-organizational psychology and human resource topics such as 

training, work redesign, and performance appraisal/management as they are closely 

intertwined. Specifically, these topics are foundational to the structure and functioning of 
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the workplace. Unfortunately, the research and theory related to work-life supportive 

leadership is typically siloed and rarely extended to key portions of the employee 

organizational life cycle. As research within the work-life supportive leadership field 

progresses, adjustments should be made to the way we select leaders, assess their 

performance, train leaders, and provide resources given their ever-expanding role. As 

such, parallel integration of work-life supportive leadership with core practical issues can 

provide an advantage to scientists and practitioners in our mission to facilitate effective 

and beneficial work-life supportive leadership. In the following section, we highlight a 

variety of intentionally chosen practical considerations that emphasize critical stages 

within a leader’s organizational life cycle. 

Training 

Foundational resource theories suggest that workplace trainings (i.e., integrated 

interventions) are a strategic job resource that supply leaders with necessary guidance and 

support for the unique role they play in easing the tensions between work and nonwork 

demands for their employees. Trainings are considered a resource due to the promotion of 

growth, learning, and development (Bakker, 2011; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) as well as 

protecting or buffering against potential downstream health and well-being consequences 

due to job demands. Trainings that aim to promote work-life supportive leadership 

should, for example, improve interpersonal skills and emotion recognition as well as 

provide identification strategies for employee nonwork demands, role playing 

opportunities with various work-life scenarios that leaders may encounter, or a list of 

phrases for leaders to turn to for future use. 
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Of particular relevance for trainings related to leader health & well-being, a 

beneficial approach when attempting to minimize demands and provide resources to 

employees is Total Worker Health (TWH; Punnett et al., 2020; Schill & Chosewood, 

2013). Work has the ability to harm health and well-being but the workplace can also be 

a unique environment in which well-being and health can also be enhanced (e.g., social 

support; Hunt & Grensing-Pophal, 2022). This philosophy informs TWH initiatives, such 

that integrated TWH interventions place emphasis on health protection (e.g., minimizing 

demands) but also on safety and health program coordination (rather than isolation), 

assessment of work and nonwork health exposures, creation of workplaces that promote 

health (e.g., providing resources), and utilize the active participation of the employees to 

foster efficacy and empowerment (Punnett et al., 2020). Of the work-life supportive 

leadership literature that has focused on TWH trainings, very few have considered leader 

health and well-being as a precursor (Anger et al., 2015).  

FSSB trainings are among the few trainings that have integrated components 

related to leader health promotion. For example, Hammer and colleagues (2021b) offered 

sleep feedback derived from data obtained via actigraphic devices to their sample of 

leaders (i.e., health promotion for leaders). In addition, Ellis and colleagues (2017) 

implemented an intervention with the goal of increasing leader knowledge and skills 

related to both their employee’s mental health and their own. Thus, researchers and 

practitioners should use such integrative interventions as a steppingstone towards true 

achievement of the overall TWH mission (Punnett et al., 2020). However, researchers 

and practitioners should be also cautious that such participation does not add an 
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additional demand and become a work-related health hazard for leaders. Thus, as 

researchers continue to recommend and intervene on leader behaviors like work-life 

supportive leadership, we must also ensure that leaders have the knowledge, time, and 

resources to engage in such behaviors in the first place.2  

The leader’s employee. A potential avenue could be employee-facing trainings 

targeted toward communication strategies in the process of work-life supportive 

leadership (e.g., how to ask for FSSB; Wong et al., 2019), with the aim of lessening 

demands on the leader by having to interpret or read ambiguous nonwork situations. 

Research has demonstrated that training team members on a certain leadership behavior 

can have upstream effects on the leader. For example, Lyubykh and colleagues (2022) 

found that a shared transformational leadership training aimed at improving safety 

outcomes for employees improved safety participation for the leader. Overall, training 

individuals at different levels of the organization to “support the supporter” is a future 

opportunity for both researchers and practitioners to explore in order to promote work-

life supportive leadership2. 

Work Redesign  

Researchers have often said that an organization’s most valuable yet scarce 

resource is the time of leaders (Dutton & Ashford, 1993). The same holds true when 

considering the provision of work-life supportive leadership, which often occurs on a 

dyadic level in which the leader provides support behaviors that are aligned with the 

unique nonwork demand of a specific employee. As mentioned before, work-life 

 
2 For information about the science of workplace instruction, see Kraiger and Ford (2021). 
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supportive leadership is inherently more emotional, requiring positive affect, empathy, 

and proactivity to effectively engage in such support behaviors (e.g., Crain & Stevens, 

2018; Ellis et al., 2022; Sargent et al., 2020). Therefore, not only is engagement in work-

life supportive effortful, but often has to be tailored to each individual employee which 

can make it particularly time-consuming (Shumaker & Brownell, 1984; Stein et al. 2020; 

Strazdins & Broom, 2007). A recent study demonstrated that leader workload was 

negatively related to their employee’s perception of supportive leadership, such that the 

more demands a leader has, the less likely their employees are to perceive the leader to be 

supportive (Stein et al., 2020). This suggests that it is imperative for leaders to have 

manageable demands in order for them to engage in work-life supportive leadership 

effectively and efficiently as well as increase employee perceptions of such support.  

One reason leaders may be unable to provide effective support behaviors and 

consequently experience detriments to own their health and well-being is if their team 

size is too large. Work redesign, therefore, is a particularly fruitful avenue for arranging 

leader demands to facilitate work-life supportive leadership. Hackman and Vidmar 

(1970) suggest that the ideal team size across occupations is 4.6 employees. Of note, 

however, research has generally ignored the impact team size can have on effective 

provision of nonwork support. For example, it may be that the more employees a leader 

must support, the more likely they are to experience burnout and other negative health 

and well-being outcomes. Therefore, as work-life supportive leadership is adopted into 

the workplace, it is important to consider the ideal team size that facilitates leader 
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provision of work-life supportive leadership and also protects leader health and well-

being.  

Performance Management and Appraisal 

As the world of work evolves, our expectations for leaders change and researchers 

begin to prescribe more workplace behaviors accordingly. Researchers and practitioners 

must then collaborate to ensure our approach to the management and appraisal of leader 

performance changes in unison. Performance management is referred to as a “continuous 

process of identifying, measuring, and developing the performance of individuals” 

(Aguinis, 2009a, p. 2) and involves a wide variety of activities such as feedback, goal 

setting, training, reward systems and performance appraisals (DeNisi & Murphy, 2017). 

Performance management systems, including performance appraisals, serve various 

functions for the organization such as establishing objectives for training programs, 

providing concrete feedback to leaders to improve future performance, or facilitating 

organizational diagnosis (e.g., highlighting training needs or necessary skills for future 

hires) (Cascio & Aguinis, 2015). Therefore, to ensure adequate leader skills for 

supporting new and evolving work-life issues within the workplace, performance 

management systems and appraisals must be appropriate and effective by integrating and 

appraising the work-life supportive behaviors that leaders are engaging in.  

Leadership should be advancing in a way that is complimentary to the fluctuations 

in organizations, individuals, and society. The people who work are changing, the values 

held by the workforce are changing, and the structure of work is changing. For this 
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reason, leadership and leader support for nonwork demands has started and will start to 

look different as we move into new worlds of work. 

Future Research Directions 

Methodology 

 Overall, the leadership and work-life literatures rely heavily on survey-based 

measures (e.g., Brown, 2018; Hunter et al., 2007). Indeed, approximately 63% of 

leadership research is based off of survey measures (Hiller et al., 2011). Although this 

methodology can be beneficial in some respects, researchers and practitioners should 

utilize varied methods, such as qualitative interviews, for understanding the frequency, 

difficulty, criticality of errors of work-life supportive leadership, especially given the 

emotional and sometimes episodic nature of nonwork support. Qualitative interviews can 

provide a rich and nuanced perspective regarding the enactment and perception of work-

life supportive leadership yet only make up less than 5% of leadership research (Hiller et 

al., 2011). Future research should consider implementing qualitative methods to 

understand, from the leader’s perspective, how work-life supportive leadership is truly 

functioning in reality. Practitioners should aim to utilize interviews from leaders (i.e., 

subject matter experts [SME’s]) to help construct appropriate and accurate job 

descriptions, specifications, and expectations. 

 Additionally, approximately 63% of leadership research focused on mid-level 

leaders is based off of employee ratings, with the same pattern existing within work-life 

literature (Hiller et al., 2011). For example, work-life supportive leadership is based on 

what is experienced by employee (Kossek et al., 2022). However, much can be learned 
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about work-life supportive leadership by expanding this to include other ratees. For 

example, as highlighted in consideration three (i.e., leader demands), top-level leaders 

serve an important role as both a mentor for novice leaders as well as a role model (as 

alluded to within FSSB literature). Shockingly, leaders at the top level are primarily 

examined through database derivations related to effectiveness indicators (e.g., profit) 

(Hiller et al., 2011) yet we know that perceptions of organizational support are likely to 

come from one’s leaders (Shanock & Eisenberger, 2006). Thus, future research should 

examine the potential trickle-down, role modeling process related to work-life supportive 

leadership from upper management to mid-level managers by utilizing employee 

assessments of top-level leaders. For this reason, practitioners should also aim to 

understand how top-level leadership is engaging in work-life supportive leadership to 

identify points of intervention.  

Distinguishing leadership and support constructs 

Leadership and leader support are the two constructs that scientists have studied 

related to leaders’ influential position in the workplace, yet such constructs have 

traditionally been examined separately within organizational sciences. Leader support is 

one of the many essential behaviors a successful, high-quality leader must engage in 

(e.g., van Dam & van der Helm, 2016) and has typically been defined as showing general 

support for their employees, encouraging autonomy, maintaining interpersonal 

relationships through respect and care, and empowering their followers (e.g., Cheung & 

Wong, 2011). In contrast, leadership has traditionally been conceptualized as an 

influencing, goal-oriented, and relational process between leaders and followers that is 
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impacted by characteristics, traits, qualities, and behaviors of the leader and the broader 

context (Antonakis et al., 2018; Horner, 1997). The siloed nature of these two related 

constructs (i.e., support and leadership) has contributed to construct proliferation, such 

that leadership researchers and leader support researchers may be able to combine 

constructs to create a more efficient, concise, and effective research stream. Indeed, 

Kossek and colleagues (2022) highlight that only nine studies examine both leadership 

and support constructs together, which is concerning given the size of both leadership and 

support lines of research. Clarity and cohesion among the scientific community becomes 

increasingly more imperative as research on leadership and support continues to 

proliferate in response to change in the nature of work and societal events. Thus, 

scientists and practitioners should press pause and reevaluate the concepts of both 

leadership and support in order to facilitate dissemination of direct and clear information 

to our leaders, increasing the potential for downstream beneficial leader behaviors. 

Dark side of support 

 Until recently, research has generally regarded leader nonwork support to be a 

positive, beneficial behavior. However, researchers have begun to uncover a potential 

dark side to leadership. For example, Perrigino and colleagues (2018) suggest that 

organizations who implement work-life policies (e.g., flexible work accommodations) 

may experience backlash from employees due to perceptions of inequitable distribution 

or potential stigma that may arise from benefiting from or engaging with such policies. 

Additionally, Boekhorst and colleagues (2021) found that caring behaviors exhibited by 

leaders actually had negative effects on the employees, such that employees felt guilty for 
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receiving such care. Thus, researchers should continue to unearth dyadic intricacies 

regarding work-life supportive leadership in an effort to prevent potential negative 

consequences for employees, organizations, and leaders prior to implementation. Indeed, 

leadership research has consistently alluded to the idea that “any act of leadership 

requires the active involvement and agreement by the followers” (Barling et al., 2011). 

For this reason, practitioners might also implement employee trainings to facilitate 

agreement upon work-life practices or offer spaces intended for open communication 

between decision-makers, mid-level leaders, and lower-level employees to ensure 

accurate understanding the “why” behind implementation of work-life supportive 

leadership behaviors and policies. This may also provide practitioners with an 

opportunity to receive feedback to further improve such efforts. Additionally, future 

researchers interested in the evolving nature of work-life supportive leadership may 

consider hosting focus groups with leaders to better understand the barriers to enactment 

of such behaviors in the workplace.  

Potential expansions to work-life supportive leadership framework 

As Kossek and colleagues (2022) suggest, FSSB is the primary construct that 

comprises work-life literature. However, this may not be the only form of work-life 

support that leaders may need to engage in, as the world of work and society evolves. For 

example, a relatively new form of nonwork support has been established. Gunia and 

colleagues (2015) proposed sleep leadership as behaviors enacted by a leader that could 

broadly provide support to improve employee sleep. Moreover, with the onslaught of 

societal crises such as the murder of George Floyd or political rulings like Roe v. Wade, 



SUPPORT ENABLING FRAMEWORK 

  

108 

leaders may need to support employees with the potential aftermath of these events, 

which goes beyond the conceptualization of FSSB. It is important to note that a potential 

barrier to the adoption of these novel support behaviors is widespread hesitancy for 

organizational involvement in one’s nonwork life, particularly within an aspect as 

potentially intimate as sleep or identity. Indeed, leader support for employee familial and 

nonwork needs has only recently become a value in the workplace due to evolving 

societal needs of the workforce (e.g., Lirio et al., 2008). As such, researchers and 

practitioners alike must aim to examine and understand the potential nuances that may 

arise when incorporating new forms of support into the broader work-life supportive 

leadership framework, as the slow rate of FSSB adoption in workplaces may be 

indicative of the degree of openness that the workforce may have toward organizational 

and leader involvement in their nonwork lives. 

Understanding leader needs 

 As science and practice integrates and implements work-life supportive 

leadership, qualitative research may prove to be a promising starting point for researchers 

and practitioners to understand the various leader-centric considerations that may precede 

effective work-life supportive leadership. Due to the relative novelty of work-life 

supportive leadership, practitioners should aim to understand the leader’s perspective 

through qualitative interviews. Conducting interviews with leaders can help pinpoint 

where and when organizations should intervene or provide resources to ensure successful 

accomplishment of a goal (Brown & Sitzmann, 2011). Additionally, practitioners should 

aim to identify the tasks performed by leaders and the knowledge, the skills necessary to 
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perform them effectively, as well as whether trainings are necessary to improve 

performance, and leader readiness for training; Cascio & Aguinis, 2015). Utilization of 

qualitative methodology is likely to provide both the practitioner and researcher with 

critical and rich information related to work-life supportive leadership about how to 

develop and adjust trainings or performance appraisals, as well as create research 

questions that may help move the field of work-like supportive leadership forward. 

Conclusion 

The present review shifts the current paradigm surrounding work-life supportive 

leadership literature by emphasizing and prioritizing the leader. Through this integrative 

review, we provide a testable model that scientists and practitioners can use to make 

meaningful improvements in organizations that coincide with evolving societal needs and 

values. Overall, we must generate conversations among scientists and practitioners as 

well as move toward a framework of work-life supportive leadership that benefits the 

employee, organization, and the leaders.  
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Abstract 

Over the past two decades, there has been an increasing call for leaders to support 

employee needs not only at work, but also in nonwork life (e.g., Hammer et al., 1997). A 

substantial portion of research has been dedicated to understanding the benefits of leader 

support for employees and organizations (Kossek et al., 2021), yet leader experiences 

with support provision have been overlooked. Through semi-structured interviews with 

32 self-identified leaders in organizations, I provide an exploratory investigation into 

what factors are affecting a leader’s ability to provide support, how providing support 

impacts the leader themselves, and how leaders view support as either a positive or 

negative part of their job. Thematic analysis revealed factors that may inhibit a leader’s 

ability to provide support such as a lack of support from their own leaders and the 

organization, tensions between their various roles and demands, and unhelpful employee 

behaviors. Conversely, leaders believed tenure in their leadership role made them a better 

supporter. Results also suggested that providing support may take a toll on leader health 

and well-being. Overall, however, leaders believe that although there are costs to 

providing support, there also are benefits. These findings lay the groundwork for 

scientists and practitioners to expand the existing theoretical and empirical knowledge 

surrounding support by emphasizing the perspective of the leader. In addition, the 

findings of this study demonstrate the untapped potential to improve the support 

provision process for all stakeholders – the employee, the organization, and the leader.   

Keywords: leaders, health, well-being, support, total worker health 
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Chapter 4: The Leader’s Perspective: A Qualitative Investigation of Workplace Leader 

Experiences in Providing Support  

Leaders are the backbone of organizations. For decades, organizational scholars 

have highlighted the leader’s unique and influential role in the workplace (e.g., Antonakis 

et al., 2003; Hammer et al., 2021a; Hogan et al., 2018; Major & Lauzun, 2010). Leaders 

are key to fostering worker health, safety, and well-being in the workplace, and have 

been referred to as the primary source of social support for workers (NIOSH, 2018; 

Punnett et al., 2020; Schill & Chosewood, 2013). The past two decades of scholarship on 

leader support were marked by an increasing call for leaders to support employee needs 

not only at work, but also in nonwork life (e.g., Hammer et al., 1997). Specifically, given 

their unique position within the organization, workplace leaders have the power to act as 

the bridge between employees’ work and non-work lives (Major & Lauzun, 2010).  

For this reason, scholars have leveraged leaders as an effective point of 

intervention for improving employee work and nonwork outcomes (Hammer et al., 

2021a; Montano et al., 2017). Indeed, empirical research has documented the value of 

support in fostering a wide array of beneficial employee outcomes such as reduced work-

to-family conflict and family-to-work conflict (e.g., Lapierre & Allen, 2006; Muse & 

Pichler, 2011), better employee sleep (e.g., Sianoja et al., 2020), increased positive 

emotions (e.g., Mohr et al., 2021), higher job satisfaction (e.g., Odle-Dusseau et al., 

2012), improved job performance (Odle-Dusseau et al., 2016), reduced personal/social 

functional impairment (e.g., Hammer et al., 2021a), increased work engagement (e.g., 

May et al., 2004), as well as lower turnover intentions (e.g., Hammer et al., 2021a; Nohe 
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& Sonntag, 2014). Therefore, given that leaders are a critical asset for employees and 

organizations, it is imperative for leaders to be functioning at the highest level to realize 

the full potential of leader support.    

However, the leader’s voice is largely absent from the support literature, which 

has significant implications for science and practice given that we are viewing the 

support provision process through a narrow and unrealistic lens. By overemphasizing the 

value of support behaviors for employees and organizations (Kossek et al., 2022), we 

now have an unbalanced understanding of the support provision process such that leader 

experiences are overlooked. One consequence of this imbalance is the gap in our 

understanding of antecedents to leader support behaviors (Crain & Stevens, 2018). 

Another example is the overwhelming evidence documenting positive benefits of support 

for employees in navigating their work and nonwork life as well as for organizations 

(Kossek et al., 2022), yet we have many outstanding questions about how the support 

process may impact the leader. Accordingly, we must begin to apply a balanced approach 

by placing equal emphasis on the leader’s experiences of the support provision process. 

Such an approach can guide research and practice toward an appropriate and necessary 

consideration of the leader as a primary stakeholder and facilitate the identification of 

barriers, resources, and outcomes of the support process for the provider rather than just 

the recipient.  

A notable example of this is recent evidence that suggests leader health and well-

being has been deteriorating, as managers reported experiencing a significant increase in 

burnout in 2021 (Harter, 2021) and are exceedingly exhausted, disengaged, and 
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unhealthy, above and beyond what is being reported by non-leader employees (e.g., 

Hatfield et al., 2022; Inceoglu et al., 2021; Kaluza et al., 2021; Matick et al., 2022). 

Research has also shown that, given their role within the organization, leaders are 

particularly prone to high levels of burnout, fatigue, and lack of sleep (e.g., Inceoglu et 

al., 2021; Svetieva et al., 2017; Williamson et al., 2021). Leadership coach and CEO Dan 

Pontefract (2022) writes “I have never felt such angst as I do these days throughout my 

tenure of supporting leaders. Wherever I turn, I see palpable levels of distress, the likes of 

which I have never seen” (p.1). Indeed, leaders are more likely to ruminate about work 

during their nonwork time than non-leader employees (Matick et al., 2021). To make 

matters worse, leaders seem to be ignoring their declining health and well-being (Hatfield 

et al., 2022), or sacrificing their well-being for professional gain (e.g., Le, 2019; Neale, 

2020; Smith, 2017). The declining health and well-being of our leaders should be 

concerning for academics and practitioners alike, given how critical leaders are for the 

sustainability of our workforce. Put simply, organizations depend on leaders to perform 

and employees rely on leader support.  

For this reason, it is necessary for research to begin exploring whether leaders are 

being stretched beyond their capacity when asked to support their employees. 

Consequently, such research can inform future interventions to better support leaders and 

ultimately their employees. Given the integral nature of leaders to worker health, safety, 

and well-being, combined with alarming statistics of the workforce’s mental health and 

leader’s own well-being, there is an emerging need to understand the leaders’ perspective 

as it relates to their ability to support workers and subsequently, represents a significant 
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health, safety, and economic burden. Overall, this work will have noteworthy practical 

impact by exploring the needs of leaders and their employees, identifying potential 

avenues for organizations to better support leaders, and guiding future research to inform 

the design, implementation, and evaluation of integrated support interventions. 

Review of leader support literature 

Leader support is critical for fostering worker health, safety, and well-being 

among workers (NIOSH, 2018; Punnett et al., 2020; Schill & Chosewood, 2013). Support 

refers to specific behaviors exhibited by leaders in the workplace that aid employees in 

managing their work and nonwork (e.g., family, sleep) stressors (Hammer et al., 2009; 

Hobfoll, 1989). The support literature is largely rooted in resource-based theoretical 

frameworks (Hobfoll, 2002; Hobfoll et al., 2018) which suggest that leaders provide 

resources to employees through support behaviors at work. Inherently, this perspective 

takes a top-down approach such that leader is the provider of resources and the employee 

is the recipient. Thus, the breadth of our current empirical understanding of support is 

disproportionately focused on the outcomes of leader support behaviors for employees, 

teams, and organizations (Guo et al., 2024; Kossek et al., 2022; Straub, 2012).  

As a result, our understanding of leader-level antecedents to the support process is 

scant (Crain & Stevens, 2018). A notable exception is the model proposed by Straub 

(2012) which outlines a variety of individual antecedents to family supportive supervisor 

behaviors (i.e., behaviors that supervisors engage in that are supportive of employees’ 

family roles [FSSB]; Hammer et al., 2009). Straub (2012) posits that, at the individual 

level, a leader’s own experiences with work-nonwork issues (either personally or through 
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a close other), life course/family stage (e.g., partnering, child rearing), social 

identification (common group membership, demographic similarity), and gender roles 

(feminine vs. masculine) are likely to influence the extent to which a leader engages in 

FSSB. From this theoretical model, empirical work has mostly tested and established the 

link between dyadic similarity (i.e., race, gender, parental status) and exhibited support 

behaviors by the leader (Basuil et al., 2016; Foley et al., 2006; Huffman & Olson, 2017; 

Sargent et al., 2022; Schemmel, 2023). Interestingly, a recent review of the support and 

leadership literature found that, across 38 studies, none of them considered leader family 

and nonwork experiences as a precursor to their support behaviors (Kossek et al., 2022). 

In an effort to guide the focus of support literature, Kossek and colleagues (2022) drew 

from leader development research to outline potential antecedents including leader short-

term family experiences such as work-family conflict, relationship conflict, or caregiving 

responsibilities as well as leader long-term family experiences such as childhood 

environment and family violence or aggression (Kossek et al., 2022). Researchers are 

beginning to take this perspective, as a recent study has documented the link between 

leader experienced family-work conflict and downstream FSSB provision (Pan et al., 

2021). Two notable exceptions that extend beyond leader nonwork experiences and 

demographic antecedents examine the link between leader workaholism (Pan et al., 2018) 

or leader role perceptions (“is it my job?”; Ellis et al., 2022) to downstream support 

behaviors. It is important to note that these individual-level variables are theorized to 

increase a leader’s felt responsibility (i.e., personal obligation to bring constructive 

change; Morrison & Phelps,1999) and therefore promote supportive behaviors (Straub, 
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2012). Thus, of the limited antecedents to support behaviors that have been identified at 

the leader-level, the vast majority are focused on the leader’s distal nonwork experiences 

and fixed demographics.  

Beyond individual-level antecedents, Straub (2012) also outlined a variety of 

contextual level antecedents of leader support behaviors. Specifically, Straub (2012) 

identified broader work-family culture of the organization, top management openness to 

work-family issues, reward systems for supporting work-family needs, and access to 

work-family infrastructure (i.e., availability and competency to utilize) as key contextual 

factors that may play a role in a leader’s ability or decision to provide support to their 

employees. Empirical research has substantiated this theoretical framework, identifying 

family-supportive policies such as flexible schedule availability (Hammer et al., 1997; 

Matthews et al., 2015; O’Driscoll et al., 2003; Russell et al., 2009; Shockley & Allen, 

2007), family-supportive culture (Guo et al., 2024; Las Heras et al., 2015), and family-

supportive organizational perceptions (Allen, 2001) as preceding variables that influence 

the support provision process (Lauzun, 2010). It is theorized that the contextual level 

variables drive leader motivation to engage in support behaviors, as they promote leader 

psychological empowerment (i.e., motivating phenomenon that cultivates meaning, 

competence, self-determination, and impact; Straub, 2012; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990). 

In sum, the breadth of research on contextual level antecedents has focused on the 

boarder organization or top-down messaging. Although there have been strides made by 

scholars to begin to identify the preceding processes to support provision, the scope is 

still relatively narrow such that we lack an understanding of the more proximal and 
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nuanced antecedents that may motivate or deter leaders from engaging in support 

behaviors.  

A small line of research on leader support behaviors has started to shift away from 

the predominant resource-oriented theoretical perspective in an attempt to tap into the 

dyadic complexity of support provision, instead drawing from social exchange theory 

(SET) (Bagger & Li, 2014; Guo et al., 2024; Rofcanin et al., 2018). Specifically, SET 

posits that high-quality relationships between entities (in this case, a leader and 

employee) are built through trust, loyalty, and commitment and both upward and 

downward exchange of resources, such that both the leader and the employee provide 

resources to each other (Bernerth et al., 2007; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Emerson, 

1976; Graen & Scandura, 1987; Scandura et al, 2008). Relatedly, researchers use SET 

theory to suggest that the provision of support by the leader can facilitate the 

development of a high-quality relationship with their employees (i.e., leader-member 

exchange [LMX]; Bauer & Erdogan, 2015; Graen & Scandura, 1987; Major & 

Morganson, 2011) and can induce a feeling of needing to reciprocate such support within 

the recipient (i.e., upward exchange of resources). Accordingly, Straub (2012) 

conceptualizes LMX as a predictor of nonwork support provision. Empirical evidence has 

started to link high-quality LMX to increased provision of FSSB (e.g., Morganson et al., 

2017), resulting in an upward resource exchange. Of the employee-to-leader resources 

that have been documented thus far, the majority emphasize employee attitudes and 

behaviors such as job satisfaction, turnover (e.g., Bagger & Li, 2014) and intrinsic 

motivation (e.g., Marescaux et al., 2020). Within this line of literature, the leader 
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perspective is still largely disregarded. Indeed, most research on LMX, similar to that of 

support behaviors, focuses on the benefits of high LMX for employees and organizations, 

but often overlooks the benefits that a leader may derive from such relationships such as 

feedback-seeking (Chun et al., 2018; Dulebohn et al., 2012; Wilson et al., 2010). For this 

reason, scholars have called for investigations into leaders’ perceptions in LMX 

relationships (Tse et al., 2018) as empirical evidence on leader-employee relationships 

and leader-oriented outcomes is minimal (for exceptions see Bernerth and Hirschfeld, 

2016 and Richter-Killenberg and Volmer, 2022). Overall, there are calls for further 

investigation on the support provision process utilizing the SET and LMX perspective 

(Guo et al., 2024) as it is relatively understudied yet provides a nuanced understanding of 

the dyadic nature of the support process.  

Not only are leader-centric antecedents of the support process minimally studied, 

but we know even less about how engaging in support can impact the leader. 

Demonstrably, Kossek and colleagues (2022) conducted a review of the literature related 

to work-life supportive leadership (i.e., when the leader prioritizes providing support for 

employees in managing work, family, and personal life roles and such support is 

experienced by the employees themselves). Through their review, Kossek and colleagues 

(2022) demonstrate support for a “dual” agenda which suggests that support provided by 

the leader mutually benefits employee work and nonwork outcomes, as well as 

organizational outcomes, yet no leader outcomes were identified. Interestingly, a recent 

meta-analysis confirms this finding by only delineating employee work and nonwork 

outcomes from existing empirical literature (Guo et al., 2024). Further, Straub’s (2012) 
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theoretical framework of FSSB details only employee- and team-level outcomes, thereby 

neglecting the leader as a central player in the model. The majority of literature on social 

support in the workplace emphasizes the positive practical value of middle managers in 

providing support (Major & Lauzun, 2010), with a small handful of studies beginning to 

recognize the taxing effect this may have on middle management individuals (Anicich & 

Hirsch, 2017; Floyd & Lane, 2000). For example, support behaviors are typically studied 

as something that is a job resource for the recipient (e.g., Hammer et al., 2009), as 

mentioned previously, but is recently being studied as a job demand for the provider, 

resulting in a loss of resources (i.e., Yang et al., 2018).  

Given that very few studies have examined support from the standpoint of the 

leader, I intentionally chose to employ qualitative methodology as it is appropriate for 

conducting initial explorations, identifying overarching themes, and generating rich 

descriptions of this unique phenomena to inform practice and guide empirical 

investigations (Locke, 2002; Strauss & Corbin, 2008). Researchers have noted the nature 

of leadership research regarding the absence of alternative methodologies, such that the 

breadth of the literature relies on quantitative and cross-sectional investigations (Dinh et 

al., 2014; Hiller et al., 2011). Of the leadership studies that have utilized qualitative 

methods, however, many have been important and influential in the generation of novel 

research streams such as the role of leaders within change processes (Bryman, 2004) or 

different forms of leader behavior (e.g., Blasé & Roberts, 1994, Bryman, 2004). 

However, qualitative methodology has been minimally applied to research on support 

provision as a specific and nuanced leader behavior. As such, this study employed 
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qualitative research to obtain rich descriptions and an initial understanding of leader 

experiences of the support provision process to expand theory and guide empirical 

investigations. 

Guiding research questions 

As demonstrated through the review of the literature, there is limited knowledge 

about the leader’s experience of the support provision process. However, due to the well-

established benefits of leader support behaviors, it is essential for researchers and 

practitioners to understand how to promote and maintain these supportive behaviors 

amongst leaders. To this end, I sought to answer three of the most pressing, outstanding 

questions surrounding the leader’s perspective of support provision that will be most 

impactful for the generation of ideas on how to alter the leader’s environment to 

subsequently enhance the support provision process for all parties involved. 

Research Question #1: What is facilitating or inhibiting a leader’s ability to provide 

support?  

Minimal work has been conducted to determine a broader range of antecedents, 

beyond those specified by Straub, that may influence the support provision process 

(Crain & Stevens, 2018). In fact, the majority of antecedents to FSSB have been derived 

from empirical studies in which more emphasis has been placed on the recipient of 

support (i.e., the employee) than the provider (i.e., the leader). As a result, this study 

serves as an initial step in answering calls to identify various antecedents at differing 

levels that may be influencing the provision of various forms of support (Crain & 

Stevens, 2018; Straub, 2012), particularly from the perspective of the support provider. 
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For example, what factors of the leader’s immediate workplace environment are derailing 

their ability to provide support? How do the workplace relationships with those close to 

the leader promote or prevent the leader from providing support? How does the leader 

negotiate between their supportive role and other aspects of their job? Do leaders feel 

overworked? Indeed, mainstream media outlets and empirical research suggests that the 

U.S. culture places unique pressures and demands on leaders (e.g., Cutrone & Nisen, 

2012) – such as the implicit association between career success and time at work 

(Svetieva et al., 2017) –which may be a preceding factor in a leader’s ability to 

effectively engage in support as part of their role. This paradigm shift is likely to make 

significant advancements to our understanding of how leader support is functioning in the 

workplace. Overall, this study guides research and practice from just simply encouraging 

leader support behaviors to first identifying the potential obstacles that leaders face 

toward providing complex and nuanced forms of support. 

Research Question #2: How does providing support impact the leaders themselves? 

Scholars have repeatedly demonstrated that healthy and productive employees are 

essential for achieving beneficial organizational outcomes (e.g., Henderson & Horan, 

2021). In addition, research has placed significant emphasis on the leader as the key 

driver of employee and organizational success (Hammer et al., 2011; Kotter, 2017; 

Kossek et al., 2022; Yukl, 2008). Such an approach, however, has traditionally led to 

oversight on how support provision impacts the leader. Research has relatively ignored 

how the various responsibilities associated with a leader’s role in the workplace can have 

a unique impact on leader-centric outcomes. Of the sparse literature that has examined 
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the relationship between leader-centric factors and leadership behaviors, most have 

focused on leader health and well-being as a predictor of subsequent performance. For 

example, Byrne and colleagues (2014) found that leaders’ depressive symptoms, anxiety, 

and alcohol consumption predicted lower transformational leadership and higher abusive 

supervision. In addition, two separate studies by Barnes and colleagues (2015; 2017) 

found that depleted leaders, specifically leaders’ sleep-related health issues, are more 

likely to be abusive and are less likely to be viewed as charismatic by their employees. 

However, less scholarly effort has been allocated toward examining the relationship 

between specific demands associated with the leader’s role in the workplace and 

subsequent leader-centric outcomes such as health and well-being, performance, or 

work-life outcomes, as they are likely to be different than the average, non-leader 

employee. One notable exception is a recent meta-analytic review by Kaluza and 

colleagues (2020) which suggests that destructive or constructive leadership is linked to 

subsequent long-term negative or positive leader health and well-being, respectively. For 

example, leaders who engaged in behaviors that improve the quality of relationships with 

employees (i.e., support) were more likely to have positive long-term well-being (e.g., 

happiness, life satisfaction, positive affect) whereas leaders who engage in passive 

behaviors (i.e., disregard for employees, hostility) were more likely to have negative 

short-term well-being.  

Although the stream of literature focusing on supervisor support is an 

advantageous starting place to begin placing emphasis on the leader’s perspective, 

scholars have yet to address the relationship between engaging in support provision and 
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leader outcomes. For example, does providing support drain leader energy or does it 

rejuvenate them? Do leaders think their own productivity at work is increased or 

decreased as a result of supporting their employees? Does demonstrating care and 

concern for their employees have a unique toll on their affective energies? Answers to 

these questions may also give us timely insight into why leaders are experiencing high 

levels of distress and declining health and well-being in recent years (e.g., Barling & 

Cloutier, 2017; Hatfield et al., 2022; Pontefract, 2022). As such, this study illuminates 

the leader’s experience in relation to how they feel providing support impacts their own 

health and well-being, performance, and work-life outcomes.  

 Research Question #3: What are current leader perspectives on the support provision 

process?  

Given that the large majority of literature on leader support provision in the 

workplace has prioritized the benefit to employees and organizations, we currently lack a 

broad understanding about how leaders feel about engaging in support. For example, are 

leaders burdened by their supportive role or do they find it to be enjoyable? Is leader 

appraisal of support as a specific job demand generally positive or negative? Undeniably, 

most empirical and theoretical work to date has been concerned with delineating 

downstream effects of supportive supervision, while relatively less effort has been put 

toward understanding leader motivation to either engage in or avoid such supportive 

behaviors (Crain & Stevens, 2018). Given that scientists and practitioners are calling for 

leaders to increasingly support their employees work and nonwork lives (Kossek et al., 

2022), we must understand how leaders are viewing their supportive role as either 
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positive (e.g., fulfillment) or negative (e.g., resentment), as this may be contributing to 

declining levels of leader health and well-being that is being discussed in mainstream 

media and empirical research (e.g., Cavanaugh et al., 2000; Hatfield et al., 2022; 

Pontefract, 2022). As a result, a major concern is that existing models of support 

provision are incomplete and inadequate to fully understand whether leaders see the value 

in providing support behaviors or perceive such behaviors as a hindrance, which has 

implications for practice in maintaining sustained and effective performance by leaders in 

their supportive role. Thus, I identify overarching themes to illuminate the underlying 

connotation of leader perspectives as it relates to the support provision process to guide 

future science and practice toward identification of leader-centric drivers and a more true-

to-life and well-rounded approach to the promotion of leader support in the workplace.  

Method 

Participants 

 The current study sampled self-identified leaders over the age of 18, who have 

direct reports, work over 20+ hours, and live and work in the U.S. In addition, 

participants were eligible if they worked under hybrid or in-person work structures, but 

not fully remote as support provision that is completely virtual is likely a different 

phenomenon that requires its own study. In terms of the industry, participants were 

eligible if they worked in the professional, scientific, and technical services work sector, 

which is the single largest industry sector representing about 1 in every 15 jobs in 2021 

(approximating to 15% of the total economy; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2024). 

Employees within this industry specialize in performing professional, scientific, and 
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technical activities such as advertising and public relations, accounting and tax 

preparation, computer systems design, architectural and engineering services, creative 

services, and IT services. This industry is projected to grow 7.3% over the 2021-31 

decade (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2024). For this reason, it is important to 

understand how the leaders within this industry are functioning, as their behavior is likely 

to impact a large portion of the employees within the U.S. workforce. In addition, these 

organizations are traditionally hierarchically structured, such that leaders have the same 

group of direct employees day-to-day and are likely having more regular “check-in” 

meetings. Such structure within the organization is likely to facilitate trust and more 

personal exchanges between the leader-employee dyad, leading to opportunities to 

provide support. As such, these leaders likely have enough decision latitude (i.e., control 

over job tasks and conduct; Karasek, 1979) to provide effective nonwork support to their 

employees. 

 The final sample was comprised of 32 individuals with ages ranging from 26 to 

63 (M = 43.48, SD = 10.29). Out of the 32 participants, 19 participants identified as 

women (61.3%) and 13 participants identified as men (38.7%).1. Twenty-seven 

 
1. Given the theoretical and empirical link between leader gender identity and exhibited support 
behaviors, I included the Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI; Bem, 1974) to understand the average 
femininity of participants in this study. I utilized the adapted version that includes 10 items derived 
from the original 60-item BSRI scale (Sumra et al., 2019). An example item is “Gentle” and 
participants could respond using a 7-point Likert scale with options ranging from never to always. 
Higher scores on this scale represent higher affiliation with feminine traits. For this sample, the 
average femininity was 5.78 (SD = 0.64), suggesting that leaders in this study were more feminine 
leaning (Cronbach’s α = 0.72). This is aligned with the gender demographics indicating that the large 
majority of participants identified as female. 
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participants identified as white (87%), 4 identified as Asian (9.7%), and one identified as 

Other/Multiracial (3.2%). Most participants identified as heterosexual (n = 26 , 83.95%) 

were married (n = 23, 74.2%), and living without a disability (n = 30, 96.3%). The 

majority of participants had a graduate or professional degree (n = 18, 58.1%), and 

reported a total household income (pre-taxes) of $100,000-$199,999 in the last 12 months 

(n = 15, 48.4%). Regarding caregiving responsibilities, most participants (n = 14) had 

two children (45.2%) or no children (n = 13, 41.9%), with the maximum being four. 

However, about 61.3% (n = 19) of the participants did not have children under the age of 

18 living at home and 93.5% (n = 29) did not have children living at home with 

developmental disabilities or sicknesses. Finally, the majority of the sample (n = 28, 

90.3%) did not have eldercare responsibilities. Participants were located in 12 different 

states: Arizona, California, Colorado, Florida, Illinois, Michigan, Missouri, New York, 

Oregon, South Carolina, Texas, and Washington.  

 Regarding work characteristics, the participants in this sample worked an average 

of 47.77 hours per week (SD = 9.78). The maximum number of employees supervised 

ever ranged from 1 to 100 (M = 25.35, SD = 27.99). Similarly, the maximum number of 

employees currently supervised at the time of the study ranged from 1 to 100 (M = 14.29, 

SD = 21.25). Approximately 61.3% (n = 19) of participants worked under a hybrid (i.e., 

remote and in person) work model. Those who worked hybrid formats spent an average 

of 49.1% of their time working remotely, with approximately 62% of their interactions 

with their direct reports occurring virtually. Leader tenure ranged from 2 to 35 years (M = 

11.90, SD = 9.01), with specific organizational tenure ranging from 0 to 25 years (M = 
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5.06, SD = 5.43). Overall, the majority of participants identified as being part of the 

science (n = 11, 35.5%) or management and consultants (n = 10, 32.3%) portions of the 

professional, scientific, and technical services industry.  

Procedure 

Recruitment 

Leaders were recruited through convenience sampling and subsequently snowball 

sampling. Specifically, information for the study was be dispersed through social media 

sites (e.g., Facebook, X, LinkedIn). Flyers were also prepared for dispersal to ensure 

accurate transmission of information. The study has been approved by the Portland State 

University Institutional Review Board. Potential participants were screened through a 

survey via Qualtrics to ensure they fit the inclusion criteria (see Appendix E for survey). 

Consent to the study was asked via Qualtrics and verbal consent was obtained at the start 

of each interview.  

Data Collection  

Data collection took place from September of 2023 to January of 2024. Leader 

participants completed one hour-long virtual semi-structured one-on-one qualitative 

interview via Zoom in exchange for a $20 incentive. Virtual interviews were chosen over 

in person interviews given that they do not require the participants to be in the same 

geographical location of the interviewer, facilitating faster and easier recruitment 

(Sedgwick & Spiers, 2009). In addition, virtual interviews are better for scheduling 

flexibility, which is arguably necessary given the sample, and for ensuring a high-level of 

anonymity which thereby promotes more honest responses (Deakin & Wakefield, 2014). 
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Zoom is a video conferencing platform that has been recommended for virtual qualitative 

interviews given its ability to securely record and transcribe interviews (e.g., Archibald et 

al., 2019; Oliffe et al., 2021). The primary investigator conducted the majority of 

interviews for this study, with one research assistant being sufficiently trained to facilitate 

five of the interviews. Participants received information about what to expect prior to 

their interview via email, and verbal consent was requested at the beginning of each 

interview. All interviews were audio-recorded with permission. Participants were asked 

to keep their video on for the duration of the interview to ensure that participants were 

only participating in the study once and to allow the interviewer to see emotionality 

behind statements. However, the video was not retained for analysis and was securely 

deleted once data collection was complete.  

Interview questions were semi-structured. Questions were intentionally aimed at 

addressing the primary research questions of the study, but following previous qualitative 

protocol, I asked follow-up questions based on the participant’s responses to the core 

questions (King, 2004). The questioning process was iterative, such that questions were 

altered in subsequent interviews based off of what I learned in prior interviews. For 

example, the question “How could the organization make it more likely that you provide 

support?” elicited a theme of reflecting on support from the participant’s own leader, 

which led me to add a follow-up question to future interviews specifically asking 

participants to reflect on this phenomenon by asking “Do you feel adequately supported 

by your leader?”. In addition, I purposefully structured the questions around using 

conversational, common language that is straightforward and simple to facilitate 
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discussion and deeper understanding of the project aims. Sample questions include: If 

you were to think about one of your direct reports that you spend the most time with, 

what are all the things you are trying to navigate with them right now?; How has 

supporting your employees with work and nonwork issues influenced you?; and, Can you 

tell me about any obstacles you run up against when trying provide support. See 

Appendix B for the full interview protocol.  

Interviews were halted once saturation was reached (i.e., participants ceased to 

provide new information compared to prior interviews). Researchers have had varied 

recommendations about the number of qualitative interviews that are necessary for 

thematic saturation, such that guidelines have ranged from 6 to 17 (Bertaux, 1981; Guest 

et al., 2006). In addition, through a comprehensive review, Mason and colleagues (2010) 

indicate 50-60 interviews is almost never necessary with regard to saturation. Based on 

similar qualitative studies on leadership and leader behavior and their respective sample 

sizes (e.g., Rupprecht et al., 2019; Sergent & Stajkovic, 2020), I had anticipated reaching 

saturation within approximately 30 interviews. However, in practice, we reached 

saturation around 28 interviews. Still, four additional interviews were conducted to 

ensure that no new themes emerged.  

Transcription 

Upon completion of each interview, audio recordings were transcribed using 

Whisper, which is an online automatic speech recognition (ASR) software provided by 

OpenAI that approaches human-level robustness (Xie et al., 2023). Whisper was run via 

Google Colaboratory (i.e., Google Colab) using Python code to enable the graphics 
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processing unit (GPU) acceleration which facilitates faster transcription generation. 

Transcripts were double checked by myself and the research assistants for accuracy (e.g., 

corrected errors, removed words spoken twice) and identifying information was removed. 

Once transcripts were finalized, they were imported into our data analysis software (i.e., 

Atlas.ti).  

Data Analysis 

The research team handling the data consisted of the primary investigator, as well 

as three research assistants, who had varying degrees of familiarity with the primary 

constructs of interest. Interviews were coded independently (i.e., individually with no 

input from other coders) to reveal overarching themes using Atlas.ti software, which is an 

accessible and easy-to-use platform for qualitative data analytics. Reflexivity exercises 

(i.e. journaling after each interview, collaboration with coders of varying backgrounds, 

developing narrative autobiographies; Olmos-Vega et al., 2022) were completed 

recurringly to bring any biases, assumptions, and beliefs to the awareness of the 

investigator to prevent such influences from altering the conclusions reached in this 

study. See Appendix C for brief reflexivity statements (i.e., narrative autobiographies) 

from each coder.  

Interviews were analyzed using thematic analysis via in vivo (i.e., a priori 

research questions were set aside to let the data drive the creation of codes) and axial 

coding (i.e., coding technique that facilitates the identification of linkages between initial 

codes; Braun & Clark, 2006; Charmaz, 2006; Glaser & Strauss, 2017; Tracy, 2018). 

Thematic analysis is appropriate for studies that aim to be exploratory and form a 
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foundational guide for future science (Braun & Clarke, 2012). It also presents researchers 

with the flexibility to use both inductive and deductive coding techniques, allowing for 

both data and previous theory to facilitate interpretation. I use thematic analysis in 

combination with the phronetic iterative approach which allows researchers to ask a) 

what are the data telling me, b) what is it I want to know (based on current empirical and 

theoretical knowledge), c), what is the dialectical relationship between what the data are 

telling me and what I want to know? (connecting data back to research questions) (Tracy, 

2018). For this reason, I could not take a purely grounded theory approach.  

Specifically, the research team first worked to independently generate descriptive 

initial codes (i.e., in vivo coding/open coding). Open coding refers to coding the “who, 

what, when, where, and why” of participant responses (Tracy, 2018) and using 

participants’ own language as the basis for the code when possible (Strauss, 1987). For 

example, one participant described the dynamic interplay between costs and benefits of 

their supportive role as “worth it”, which was retained as a code and subsequently used to 

capture an overarching positive perspective theme that was seen across leader 

participants. Such practice allows for new and unanticipated phenomenon to emerge. 

From there, the research team moved to axial or secondary coding using a concurrent and 

iterative process in order to determine connections across codes that best represent the 

phenomena of interest while retaining participants’ voices and abstracting second-order 

codes. It is at this point in the coding cycle that utilizing previous empirical and 

theoretical knowledge to guide interpretation becomes beneficial (Tracy, 2018).  
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It is also important at this stage to connect code names to pre-existing terms 

within current science by engaging in additional research to ensure that code names were 

precise and descriptive of the literature in which the study aims to contribute. For 

example, the code RUMINATION was adjusted to WORRY to connect to the way this 

phenomenon was already being discussed in the occupational health psychology 

literature. However, it is important to note that this was only completed when pre-

existing terms were capturing the phenomenon fully, rather than only partially, to prevent 

loss of detail in results. Finally, once secondary codes were established, the research team 

moved to extrapolating distinct themes that encapsulated groups of related secondary 

codes. In this phase, the research team discussed to ensure that the themes were 

representative of what the participants were sharing with us. Once themes were agreed 

upon, they were defined and named. See Table 4.1 for an overview of all themes as well 

as how they map onto and answer the a priori research questions.  

Rigor 

 The rigor of qualitative analysis is determined through various dimensions of 

trustworthiness: credibility, transferability, confirmability, dependability, and audit trails 

(Nowell et al., 2017; Padgett, 2017). To meet the requirement for credibility (i.e., are 

findings reasonable and based on participant views/experience?), we engaged in member 

checking (also called reflexive participant collaboration; Motulsky, 2021) as a validation 

technique to ensure the accuracy of our conclusions. A randomly selected portion of the 

participants who consented to serve as member checkers (n = 7, 20% of the total sample 

and 40% of those who agreed to serve as member checkers) were sent a short summary of 
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results (see Appendix D) and were asked to provide any feedback on whether they 

resonated with the results/felt the findings were representative of their experience. 

Previous member-checking involved researchers sending participants actual transcripts to 

provide feedback on; however, researchers have noted that this is time-consuming and 

ineffective given how little feedback is usually received from participants when they are 

presented with raw transcripts (McKim, 2023). Instead, it is advisable to give participants 

what will be shared with readers. In other words, participants should be provided a 

synopsis of the findings, including quotations, given that they are the experts and should 

have a larger say in the final product of the study (McKim, 2023). Such a process also 

allows participants to visually see how readers will view their stories or experiences, 

allowing them more agency in how their perspective is being communicated to a larger 

audience. Seven participants responded to the following four questions in their review of 

the synopsis document: 1) After reading through the findings, what are your general 

thoughts? 2) How accurately do you feel the findings captured your 

thoughts/experiences? 3) What could be added to the findings to capture your experiences 

better? 4) If there is anything you would like removed, what would that be and why? 

(McKim, 2023). As such, the final results are representative of a reflexive participatory 

collaboration between the research team and the participants themselves. 

To establish transferability (i.e., generalizability of findings to other 

circumstances, contexts), I intentionally had a more stringent list of inclusion criteria 

(e.g., in-person/hybrid work structures, professional/technical/scientific industry) to 

attempt to recruit a sample of leaders that represent a large portion of the American 
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workforce (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2022) as well as understand exactly who the 

conclusions derived in this study are applicable to. However, it is important to note that 

one of the limitations of qualitative research is generalizability (Gelo et al., 2008; 

McKim, 2023; Vasileiou et al., 2018), given that the approach’s strength is to capture rich 

and detailed answers to complex research questions (McKim, 2023). As such, this study 

attempts to be generalizable to populations that share the characteristics of the sample 

(e.g., leaders in white-collar industries with an increased level of decision authority to 

provide support).  

To establish both confirmability (i.e., neutrality of the coder) and dependability 

(i.e., consistency in the collection and analysis of data), I followed principles of observer 

triangulation (i.e., using multiple researchers to investigate a phenomenon; Leech & 

Onwuegbuzie, 2007). Specifically, as the primary investigator, I met regularly with the 

team of research assistants to review codes, identify similarities, and resolve differences 

to ensure data quality. Given that each coder has a unique combination of backgrounds, 

experiences, and biases that can influence the interpretation of the data, having multiple 

individuals iteratively discuss and agree upon codes and themes is thought to neutralize 

individual thought frameworks that might plague the results if such codes were derived in 

isolation by a singular researcher. In addition, we also were sure to code for negative 

cases of codes (i.e., cases that diverge from or refute the main body of evidence provided 

by the majority of participants; Henry, 2015) to prevent confirmation bias and ensure we 

are approaching the data in a consistent way. This study was reviewed by a panel of 

experts (i.e., peer debriefing; Spall, 1998) in which the data and research process will be 
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presented to a collection of peers that are familiar with the science behind the 

phenomenon of interest to get feedback and incorporate alternative perspectives that are 

based in empirical and theoretical expertise.  

Finally, audit trails (i.e., transparency in the decision-making processes 

throughout each stage of analysis; Padgett, 2017) were established following guidelines 

from Carcary (2020). For example, one of the key documentation practices for 

establishing our intellectual audit trail in the analysis stage was through a shared 

codebook through Google sheets that facilitated live tracking of decisions on code 

changes, definitions, and organization of codes between iterations. An example of 

establishing a physical audit trail includes the memos that were created by each 

individual research assistant in between meetings, as well as memos for the collaborative 

meeting in which decisions and adjustments were made. 

To further establish reliability, intercoder reliability (ICR) was calculated. 

However, the practice of ICR is controversial within qualitative methodology, with some 

arguing that it is inappropriate and misaligned with the goals and iterative process of 

qualitative research (O’Connor & Joffe, 2020). Specifically, qualitative researchers’ 

overarching goal is not to reveal generalizable objective facts, but to apply theoretical 

expertise to interpret the complexity of perspectives on a given phenomenon (Bauer & 

Gaskell, 2000; O’Connor & Joffe, 2020). Thus, qualitative researchers often refute ICR 

as an “unwarranted attempt” to impose quantitative standards to a practice that is, at its 

core, meant to serve a different, descriptive purpose (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; O’Connor & 
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Joffe, 2020). However, ICR has also been argued to illustrate the systematicity, 

communicability, and transparency (O’Connor & Joffe, 2020) of qualitative studies.  

As such, to further demonstrate the reliability and rigor of the present study, ICR 

was calculated across the research team by having each individual code a randomly 

selected subsample (approximating 25%) of the full dataset independently (i.e., without 

conferral), following recommendations from O’Connor (2020). The subsample was 

selected randomly to ensure representativeness of the entire data set. To calculate ICR, I 

exported each coder’s data from the randomly selected subset of interviews in Atlas.ti 

into SPSS. If a given code had been applied to a data unit (i.e., quote), the relevant data 

are coded as 1, and if that code had not been applied, the cell shows 0. Thus, each code 

had four corresponding columns representing coders’ applications of a given code, 

following guidelines provided by MacPhail and colleagues (2015). SPSS’ statistical 

functionalities were then used to calculate Cohen’s kappa. Calculations suggest that, 

across three independent coders, the kappa value was 0.81. Researchers indicate that a 

conclusive criterion for a kappa value that denotes sufficient agreement remains elusive, 

yet Burla et al. (2008) suggest that kappa values of 0.40–0.60 are considered satisfactory 

agreement and values above 0.80 suggest perfect agreement, whereas other researchers 

suggest .90 is acceptable. As such, intercoder reliability of this study was adequate.   

Results 

 Below, I provide a synthesis of how leaders described their experience providing 

support as a leader in a workplace by highlighting five major emerging themes from 

interviews, which emerged from lower-level codes. The themes outlined below represent 
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the most salient leader concerns and experiences. Broadly, leaders indicated that although 

there were positive benefits to providing support, there also were some associated costs. 

These themes are organized such that the first four represent the most pressing and 

immediate obstacles that leaders were facing in relation to their ability to provide support. 

I organize these three themes in a descending order in attempt to illustrate the amount of 

emphasis on each concern demonstrated by leaders (i.e., Theme #1 was the biggest 

concern). Because Theme #5 and Theme #6 were discussed as something that happened 

to the leader as a result of providing support, they are placed at the end of the results 

section to illustrate that these themes likely explain the outcomes of the support provision 

process for leaders. Overall, the extracted themes were selected as they seemed the most 

meaningful to leaders, were the most perspective-shifting in comparison to our current 

understanding of the support provision process, and also were the most targetable factors 

that we can begin to improve in practice. Then, in the discussion, I utilize these themes to 

help pinpoint answers to the three overarching research questions of the present study. 

Supplementary quotes can be found in Table 4.2.  

Theme #1: Support structure breakdown  

 First, I identified various characteristics in the leader’s environment that they 

believed were critical in relation to their ability to provide effective support. Leaders 

explained two sub-themes that fall within this category. First, leaders in this study 

consistently reflected on the lack of support they have from their own leader as well as 

the broader organization. In other words, leaders were describing a hierarchical support 

structure breakdown, such that they were expected to provide support, but did not receive 
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it themselves from their own leader, and subsequently experienced a decline in their 

performance as a support provider. Secondly, leaders often felt a lack of support from the 

broader organization surrounding a lack of acknowledgement regarding their value as a 

leader as well as a lack of understanding regarding the reality of leader’s jobs on a day-

to-day basis. I describe the leader’s story below to illustrate their experience with 

different facets of a support structure breakdown.  

Lack of support from the leader’s leader 

Participant leaders held the assumption that organizations are traditionally 

structured hierarchically such that those on the top level (i.e., CEO) are expected to lead 

and support those under them in the hierarchy. Leaders in this study suggested that 

support functions as a trickle-down process, such that support provided by leaders at the 

top is a resource that facilitates the functioning of leaders and employees at lower levels. 

This hierarchical support system within an organization can be thought of as a garden 

hose; when the hose is unobstructed, the water (i.e., support) flows freely. Yet, when the 

hose is bent at any point, the water cannot flow properly and the functioning of the hose 

is impaired. As such, leaders in this study described experiencing a failure of the trickle-

down system of support. For example, one leader noted they felt a sense of inequality 

when reflecting on the amount of support they were expected to provide but were not 

receiving. In addition, this leader notes how this lack of support was a major obstacle in 

their ability to provide support to their own employees: 

That’s kind of a downside to giving a lot of support to people, but something I 
 would also feel like I would need a little more support in that sense. I feel like all 
 the time I spend supporting the crew, sometimes I don’t get that myself from 
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 others. I could probably benefit or would appreciate it, I guess, from a few people 
 at a level or two above me, you know, more regular, more structured, and formal 
 way to kind of check in and give me a little bit more clear guidance when I 
 struggle with things. [P43; Man, 47 years old, 11 years as leader, 25 direct 
 reports] 
 

Participants seemed to suggest, that in an ideal workplace environment, leaders 

should exist as both a recipient and a provider of support. This is particularly important 

given that in reality, leaders are “sandwiched” between individuals that expect their 

support (i.e., employees) and individuals that should be providing support (i.e., the 

leader’s leader). Unsurprisingly, leaders were frustrated at being put in this position. One 

leader creatively elaborated on this phenomenon of being a provider of support, but not a 

recipient, by describing a metaphor between their supportive role and being an eldest 

sibling:  

It was just impossible and unrealistic and hard for me to be able to meet that
 happy place where I felt like, okay, yeah, I was able to give you all the support 
 you needed. I tried my best to give the attention they needed. But I know that it  
 wasn’t enough. And it’s just because I didn’t even get the attention I needed. It’s 
 difficult to be doing your job and not let it kind of seep into your subconscious 
 and be like, “Wait, hold up! But where’s like my support?” I know, like I have to 
 be the person it’s kind of like that big sister dynamic or mentality. Not exactly, 
 but it’s an example. Like a lot of times the parents put a lot of the pressure on you, 
 and you’re the oldest, and you have to take care of everyone. [P55; Woman, 27 
 years old, 2 years as leader, 5 direct reports]   
 

This participant touches on how “impossible” and “unrealistic” it felt to provide 

sufficient support to their employees when they felt abandoned by their own leader. The 

same participant described having set one-on-one meetings with their leader, but they 

were always postponed, pushed back, or cancelled, resulting in the leader feeling like 

they were “overall ignored” [P55]. Broadly, leaders in this study felt their own leader was 
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absent or unavailable when they needed guidance on how to navigate difficult day-to-day 

situations. These narratives highlight the incongruency between the amount of pressure 

that is put on leaders to perform and the lack of support that leaders are provided.  

The implications of the support structure breakdown were not simply behavioral 

but psychological as well. Apart from the lack of general support that leaders were 

experiencing, other leaders tapped into the feeling that their emotions were not 

considered or cared for by their own leaders. One leader, for example, describes how 

receiving encouragement and appreciation would make them more excited to do a good 

job in their role at work, thereby demonstrating the value of support from the leader’s 

leader: 

When you rise to a level on the org chart or the pyramid or whatever, the ‘good 
  jobs’ and the ‘attaboys’ and the ‘thanks for everything’ kind of go away. And 
 that’s a fallacy. That’s a problem because we’re still human and it’s still nice to 
 know every now and then, especially a person like me. I’m a words of 
 encouragement kind of person. Tell me I’m doing a good job and I will show you 
 tomorrow. You ain’t seen nothing yet. I’m going to take it to the next level. [P79; 
 Man, 53 years old, 13 years as leader, 8 direct reports]  
 
 Interestingly, leaders were not only descriptive of the experience of not receiving 

support, but went one step further to describe how the amount of support from their 

leaders decreased as they moved into higher leadership roles. Leaders expressed 

frustration and isolation when reflecting on their experiences as novice leader when they 

took on the new task of supporting employees. When probed about this experience, 

leaders described feeling like they had to “wing it” when navigating their new role as a 

leader with direct reports without any support from their own leader, forcing them to 
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spend extra time and energy to seek mentorship or education from other sources to cope 

with the transition and novel job tasks: 

I’d say there is an expectation now more than there was previously that I know 
 what I’m doing or know the details of my position and the nuances of my job that 
 I just don’t know. And I have to teach myself or find a mentor to help me out with 
 those things. The truth is, when we take on a new role, it’s a new role, right? It’s 
 new for us. If we haven’t done it before and there’s no one there as a sort of 
 mentor for us, we wing it and we figure it out on the fly. And that’s not very 
 comforting. Probably not only for ourselves, but for my employees. [P81; Man, 
 54 years old, 34 years as leader, 100 direct reports] 

 
This leader notes how needing to learn on the fly is likely an uncomfortable 

experience not only for them, but their employees. Specifically, this participant is 

describing how the lack of support they are experiencing in relation to their new role as a 

leader is likely salient because they are unsure of how to best support their own 

employees. Another leader exasperatingly describes why this might occur: “That’s the 

way I see Corporate America is you get to a certain point or a certain elevation, if you 

will, and it’s just expected that you’re fine and that you’re there for everybody else” 

[P79; M, 53, 13 years as leader, 8 employees]. As such, these leaders call attention to the 

broad cultural misconception that leaders are “fine” and therefore do not need support, 

which may be the root cause of this support structure breakdown. 

Lack of support from the organization 

On a similar note, leaders also described feeling a lack of support from the 

organization as a whole. Given that the majority of leaders in this sample felt a lack of 

support from their own leaders, it is not surprising to see the same sentiment being 

carried over to the organization. One participant described the phenomenon of feeling 
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like they could not rely on the organization to support them if they needed it, creating a 

“toxic” environment that prevents the leader from supporting their employees:   

There’s a lot of pressure on leaders, and they’re not always given the help that 
 they need from the organization. You need a community that’s there to help you 
 as inevitably, you’re going to fall and someone needs to help you stand back up. 
 And sometimes you need to fall and realize that that situation is not the right 
 leadership situation for you, because it’s toxic. And you will not be able to 
 support your people appropriately if you continue to stay in that situation. [P400; 
 Man, 36 years old, 9 years as leader, 13 direct reports] 
 

Leaders described an incredibly lonely experience as it relates to their role within 

the workplace, given that they felt they lacked a “community” to fall on if they made 

mistakes or needed support. This is particularly important given that, as described earlier, 

leaders are having to figure out their leadership role “on the fly” [P81], which may entail 

making mistakes throughout the learning process. However, leaders did not feel safe to 

have such missteps because they did not feel supported. Beyond broad organizational 

support, some leaders elaborated on feeling a disconnect between resources the 

organization was willing to provide, and what they actually need:  

Managers are the backbone of your organization, but very rarely do companies 
 really fully enable them to do what they need to do. And unfortunately, my 
 company is no different in that regard. I think there are some resources, but not 
 the kind of key resources we need, at least at a systemic level, to help us face the 
 day-to-day challenges of supporting our employees. [P150; Woman, 44 years old, 
 2 years as leader, 1 direct report] 

 
This may suggest that there is a gap in communication between leaders and the 

larger organization, such that the organization may not have a clear picture of what the 

leaders are actually doing and therefore what they need to succeed in their role. As the 

organization was not providing adequate resources, the same leader participant described 
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having to go out of their way to ask other individuals in the organization for help. 

However, even being proactive in seeking out resources was still met with a lack of 

support: 

I straight up asked our HR VP “Hey, do you have any resources?” When I first 
 became a manager, “do you have any resources that’ll help me?” She was like, 
 “sure.” And then I never heard anything. Well, it doesn’t look like I’m going to 
 get anything. [P150; Woman, 44 years old, 2 years as leader, 1 direct report] 

 
Leaders generally felt thwarted given that their efforts to support the organization 

were not reciprocated. One leader expressed enduring years of frustration and defeat from 

this lack of support, forcing them to step back from their role and exhibit less 

commitment to the organization, which should be especially concerning given the 

essential value of leaders in organizational and employee success:  

I have felt very, very frustrated for a very long time, and sadly, honestly, the 
 organization I’m with, lost a very long time ago, my best capacity, my 
 willingness to put 100 percent into my role. [P260; Woman, 54 years old, 4 years 
 as a leader, 1 direct report] 
 
 Overall, this emerging theme alludes to the breakage of the embedded hierarchical 

support structure within organizations. Specifically, leaders reflected on the experience of 

needing to be a provider of support when they are rarely the recipient of such support –

either from their own leader or the organization as a whole. As participants describe, this 

phenomenon causes an obstruction in the necessary trickle-down of resources in a 

traditionally structured organization. Illustratively, if a leader does not support their 

leader employee, this may cause a disruption in the flow of support to lower levels of the 

organization, making it less likely that employees at the frontline receive support. This 

theme is aligned with previous theorizations and empirical research on support as a 
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resource in the workplace (Kossek et al., 2022; Straub, 2012), yet the nuances of leaders 

being providers of support, but not recipients, is often overlooked in support literature. 

Thus, it seems to be the case that many workplace leaders are providing support out of a 

place of deficiency and isolation –in other words, leaders are pouring out of an empty 

cup.  

Theme #2: Navigating multi-role/multi-demand tensions  

Another emergent theme uncovered was that a major barrier to the provision of 

support, from the leader’s perspective, was difficulty navigating tensions between 

competing roles and demands. Specifically, leaders described unique tensions that they 

are experiencing, above and beyond that of non-leader employees. First, leaders were 

confused about whether they should support organizational needs or employee needs, 

particularly in instances where such needs were conflicting. In addition, leaders were 

frustrated because they felt as though they had to choose between fulfilling the 

requirements of their individual contributor role or their supportive role, leaving them to 

abandon one or the other. Overall, participants delved into the intricacies of their role as a 

leader in the workplace to describe how such tensions impede their ability to provide 

support to their employees.  

Organization vs. employee needs 

Leaders expressed feeling stuck when deciding whether to support the needs of 

the organization or their employees when such needs were at odds with one another. In 

comparison to a non-leader employee, leaders are unique in that supporting employees 

and supporting organizational goals are both components of their position and 
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performance yet can often be in contention. One leader succinctly captures this tension by 

providing an example of a time they had difficulty navigating whether to support an 

employee’s nonwork need (i.e., eldercare) or meet the needs of the organization: 

My employee has had especially difficult conversations with her parents lately 
 who are aging and she is trying to manage her time between supporting her 
 parents and giving them the attention and time that they need. They live about 
 three hours from our [workplace]. It was an especially busy time when we were 
 just getting started so it was also a time when she really needed to be here, but she 
 also just as a person needed to be home with her family and her aging parents. So, 
 yeah, it was difficult to navigate that. [P81; Man, 54 years old, 34 years as leader, 
 100 direct reports]  

 
Inherent in this tension is the lack of clarity that leaders may have when it comes 

to what aspects of their job they should prioritize. Leaders found themselves wondering if 

supporting the employee with nonwork needs, such as providing flexibility or time off 

due to eldercare demands, would cause their own performance to suffer given that the 

leader was also responsible for ensuring that their team is meeting organizational 

expectations. Participants suggest that, without a clear and supportive messaging from the 

organization about supporting work-family issues, leaders may experience dissonance 

between their role in fulfilling organizational directives and supporting their employees. 

In fact, leaders were unsure of whether they had permission from the organization to 

support employee nonwork needs and whether they would face punitive consequences if 

they did:  

Sometimes when it comes to a personal life, you need to put the person first and 
 put the  corporation behind them. Like what happens if your employee can’t come 
 to the meeting, but the organizational expectation is that everyone’s at the 
 meeting. How do you navigate that? Because I guarantee other leaders would give 
 very negative feedback to that employee for not making it whereas I’m like “your 
 family comes first like you do what you need to do”. Sometimes I do really 
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 second guess myself. Like am I doing the right thing by the company by being 
 kind of lenient? Does me being okay with them missing work for X, Y, Z or 
 putting sick time for a mental health day, would the company be okay with that or 
 if they actually heard I was doing that, would they criticize me for that? [P82; 
 Woman, 26 years old, 4 years as leader, 20 direct reports]  

 
Notably, leaders often equated support with “leniency”. Participants expressed a 

level of fear and anxiety that providing accommodations to employees for emerging 

nonwork issues, such as a mental health day or sick time, would somehow come back to 

hurt the leader in the future (e.g., criticism from the organization, backlash from other 

leaders). Some leaders even painted this tension as a “battle” such that they are bridging 

the gap between “administration” and the “foot soldiers” [P275; F, 40, 10 years as leader, 

5 employees]. Other leaders referred to this tension as a “sweet spot” that can be arduous 

to identify: 

I find that sometimes it’s really difficult to navigate human behavior or to find 
 that sweet spot of being honest and loving and to be an effective supervisor, to be 
 good at what I do. [P318; Man, 42 years old, 8 years as leader, 5 direct reports] 

 
This leader succinctly described this intense cognitively taxing process that they 

had to participate in when faced with organizational and employee needs that were 

misaligned. It is interesting that participants described this experience as having a cost 

regardless of which need they choose to support. For example, the leader above described 

being “honest and loving” but at the cost of “being an effective supervisor” and “good at 

what [they] do”. This illustrates that leaders are engaging in deep and complex reasoning 

processes such that providing support is at odds with being an “effective” and high-

quality leader. Therefore, there is some level of cognitive misalignment within leaders 
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that support detracts from their ability to successfully perform in the eyes of the 

organization. 

Individual contributor vs. supportive role 
 
 Relatedly, another tension that leaders described is the experience of being forced 

to choose between providing sufficient support to their employees or completing job 

tasks that were unrelated to their supportive role. Interestingly, this tension has been 

largely omitted from research drawing from role theory, leadership, and support. Yet, this 

was a major contention for leaders in this study when asked to describe their capacity to 

support their employees. Specifically, leaders were frustrated and mildly annoyed when 

reflecting on their experience of moving into leadership roles with support expectations 

without shedding any of the responsibilities of an “individual contributor” (i.e., an 

employee who has no direct reports), as one leader noted: 

 Organizations see managers as just managers. It’s like we’re not managers, only 
 most of the time. We’re working managers, meaning we manage, lead, and 
 support, while we also have another 40 hours a week job that we’re doing, and it’s 
 just on top of it. And I don’t think a lot of times that’s taken into consideration 
 when it comes to the workload. [P400; Man, 36 years old, 9 years as leader, 13 
 direct reports] 
 

Leaders in this study consistently suggested that transitioning into a leader role 

was only associated with increase in workload and was rarely coincident with 

readjustment or removal of responsibilities to make high performance an attainable 

objective in either of their roles (i.e., individual contributor or supporter). As a result, 

leaders often felt as though their performance was insufficient and that they were left to 

their own devices when it came to organizing their work tasks. In other words, leaders 
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did not have the capacity to adequately meet expectations in both their individual 

contributor and supporter roles. For example, one participant explained the conflict 

between their leader and individual contributor roles day-to-day and how they felt it 

impacted their performance:  

There are moments where my responsibilities as an individual contributor had to 
 be put aside in order to support my team. So I think that was what I maybe 
 struggled with at those times where it was like, I have this to do, but my first 
 responsibility in managing this team is to make sure they are getting their stuff 
 done and that they’re able to sort their problems through. I could be really focused 
 on something and somebody walks up to my desk or messages me, I’ve got to pay 
 attention to that person in lieu of accomplishing what I need almost 100% of the 
 time. [P292; Man, 41 years old, 8 years as leader, 8 direct reports] 

 
Interestingly, when leaders were probed about this conflict between roles, 

participants described having to abandon one of the roles as a tactic or a coping strategy 

with the goal of meeting performance expectations in at least one role. For example, 

some leaders described how they were more likely to neglect supporting their employees 

to fulfill their responsibilities as an individual contributor:  

My capacity was very limiting, and I feel like I would say neglect. I would say 
 “Sorry I neglected you. I’m right here”. I would neglect them and not 
 intentionally. It’s just at that moment it’s just so much was that for me that it was 
 hard. It was hard for me to be there when they needed me at times. And I admit it. 
 [P55; Woman, 27 years old, 2 years as leader, 5 direct reports] 

 
In fact, of the leaders who discussed putting their support responsibilities “on the 

back burner” [P41], some also indicated that support is often the first responsibility that 

they are willing to drop:  

I think you just have to make [support] a priority, because it’s often the first thing 
 that will go. It’s easy to say I have to make this presentation, or I have to do this 
 expense report. [P89; Woman, 37 years old, 9 years as leader, 8 direct reports] 
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However, leaders differed in whether they were more likely to drop their 

individual contributor role in favor of supporting their employees. In contrast to the 

leaders above, other leaders were interestingly more situated toward prioritizing their 

employee’s needs, making their own tasks come second: 

My performance was affected in the fact that I had to spend a lot more time at 
 work. Meaning that my other job responsibilities, whether it was budgetary 
 or other corporate requirements, were always back burnered. Because of the 
 importance of working with the employees and having the leadership aspect part 
 of it. That was my main focus and so I always dealt with those things first and 
 foremost. And then my other job responsibilities always took the back burner. 
 [P41; Man, 59 years old, 35 years as leader, 25 direct reports] 
 
 Regardless of which role leaders were more willing to drop, leaders consistently 

mourned the lack of opportunity to develop as an individual due to their already limited 

capacity. Leaders described their high workload, particularly the demands related to their 

supportive role, as a substantial barrier to the pursuit of professional development 

opportunities as an individual contributor. Some leaders suggested that they have 

remained “stagnant” [P259; F, 42, 10 years as leader, 30 employees] in their development 

and expressed frustration with their lack of ability to better themselves. This presents a 

significant and concerning obstacle to career advancement for leaders: 

I still have other areas that I want to pursue and gain knowledge in, but sometimes 
 supporting the  needs of my team have prevented me from finding the time to be 
 able to  do that. And I haven’t made that a priority. whether it’s some technical 
 information, some training, just developing myself a little bit. I’ll have to sacrifice 
 some of that. [P43; Man, 47 years old, 11 years as leader, 25 direct reports] 

 
 Overall, an emergent theme of interviews was related to leaders needing to 

navigate tensions between multiple roles and demands. This theme is important as it 

elucidates the complex and intricate mental negotiation that leaders do on a daily basis 
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when determining the extent to which they are able to engage in their supportive role 

without surrendering their responsibilities to the organization and their own personal job 

tasks or career development.  

Theme #3: Importance of the employee  

 Apart from the break in support structure (Theme #1) and difficulty navigating 

tensions (Theme #2), leaders described how their employees’ behaviors often was an 

obstacle in their ability to provide support. Interestingly, leaders tended to approach the 

subject of support from a dyadic perspective, which is in contrast to the predominant top-

down theoretical narrative in the support literature (Guo et al., 2024). Leaders highlighted 

the critical role of the employee in the support provision process, such that employee 

behaviors either enhance or inhibit a leader’s ability to provide sufficient high-quality 

support. Specifically, leaders pinpointed how (a) communication from employees on their 

needs and (b) employee lack of trust and segmentation preferences influenced the degree 

to which they could fulfill expectations related to their supportive role. 

Improved upward communication   

Leaders collectively emphasized how improved upward communication from 

their employees, specifically related to employee nonwork needs, would facilitate the 

support provision process. In contrast to the typical view of support that has placed the 

onus on the leader, leaders in this study suggest that employees have a critical role in 

whether or not support is provided. When thinking about this theme in combination with 

the themes described previously, leaders hesitantly mentioned strategies how employees 

can ease the cognitive load leaders carry, on top of everything else on their plate. 
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Specifically, leaders desired improved communication from employees to facilitate the 

exchange of information that could guide the leader to provide better support, as one 

participant describes: 

I feel like better communication from them [the employees] would help me guide 
 them better because if you’re suppressing thoughts and ideas and it really makes it 
 difficult. I’m not a mind reader, so I want to help, but I need that information. I 
 need data to make informed decisions. [P48; Man, 37 years old, 3 years as leader, 
 12 direct reports] 

 
A particular scenario that leaders struggled to navigate was when an employee’s 

performance quality was suffering, yet the employee was not communicative that they 

were experiencing conflict between work and nonwork demands in the first place:   

 I went through discussion with one of my employees just a few weeks ago, who 
 has been very challenging to work with lately. Once we sat them down and had a 
 really long good discussion with them, they acknowledged it, and they felt like 
 they were being difficult to work with, and making other people not want to work 
 with them. At the bottom of it all, they said they had a lot going on in their 
 personal life and they were struggling. They  said, “I’m sorry, but I’m probably 
 bringing it to work”. So, after talking to me for a while, they did say, “Yeah, I 
 feel a lot better, and I think I just need to talk to you more frequently”. Okay, 
 that’s what it takes. Do it. We’re available. [P43; Man, 47 years old, 11 years as 
 leader, 25 direct reports]  
 
 This leader brings specific attention to the fact that employees often wait to 

communicate until it is too late, suggesting that some employees may be hesitant to tell 

leaders about why their performance is suffering and request support. Although it is the 

leader’s responsibility to create an environment where employees feel comfortable to 

request support, these particular leaders describe wanting employees to tell them what is 

going on but feeling exasperated that employees were not communicating, resulting in 

the leader needing to expend extra cognitive and emotional resources to read between the 
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lines. Specifically, leaders explained that they had to provide reactive support because of 

a lack of employee communication, when they would have rather provided proactive 

support to prevent the employee from having to struggle as well as having to deal with 

the repercussions of a decline in performance on their team: 

 I’ve asked like, “Hey, what happened like this was supposed to get done like, 
 what? Yeah, what happened?” And then they would just say “I’m sorry. Maybe I 
 should have told you that” so having more of like sometimes they just needed to 
 communicate more with me, cause at times it turns out that a person was 
 struggling longer than I would have wanted them to and at times I wish that they 
 could have just expressed that sooner. [P55; Woman, 27 years old, 2 years as 
 leader, 5 direct reports]  
 

Although leaders described being unable to provide support due to a lack of 

communication, participants in this study also described how a presence of 

communication –specifically feedback –actually enabled them to provide support. 

Leaders emphasized how informal feedback from employees was particularly useful in 

understanding the state of their performance as it relates to support provision. One leader 

happily described how receiving employee feedback allowed them to adjust support 

behaviors to better meet the needs of their employees: 

I think my direct reports have done a really great job of holding up a mirror to me 
 about what they need from me, so that they can be more successful. They’ve been 
 very forward in giving me feedback on how I can improve in that area. It’s that 2-
 way communication of what can I do differently, so that they can feel supported. 
 [P89; Woman, 37 years old, 9 years as leader, 8 direct reports] 

 
Thus, participant leaders believe that employee communication –specifically 

information exchange and feedback –is a critical bottom-up resource that would improve 

the leader’s ability to provide higher-quality support and subsequently, increase 

employee perceptions of such support. This is contradictory to the typical top-down 
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approach of science and practice related to support provision. These narratives suggest 

that leaders do not exist within a vacuum such that the behaviors exhibited by employees 

can determine the extent to which a leader can provide support. In sum, these leaders call 

attention to support provision as dyadic process that involves two key players –the leader 

and the employee.  

Employee lack of trust and segmentation preferences 

 A related yet distinct facet of employee communication that leaders regularly 

identified was employee trust. Research has shown that employees may prefer to have 

integration between their work and nonwork lives, whereas others may prefer to keep 

their work and nonwork lives separate (i.e., “segmentation”; Marescaux et al., 2020). 

Leaders reflected on trust as it relates to employee boundary preferences as a unique 

barrier to providing nonwork support. In other words, leaders felt that employees who 

were more open or vulnerable allowed them to provide better support compared to 

employees who were more closed off or distrustful. Employee segmentation preferences 

and trust level may become a burden to the leader when, as one participant describes, 

nonwork issues begin to spillover to the workplace:  

A big problem is when people are not vulnerable about [nonwork], but it’s clearly 
 affecting their work. That’s really problematic, because I can’t necessarily ask or 
 know to ask or want to pinpoint that for somebody. But then you’re like, “Okay, 
 something’s going on, and I don’t know what it is, and you’re missing work a lot, 
 or you’re not able to focus”. It’s just very hard to feel in the dark about that stuff 
 because it creates a barrier. So yeah, I think disclosing more to your supervisors is 
 better. [P250; Woman, 43 years old, 10 years a leader, 2 direct reports] 

 
In this scenario, the leader describes the complexities in dealing with employees 

who take more of a segmentation approach to their work and nonwork life. The leader 
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explains how they have to tease apart what is going on in an employee’s nonwork life 

that is impacting their performance, but doing so runs the risk of overstepping an 

employee’s established boundaries. Leaders in this study consistently expressed desire 

for increased employee trust/vulnerability as it relates to support requests, as employee 

nonwork issues can impact work performance, regardless of the employee’s boundary 

preferences. This can create challenges for the leader to navigate because they must 

balance being respectful of an employee’s boundaries or addressing the obvious need for 

support, as one leader describes: 

 Trust is huge. I wish more employees were open. The more open an employee 
 was, the better the long-term relationship seemed to be. Like there are some 
 people that don’t want to bring that [nonwork] into the workplace, but it’s 
 impossible not to. I think her being open really helped us find that balance. [P292; 
 Man, 41 years old, 8 years as leader, 8 direct reports] 
 
 Some leaders even described the tension they feel when having to push against a 

segmentation boundary to provide necessary support, but losing trust as a result and 

further exacerbating the problem. Thus, leaders are forced to perform this intricate dance 

between doing their job and maintaining relationships with their employees, as one leader 

describes:  

 Sometimes you know you need to do the right thing and that’s what you’re trying 
 to do. But if that person’s holistically not susceptible to it, then you can kind of 
 push them away more than you can gain an ally or gain their respect or trust. 
 [P88; Woman, 36 years old, 7 years as leader, 74 direct reports]  
 

Thus, by emphasizing the leader’s perspective, we dissected two key employee-

centric resources that leaders believe would be conducive to their performance in their 
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supportive role, thereby emphasizing both the leader and the employee as active 

participants in the relationship-building and support-provision process.  

Theme #4: Leader tenure 

Participants in this study seemed to suggest that the length of time they had been a 

leader played a role in how well they were able to support their employees. The leaders in 

the present study had a wide range of tenures (i.e., 2 to 35 years) with the average leader 

tenure being 11.9 years (SD = 9.01). Leaders indicated that the length of time in which 

they have been a leader contributed substantially to their subjective evaluations of how 

easy it is to navigate their role as a support provider. Specifically, leaders believed that 

they were better able to tailor their support to employees as they gained experience and 

became aware of what types of support individual employees need:  

I kind of changed the way I was supporting people based on experience. When I 
started I was young and not aware of everything you could provide for a team. It 
made me change a lot, like taking care of my employees a little more. Not that I 
was not taking care of them before. But way more now. [P57; Woman, 51 years 
old, 30 years as leader, 12 employees]  
 
Apart from awareness, other leaders believed that experience in a leader position 

granted them the skill to separate themselves from their employee’s situation that was 

requiring support. Interestingly, participants seemed to suggest that separation or distance 

from employee needs was a beneficial skill in providing support. This seems 

contradictory as one might think that being closer to the employee issue begets better 

support, yet leaders believed that detaching was actually the key because their own 

feelings, thoughts, or past experiences did not drive the way they supported their 

employees. One leader described even being able to better handle the emotional toll of 
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support through detachment as a specific strategy, particularly as they progressed in their 

tenure as a leader: 

I think I’ve honed support skills over the years. The more I mature as a leader and 
know when to just let things go, or make sure I’m not channeling my feelings, and 
just putting what I think aside, not necessarily in a situation, but like just not 
getting caught up in scenarios. [P88; Woman, 32 years old, 7 years as leader, 74 
direct reports] 
 
Some leaders noted a revaluation of priorities throughout their tenure as a specific 

way that allowed them to be more supportive of their employee’s nonwork needs, 

compared to when they were an emerging leader. Specifically, participants seemed to 

suggest that pride was an initial barrier in their ability to provide support when they were 

a new leader, indicating that new leaders may be more rigid or strict when it comes to 

providing nonwork support. However, once leaders had enough experience under their 

feet, they felt their values shift from being work-oriented to life-oriented, based on what 

they believed to be most important. This came across in how willing they were to be 

flexible with or attentive to employee nonwork needs, as one leader described: 

I’ve learned how to just say, it’s just a job. You know, like, it’s okay. So I had to 
 reset that. It took me a long time to reset that. And when I feel myself going down 
 that, oh my God, I’m like, wait a minute, what’s important? There’s a girl in my 
 team whose family’s is struggling, so I say your health is more important. I look 
 out the window and it’s sunny. Like I have to like reset my wheels, but it’s a long 
 time to do that because you have professional pride or at least I do. [P78; Woman, 
 58 years old, 10 years as a leader, 6 direct reports] 

 
Taking a step back, this theme is a bit contradictory to assumptions that as leaders 

gain tenure, they become more distant from their employee’s needs, and therefore 

provide worse support. These narratives about tenure are also inconsistent to the first 

theme found (i.e., support structure breakdown) which suggests that leaders feel their 
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leader (who likely has longer tenure) is unsupportive. This may indicate that leaders gain 

experience and improve their supportive behaviors over time, but may plateau at a given 

point in their tenure if they are guided by the assumption that their employees (who are 

likely leaders themselves) are “fine” as mentioned in Theme #1. Overall, leaders tended 

to reflect on their experiences as a new leader and supporting their employees as 

something that was really hard, demanding, awkward, and confusing. Yet, leaders 

suggested that over time, they were able to settle into their supportive role and engage in 

such behaviors with ease either from increased awareness, acquisition of skills, or 

reevaluation of priorities. For this reason, it is important to consider this in the context of 

the findings of the present study, as different demands and resources may be more 

effective and salient for newly appointed workplace leaders when considering the support 

provision process.  

Theme #5: Health and well-being impairment   

 Apart from the contextual barriers leaders described experiencing in relation to 

their support responsibilities, an emerging theme highlighted the potential toll that their 

supportive role can have on leader health and well-being. Broadly, leaders in this study 

felt as though the care and concern for employees that they demonstrated through 

supportive behaviors carried over into the leader’s nonwork life and impacted their health 

and well-being. Participants suggest that leaders can be set apart from the non-leader 

employee because they describe focal point of their stress as stemming from their role in 

supporting employee struggles. One leader describes how their supportive role causes 

stress: 
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I talk about it with my partner at home. Like “this is what’s going on at work. So-
 and-so  is really struggling with something” and I explain my role in that. I don’t 
 like the fact that it’s creating stress for them. And then it in turn creates stress for 
 me. [P81; Man, 54 years old, 34 years as leader, 100 direct reports] 

 
Leaders in this study described the emotionality of providing support as 

“draining” and a “downside” of their supportive role [P206; Woman, 54 years old, 4 

years as leader, 1 direct report]. Some leaders even mentioned that supporting their team 

had a particular toll on their mental health, to the point that it was noticeable to those 

around them, as one leader describes: 

Supporting my team definitely drained my mental health. It impacted my mental 
 health to a point where my family was concerned for me for sure. My family was 
 pretty much like, “Yeah, no, you’re not okay. You’re not healthy. This job is too 
 much. You should consider other things.” [P55; Woman, 27 years old, 2 years as 
 leader, 5 direct reports] 
 

Apart from leaders acknowledging that support had a broad impact on their 

physical and mental health and well-being, leaders consistently described two specific 

health-impairing phenomena: (a) sleep loss coincident with support-related worry and (b) 

the consequences of empathy.  

Support-related worry and sleep deficiency  

 One recurring health-impairment theme that leaders noted was an increase in 

worry related to the leader’s supportive demands and their subsequent experiences with 

sleep deficiency (e.g., loss of hours of sleep or restlessness throughout the night) as a 

result. Specifically, leaders described worrying about what struggles their employees are 

enduring, how to solve them, and anticipating future challenges they may face when 

attempting to support their employees adequately. Some leaders described that these 
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worries would be so tormenting that their mind would attempt to solve problems in their 

head while sleeping:   

 If something has come up with an employee issue, then I’ll probably not sleep so 
 well. I’ll work at night in my head. When you care about your employees, things 
 will keep you up at night. [P88; Woman, 36 years old, 7 years as leader, 74 
 direct reports] 
 

Leaders mentioned that they would worry or have higher rates of anxiety when 

they felt unsure about how to provide support for a specific employee issue. Participants 

suggested the engaging in worry as a negative coping mechanism for when they have 

difficulties fulfilling their supportive role. For example, one leader describes 

experiencing worry/anxiety with regard to the resolution of an employee need and 

subsequent impacts to their sleep: 

I think that when I think about my own well-being and sleep in particular, my 
 sleep is disrupted when I have anxiety about an [employee issue] I have to address 
 or don’t know how to solve. Sometimes it’s more about what I internally don’t  
 know how to do. Or maybe I’m concerned. That’s when it starts to impact my 
 own sleep. [P86; Woman, 48 years old, 10 years as leader, 2 direct reports] 
 
 Indeed, leaders described that worry had a central role in their sleep health. 

Specifically, leader felt providing support and anticipating support needs were a 

substantial obstacle in their ability to get healthy sleep given that they would be 

relentlessly concerned about how to support those who they care about –their employees. 

Leaders expressed that support-related worry, specifically in the evenings and early 

morning, would be the biggest contributor to their lack of sleep because they were unable 

to turn their mind off, as one participant details: 

If I wake up at two o’clock or three o’clock in the morning, the gears start turning 
 and what I need to do today, who’s hurting, how can I help? And it’s tough for me 
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 to turn  that off as soon as it’s on, it’s just like it’s on. Now, I may lay there for a 
 little bit, but typically  I get up, get a cup of coffee and start processing how I can 
 be effective and supportive today. [P79; Man, 53 years old, 13 years as leader, 8 
 direct reports] 
 

Overall, the leaders in this study describe worry as a consequence for taking on 

their employee’s burdens due to the care and concern they must demonstrate to be good 

supportive leaders. Some leaders described the inherent emotional nature of providing 

support as the reason for why they are restless throughout the night. It is interesting to 

note that some leaders believed this was the most challenging part of their role as a leader 

given that the nature of their role is rooted in both work and nonwork and therefore 

carries more emotion than tasks that are solely just work-related and has more potential to 

bleed into their nonwork life.  

That is actually the biggest challenge of my role. Everything is both professional 
 and personal. When it hits [an employee issue], it can be high emotion. And 
 definitely, it’s the kind of thing that keeps me up at night. [P244; Woman, 47 
 years old, 14 years as leader, 2 direct reports] 

 
Thus, leaders spotlight a particularly unique phenomenon of support-related 

worry, such that they are unable to detach and escape from their employee’s struggles at 

the end of the workday. Specifically, leaders were spending time and effort in their 

nonwork life trying to solve the problems of their employees because they felt 

responsibility for easing employee struggles. In the end, leaders believed that their sleep 

suffered due to the worry stemming from extreme levels of care and concern they held 

for their employees.  

Empathy takes a toll  
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 Relatedly, the participants of this study collectively expressed that having 

empathy when providing support can actually take a toll. This is particularly interesting 

because empathy is generally thought to be a positive quality, yet leaders in this study 

emphasized the cost of having empathy for their employees, as one participant describes: 

I think when you open yourself up to being empathic towards a number of people, 
 the cost is that you are exposed to the human condition in a lot of ways. When 
 you hear the worst days of people on your team, day in and day out, it can take a 
 toll on you. When they take that “risk” to connect with me, and tell me about what 
 matters to them, I have empathy for them. And I care about them deeply, I want 
 them to live healthy and fulfilling lives. And if they’re not getting a chance to do 
 that, I think that can weigh on my heart a little bit. I’ve had to see my staff mourn, 
 grieve, struggle with loss, or with let  down and disappointment. That can be 
 really difficult, that certainly weighs on my heart, or can sit in my mind. [P318; 
 Man, 42 years old, 8 years as leader, 5 direct reports] 

 
  As this leader describes, they feel as though their employees emotionally charged 

nonwork struggles, such as grief or loss, is something that they “risk” also experiencing 

when they have empathy for their employees through the development on high-quality 

dyadic relationships. One participant describes how their employees are  “an extension of 

them” and therefore the leader almost experiences the same emotions or struggles that 

their employees are experiencing: 

When people were bringing, like their personal aspect of things like if they’re in a 
 negative mindset, then it would impact my mindset like we’ve kind of talked 
 about before. It’s kinda hard to ignore that or to focus on my job when there’s 
 stressors impacting other parts of the team. Because in a way, they’re just an 
 extension of me so if they’re not doing well, then I kind of feel it as well. [P55; 
 Woman, 27 years old, 2 years as leader, 5 direct reports] 

 
Inherently, empathy requires caring deeply for another person which, as leaders 

described, can enhance the personal nature of providing support to their employees. One 

participant even describes experiencing their own heavy emotional event as a result of 
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their employee’s intense nonwork struggles, suggesting that leaders may be experiencing 

high levels of stress because they want to help resulting in them taking on their 

employee’s heavy emotions: 

You take it so personally. I actually had an employee that, back at the height of 
 COVID, her husband got COVID and was like in the hospital for like three weeks 
 and almost died. And I cried. I literally cried and I’m like this is impacting my life 
 even though it’s not my life. Like you’re my people and like I care about and 
 want to help you and your health and well-being and it kind of drags into my day. 
 So, it’s definitely hard…like their stressors and their downfalls, it really sticks 
 with you. [P82; Woman, 26 years old, 4 years as leader, 20 direct reports] 

 
The same leader describes having to walk a fine line between wanting to care and 

support their employees but having to take a step back in order to develop a protective 

shield so that their employee struggles have less of an impact on their personal life: 

I had an employee that lost their partner a few months ago and they have been 
 struggling now at work. And they called me crying about, you know, being  
 alone on the holidays. And I’m like, I can’t drive up there and be with there on the 
 holidays. It just breaks your heart sometimes. And sometimes they just need 
 someone to listen to. So, I try to just remember that I can’t be their personal life 
 support all the  time. I just try to balance because can’t let it impact my personal 
 life like that anymore. [P82].   
 
 Most leaders were cognizant that empathy is necessary to provide high-quality 

support but also are aware that it can come at a cost. Participants seemed to suggest that 

this left them in somewhat of a “Catch-22” situation, such that they must have empathy 

for their employees to be a good leader but empathy opens them up to absorb their 

employee’s negative experiences and weigh heavily on the leader. As such, leaders were 

confused and had difficulty finding that balance in protecting employees versus 

protecting themselves : 
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 I don’t think you can supply meaningful and true support without taking some 
 burden on from another person. Like you have to be empathetic to really provide 
 support. You can’t be sympathetic. That’s not gonna do anything. It can be 
 belittling to take on some of that burden of whatever that support is. And if you 
 take on too much, you get weighed down, and it kinda goes back to that thing. If 
 you can’t take care of yourself as a human, you can’t take care of others. So you 
 have to find that balance of how much you take. You can manage it and then give 
 back in a way that helps them move forward with whatever situation they’re 
 needing support with. [P400; Man, 36 years old, 9 years as leader, 13 direct 
 reports] 

 
As such, leaders described a potential contingency to the benefits of empathy by 

tapping into the leader’s perspective on support. Specifically, many leaders reflected on 

the toll of feeling deep empathy for their employees when providing support, particularly 

for negative nonwork experiences such as loss or illness. Overall, this theme 

demonstrates how workplace leaders, particularly those who are highly empathetic, may 

be experiencing a decline in their health and well-being as a result of the support 

provision process.  

Theme #6: Motivating leader appraisals of support 

 Although leaders identified potential costs of their supportive role, as highlighted 

in Theme #4, participants in this study still retained a positive and driven perspective of 

the support provision process. In other words, providing support may harm the leader, it 

may also benefit them. Interestingly, the initial research question that drove this study 

was focused solely on the capacity of leaders to provide support yet surprisingly, leaders 

were also excited to discuss their desire to provide support despite their limited capacity. 

Leaders described feeling positive about and fulfilled by their supportive role because of 

the opportunity to see employee successes as their own. Leaders also engaged in a mental 
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cost-benefit analysis to determine that overall, providing support and seeing positive 

payoffs made the associated costs worth it.   

Deriving personal success from employee success  
 
 Leaders in this study illustrated that they are able to derive positive benefits and a 

personal sense of fulfillment from employee successes that are a result of the leader’s 

supportive behaviors. Undeniably, leaders believed support provision was in line with 

their overarching and individual goal to make progress in their performance as a 

supporter as well as improve the situations of their employees. When asked how they 

viewed their role in supporting employees, one leader energetically described how 

support is an avenue to achieve success as a leader, given that they believed employee 

success represents their own: 

The measure of success for a true leader is the fruit, is the outcome, is the product. 
 If my people are thriving, I’m a great leader. [P79; Man, 53 years old, 13 years 
 as leader, 8 direct reports] 

 
Some leaders described situations in which employees were struggling in their 

personal life and having troubles at work as a result. However, through providing 

support, they were able to see the employee’s situation improve and then felt rewarded by 

having a role in that success. One leader describes this experience: 

You know, I can remember a few people who were having challenging personal 
 lives and bringing it to work and their work wasn’t going well. Their  
 performance is way down and I was able to work with them to help them get 
 through certain things and you see them begin to perform at a high level again. 
 Super rewarding. [P41; Man, 59 years old, 35 years as leader, 25 direct reports] 
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Even if leaders were not able to fully improve an employee’s situation, they were 

able to still derive value from even attempting to provide support, as one leader 

describes: 

I really want this stage of my career to not just be about money and nuts and bolts, 
 but bringing value, bringing the next generation forward, even the employee that 
 is not going to stay at this company. I’ve taught them a lot. I’ve taught them a lot 
 of how to use this as a wakeup call and do better at the next gig. And I think that’s 
 great. [P90; Man, 63 years old, 20 years as leader, 5 direct reports] 

 
Relatedly, leaders went beyond just improving their employee’s situations within 

the organization. It was interesting to hear that leaders were not bound by their 

commitment to promote organizational success, such that they also found motivation in 

supporting their employee broadly so that the employee can be successful in their lives as 

well as other organizations, should the employee choose to move on:  

I think it’s really satisfying to see people hone skills that they didn’t have before 
 or learn things that they didn’t know or continue to pursue subjects that they’re 
 interested in that they might not otherwise have been able to pursue just because 
 of my support. It’s pretty amazing to see people develop like that. And even if 
 they don’t want a career on my team, or if they don’t want to stay in this position 
 for 10 years, that’s fine. I’m still here to help them develop their career in the 
 ways that they want to develop. [P91; Man, 30 years old, 2 years as a leader, 3 
 direct reports] 

 
The leader above illustrates that providing support may be more intrinsic and 

personal compared to extrinsic and for the purpose of the leader’s performance as it exists 

within the organizational setting. Participants seems to suggest that, although there are 

associated costs to providing support, leaders may be particularly motivated to engage in 

supportive behaviors if they are guided by the assumption that supporting an employee’s 

success in their work and nonwork life is their own success, as one leader describes: 
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The upsides for me, just seeing people flourish and realizing that they are so much 
 more capable than they think they are. When I can help unlock that in another 
 person and make them realize that you are smart, and you do know what you’re  
 doing. And you have so much to add, not only to this organization, but the world. 
 That’s what is an upside for me. [P400; Man, 36 years old, 9 years as leader, 13 
 direct reports] 
 
 Overall, these insights provided by leaders call attention to a potential cognitive 

framework that motivates leaders to continue providing support behaviors. Namely, 

leaders in this study were motivated and derive positive benefits from seeing employee 

successes and attributing such achievements to their own personal support behaviors. As 

one leader describes: “one of the most wonderful things you could do is to create a flower 

bed and allow your employees to grow” [P318; Man, 42 years old, 8 years as leader, 5 

employees]. 

Positive cognitive appraisals 

As seen in the quotes above, leaders were aware of the costs associated with 

providing support but also acknowledged that they were able to obtain benefits such as 

feelings of fulfillment when providing support had a successful outcome. However, apart 

from deriving success from employees, leaders were often reasoning through a nuanced 

cost-benefit mental analysis when considering whether participating in the support 

provision process is worth the associated costs (e.g., effort, time, stress).  

 I absolutely love supporting my employees. But can you see my hair? There’s less 
 of it and it’s changed colors. So, there’s a price to everything. And that’s where 
 you have to really weigh, is it worth the cost? Because it’s... stressful. [P79; Man, 
 53 years old, 13 years as leader, 8 direct reports] 
 

Participants seem to suggest that leaders may be faced with deciding between 

their own health, well-being, and productivity and supporting their employees. However, 
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what is most interesting is that, regardless of the costs, leaders in this sample still retained  

positive cognitive appraisals about the support provision process. More specifically, 

leaders pondered their supportive role as having embedded sacrifices, but that such 

sacrifices were indeed “worth it” [P88; F, 36, 7 years as leader, 74 employees], as one 

participant described: 

I love my people. I love everybody that I get to work with and if they’re 
 struggling, I want to help get them to a good point. It takes a toll on you, but I 
 think that’s okay. I think that’s a sacrifice that I’m willing to make. [P79; Man, 53 
 years old, 13 years as leader, 8 direct reports] 

 
 Some participants noted specific costs, such as losing time to work on other tasks 

(as noted in Theme #2), but ultimately, leaders still believe the associated gains made it 

worth the effort: 

Supporting them probably pulled me away from some stuff that I needed to get 
 done, or it might have forced me to open up my laptop a few times at night during 
 the week. But to me, it felt like such a valuable thing. And I want my legacy as a 
 supervisor to be full of thoughtful ways to show my team that I see them. So, it 
 doesn’t it doesn’t feel like a sacrifice, or it doesn’t feel like an impedance. [P318; 
 Man, 42 years old, 8 years as leader, 5 direct reports] 
 
 As demonstrated above, leaders generally went beyond personal gains as a result 

of support to express their inherent desire to see their employees succeed in their personal 

and professional lives. Although there are embedded personal gains to employee 

achievements for a leader (e.g., performance, retention), leaders in this study were instead 

driven to provide support by forming meaningful connections with their employees, 

seeing them grow, and improving their current situation –even if it came at a cost.  

I enjoy [supporting my employees]. It’s also challenging at times but I think I  
 enjoy it. Yeah, I enjoy being able to help develop others. Help guide them through 
 challenging situations. Enjoy seeing people grow, you know. I generally enjoy it. 
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 But managing people sometimes can be very difficult. [P43; Man, 47 years old, 
 11 years as leader, 25 direct reports]  

 
Overall, the narratives about support provided by leaders in this study 

demonstrate that leaders generally appraise support as a positive job demand and feel 

particularly motivated by the success of their employees, even if it may have some 

downsides.  

Discussion 

The overarching goal of the present study was to guide the support literature 

toward a more holistic approach by building an initial understanding of the support 

provision process from the leader’s (i.e. provider) perspective. Specifically, thematic 

analysis of 32 interviews with self-identified leaders in the U.S. revealed six emerging 

themes. These themes shed light on how to improve workplace contexts to facilitate 

support provision, how and why support –as a specific relational leader behavior –

impacts the leader themselves, and broadly, how leaders are appraising the supportive 

function of their role. In the next section, I draw from Straub (2012) and Kossek and 

colleagues’ (2022) frameworks of support provision to identify points of alignment and 

deviation as it relates to the broader research questions of the present study. See Figure 4 

for a depiction of how the identified themes correspond to the different entities that a 

leader is situated within (i.e., the organization, the leader’s leader, the leader’s 

employees) as a way to demonstrate the unique enmeshment of a leader’s position within 

various contexts as well as the different multi-level tensions that are experienced by 

leaders.  
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What is facilitating or inhibiting a leader’s ability to provide support? 

 The first research question of the present study was aimed at exploring the 

potential barriers or resources that leaders believe play a role in their ability to provide 

effective support. As such, Theme #1: Support structure breakdown, Theme #2: 

Navigating multi-role/multi-demand tensions, and Theme #3: Importance of the 

employee, and Theme #4: Leader tenure answer the first research question as each theme 

draws attention to key factors at differing levels that can impede or facilitate a leader’s 

support provision.  

Theme #1: Support structure breakdown drew attention to the importance of a 

healthy hierarchical support structure, such that leaders are feeling as though they are 

having to be the provider of support and rarely the recipient. Specifically, leaders 

experienced a lack of support leader as well as the larger organization. Leaders did not 

reap the benefits of support in the workplace and consequently the trickle-down provision 

of support to the leader’s own employees was inhibited. Leaders noted the lack of 

instrumental support (i.e., reactive provision of support for day-to-day management 

needs; Hammer et al., 2009) and emotional support (i.e., perceptions that one is cared for 

or feelings are being considered; Hammer et al., 2009) from their own leaders as a barrier 

to their ability to succeed in their supportive role. Although absent from theory and 

literature on support provision specifically (Kossek et al., 2022; Straub, 2012), this notion 

is supported by resource-based theories in the organizational sciences (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2007; Bakker et al., 2007; Gyu Park et al., 2017; Hobfoll, 1989), which 
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suggest that appreciation and encouragement as a form of support can serve as a resource 

that promotes engagement in one’s job tasks.  

Theme #2: Navigating multi-role/multi-demand tensions dissects the leader’s 

unique liaison positioning between organizational strategy and the day-to-day task of 

supporting employees as a potential barrier to support. This tension that leaders described 

supports the research on the middle management perspective (Wooldridge et al., 2008), 

which highlights how leader’s hierarchical position within the organization allows such 

individuals to function as mediators between the organization’s strategy and day-to-day 

activities (Anicich & Hirsch, 2017; Floyd & Lane, 2000; Major et al., 2008; Major et al., 

2007; Nonaka, 1994). Leaders experienced difficulty detangling which demand –between 

an organizational objective and employee nonwork need –they should fulfill, particularly 

when such demands were at odds with each other. Drawing from research outside of the 

support literature, this theme is in alignment with research that indicates how employees 

are more likely to neglect behaviors that are not explicitly included in their job 

description (i.e., prosocial behaviors; Bindl & Parker, 2011; Ellis et al., 2022; Liang et 

al., 2022; Sluss et al., 2011). Specifically, researchers have noted that a lack of inclusion 

of nonwork-supportive behaviors within formal leader job descriptions and performance 

requirements allows for the potential of leader discretion to flourish and impact the 

provision of support (i.e., Ellis et al., 2022; Hammer et al., 2009). Inherent in this tension 

is the consequence of ambiguous organizational expectations as it relates to supportive 

work-family culture (Major & Lauzun, 2010; Thompson et al., 1999) which refers to 

norms that recognize employees’ nonwork demands and encourage use of work-family 
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policies, permitting leaders to be supportive of resolving conflict between employee work 

and nonwork needs. Previous research has demonstrated that organizational constraints, 

such as the lack of a clear supportive work-family culture driven by top level executives, 

can be a substantial barrier to leaders in adequately resolving the work-family needs of 

their employees (Morganson et al., 2017). In addition, leaders faced conflict when 

deciding whether to make progress on their own tasks as an individual contributor, or 

sacrifice their personal performance to engage in their supportive role as a leader. As 

Kossek and colleagues (2022) note, we know little about how support exists as a task 

within the larger bucket of leader responsibilities as it has been omitted from prior 

theorizations (Straub, 2012) resulting in tensions and leader confusion about what to 

prioritize. Thus, our existing theorizations surrounding support are insufficient at 

capturing the internal struggles that a leader may face when providing support. 

Theme #3: Importance of the employee shifts the predominant perspective of 

support from a top-down approach and captures more of the dyadic (i.e., top-down and 

bottom-up) nuance in the support provision process by identifying behaviors that 

employee engage in that facilitates or prevents support provision. Indeed, the majority of 

literature on leader support behaviors for nonwork demands has drawn from principles of 

Conservation of Resources (COR) theory as a resource-based theoretical framework 

(Hobfoll, 2002; Hobfoll et al., 2018), such that leaders provide resources to employees 

through support behaviors at work (top-down). Interestingly, leaders in this study tended 

to approach the subject of support from a social exchange dyadic perspective (e.g., 

Bagger & Li, 2014; Guo et al., 2024; Rofcanin et al., 2018), in contrast to a resource 
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theoretical framework, when highlighting the resources (i.e., information exchange, 

feedback, trust, segmentation preferences) that could be provided by the employee to 

further enhance their ability to provide high-quality support and subsequently improve 

the exchange relationship. This aligns with Straub’s (2012) conceptualization that LMX 

is a predictor of the extent to which a leader provides support. However, the narratives 

provided by leaders in this study go a step beyond simply quality of the dyadic 

relationship to highlight the need for employees to provide certain resources to the leader 

to enhance their ability to provide support.  

Finally, Theme #4: Leader tenure highlights how leaders believe they get better at 

their supportive role the longer they are a leader. Leader tenure is not a factor that has 

been acknowledged in support literature and theory (Crain & Stevens, 2018; Kossek et 

al., 2022; Straub, 2012), however such findings are in alignment with research that 

suggests employees gain useful knowledge over time that enhances performance (e.g., 

Harris et al., 2012; Schmidt et al., 1986), yet these narratives are at odds with empirical 

research and theorization related to job design and job characteristics theory which 

suggest that employees may become bored, demotivated, or distant from the job content 

the longer they remain in a given position (e.g., Hackman & Oldham, 1980). 

Alternatively, this theme could be supported by socioemotional selectivity theory (SST) 

which suggests that as humans age, they reprioritize their values based on the perception 

of limited time (Carstensen, 2006). More specifically, with age, human motivation 

orientation changes such that we are more affectively motivated by our appreciation for 

the fragility and value of human life rather than individual successes (e.g., knowledge 
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acquisition, career planning), which tends to take priority in a human’s early age 

(Carstensen, 2006). Overall, this theme may align with Theme #1 that suggested leaders 

are not supported by their own leaders and are thus expected to “wing it” when entering 

their first leadership role. As leaders in this study describe, only experience eased the 

discomfort that early leaders experienced in providing support given that resources were 

scant at the beginning of their leadership career. Overall, this theme highlights the need to 

support leaders early on in their tenure to ensure that they have the resources to engage in 

their supportive role.  

How does providing support impact the leaders themselves?  

 For the second research question, I engaged in an initial exploration of how 

leaders were affected by the support provision process. Theme #5: Health and well-being 

impairment and Theme #6: Motivating leader appraisals of support were the two 

emerging themes that addressed this research question.  

In particular, Theme #5: Health and well-being impairment captured two unique 

phenomena related to the support provision process that have the potential to harm a 

leader’s health and well-being. First, leaders were particularly reflective of how work-

related worry in the evening or early morning, such as anticipating or mentally working 

through a resolution to an employee nonwork need, impacted their ability to obtain 

healthy sleep. Our current theorizations largely omit leader outcomes of support such as 

worry or sleep (Crain & Stevens, 2018; Kossek et al., 2022; Straub, 2012), yet previous 

empirical research has linked repetitive thought, defined as “perseverative, intrusive 

activation of cognitive representations of stressful events or negatively valanced affect”, 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

176 

p. 201; Pillai & Drake, 2015), to sleep disturbances and impairment (Lancee et al., 2017; 

Takano et al., 2012; Tutek et al., 2020). For example, if an individual is more susceptible 

to worrying during the nighttime, they are more likely to experience trouble with falling 

or staying asleep, restlessness throughout the night, and focusing on or completing tasks 

in the daytime due to sleepiness (Marques et al., 2016; Tutek et al., 2020; Yu et al., 

2011). In addition, leaders noted that their empathy toward employee needs, although 

necessary for support, can actually have a toll on the leader given that they feel they take 

some of the employee’s burden upon themselves. Empathy (i.e., emotional response to 

another’s hardship or shared suffering; Davis, 1980; Singer & Klimecki, 2014) has long 

been considered a key mechanism for leaders to develop high-quality relationships with 

their employees (Cropanzano et al., 2017; Mahsud et al., 2010), is necessary to be 

perceived as a sufficient or transformational leader (Barling et al., 2000; Kellett et al., 

2002; Sadri et al., 2011), and is critical for providing effective emotional support 

(Hammer et al., 2011; House, 1981; Langford et al., 1997; Longmire & Harrison, 2018; 

Mathieu et al., 2019; Yoon & Thye, 2000). Thus, the majority of leader support research 

has focused on how empathy is a positive mechanism for leaders to show care and 

concern about their employees and derive positive benefits (Zivkovic et al., 2022), but 

less on how empathy may be a negative mechanism linking support to a decrease in 

leader health and well-being. This theme is also aligned with empirical research on 

emotional contagion (Barsade et al., 2018), which refers to the tendency for emotions to 

diffuse from one person to another through conscious or unconscious processes and 

physiological responses (Barsade et al., 2018; Hatfield et al., 1994). Research has 
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documented the positive potential for emotional contagion between leaders and 

employees (Barsade et al., 2018), such that leaders can utilize emotional contagion as a 

critical part of transformational and charismatic leadership by promoting positive moods 

in their employees (Cheng et al., 2012; Cherulnik, et al., 2001; Erez et al., 2008). 

However, minimal research has examined bottom-up emotional contagion, spreading 

from the employee to the leader via support processes. Overall, this theme urges 

scientists to begin considering the nuances of support provision and how it can impact the 

provider. 

Another identified theme, Theme #6: Motivating leader appraisals of support, 

details how leaders generate positive feelings vicariously through employee triumphs. 

Leaders felt as though engaging the support provision process was rewarding and allowed 

them to derive a sense of achievement and professional performance from their 

employees’ successes. Given that investigations and theorizations into motivating 

mechanisms of support or leader outcomes of the support process have been scant, 

particularly within support provision theorizations (Crain & Stevens, 2018; Kossek et al., 

2022; Straub, 2012), we know relatively little about how leaders may benefit. A small 

line of literature has begun to examine subjective occupational success (i.e., “positive and 

meaningful work events that are related to work goals and one’s working behavior and 

which are salient for the individual in terms of subjective goal attainment or reasonable 

goal progress”; Grebner et al., 2010, p. 70; Richter-Killenberg & Volmer, 2022) as a 

resource that can generate positive outcomes (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), such as 

improved health and well-being.  
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In particular, prosocial success refers to achievement in improving the situations 

of others. As support provision is both related to a leader’s performance goals and 

improves the situation of their employees (Grebner et al., 2010), leaders are likely to 

experience subjective occupational success and derive positive benefits when they see 

improvements in the employee situations. This concept is aligned with intrinsic 

motivation, which can be defined as an innate human desire to engage in a certain 

behavior for inherent satisfaction or a need for growth and development, suggests that 

perceived fit between a goal and a given activity can promote intrinsic motivation and 

subsequent reengagement in such activities (Deci & Ryan, 2013; Fishback & Woolley, 

2022). However, leaders may also be extrinsically motivated (i.e., desire to engage in 

behaviors for external rewards) if support behaviors are evaluated as part of their formal 

performance at work, which drive bonuses and career advancements. Interestingly, the 

leaders in the present study seemed balanced in whether they were intrinsically and 

extrinsically driven to provide support. Although leaders experienced inherent 

satisfaction with seeing employee growth and development as a result of provided 

support, they also acknowledged employee successes as a large component of their 

performance evaluations which are inevitably tied to external rewards. However, leaders 

did not mention raises or accolades as a primary driver of their decision to provide 

support (potentially due to social desirability bias) which may suggest that the majority of 

leaders in this study were largely intrinsically motivated to engage in the support 

provision process. Overall, this suggests that our current understanding of the support 

provision process is limited, yet there is potential to tap into leaders’ underlying drives to 
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provide support to both mitigate negative outcomes as well as promote positive 

outcomes.  

What are current leader perspectives on the support provision process?  

 Given that the leader’s voice has been relatively scarce when reviewing the 

current state of supervisor support literature, I sought to understand how workplace 

leaders were thinking about their supportive role. Although each identified theme 

provides insights into different facets of the support provision process from the leader’s 

perspective, Theme #6: Motivating leader appraisals of support emphasizes that broadly, 

leaders have positive reflections about the support provision process overall.  

Theme #6 illustrates that, although associated with costs, supporting employees is 

a worthy endeavor. This theory diverges from prior theorizations that omit leader 

motivations and outcomes to provide support by highlighting a unique cost-benefit 

mental analysis that a leader engages in when evaluating the purpose of support (Crain & 

Stevens, 2018; Kossek et al., 2022; Straub, 2012). Drawing from organizational research, 

studies suggest that employees who are higher in psychological capital (i.e., optimism, 

hope, resilience, self-efficacy; Luthans et al., 2007) may have specific resources that 

allow them to have positive cognitive appraisals of a given demand. Past research has 

focused on how the provision of support can increase an employee’s psychological 

capital (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000; Morganson et al., 2014; Voydanoff, 2004). However, 

as suggested by the leaders in the present study, psychological capital may also play a 

role in the leaders’ positive appraisal of support as a specific job demand such that they 

feel more self-efficacious and optimistic when they see their support make a difference. 
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Indeed, past research has demonstrated that in cases when job demands cannot be 

reduced, job resources, such as psychological capital, can act as a buffer of the negative 

relationship between job demands and negative outcomes (e.g., Bakker et al., 2007; 

Bakker & Schaufeli, 2008). Overall, this emerging theme provides insight into potential 

motivating factors driving leaders to engage in support behaviors as well as potential 

ways to improve leader personal resources, such as psychological capital, to promote 

optimistic appraisals among key actors of the support provision process. 

Theoretical Contributions 

The findings of this study offer valuable theoretical implications. Prior theory has 

remained limited on the contextual factors that may play a role in a leader’s ability to 

provide adequate and high-quality support. Of the leader-oriented factors that have been 

theorized and empirically studied (Crain & Stevens, 2018; Kossek et al., 2022; Straub, 

2012), very few have examined the proximal and modifiable context surrounding the 

leader that can influence the degree to which leaders are able to provide support to their 

employees. Due to the well-established benefits of supportive leaders (e.g., Kelloway  & 

Gilbert, 2017; Koch & Binneweis, 2015), I contribute to the support literature by turning 

our focus to the needs of the leader when attempting to promote supportive behaviors in 

the workplace. One of the most critical themes that was uncovered was a support 

structure breakdown. Specifically, leaders in this study expressed feeling a lack of 

support from their own leader as well as the broader organization. By applying a 

qualitative lens, I discovered that leaders were experiencing a breakage in the trickle-

down support process that is embedded within traditionally structured organizations. 
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Leaders were expected to provide support, but did not receive it themselves, which 

subsequently impaired their ability to provide support to their employees. Given how 

important we know support is from empirical literature (Kossek et al., 2022), it is 

incredibly concerning that leaders across industries are experiencing a loss of support 

once they reach a certain level in the organization and that this phenomenon stops the 

flow of support from reaching employees at the lower-levels of the organization. In 

addition, apart from top-down support, leaders also indicated that employees engage in 

behaviors that are unsupportive of their goal of providing support. As most of the 

research on support has taken a top-down approach, this study emphasizes the dyadic 

nature of support and suggests that support should be examined as a multi-level 

phenomenon. It is important to examine the supportive resources (e.g., mentors, the 

leader’s leader, the organization) that leaders have to obtain a better understanding of the 

leader’s capacity to be effective in the way that scientists and practitioners expect them to 

be. Thus, this study expands previous theorizations by identifying the support structure 

around the leader as a notable factor to consider when scientists are attempting to 

understand and promote the support provision process.   

The second contribution is the uncovering of various tradeoffs that leaders 

experienced when providing support. First, leaders described having to choose between 

supporting their employee and meeting organizational goals. This is aligned with theory 

that suggests organizational endorsement of work-family issues removes the ambiguity 

for leaders regarding the alignment between support and organizational values (Kossek et 

al., 2022; Straub, 2012). However, leaders also suggested that they often must choose 
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between supporting their employees and completing their own job tasks due to capacity 

concerns, which diverges from prior theory and expands our understanding of support as 

just one small aspect of what a leader does in their day-to-day job. Indeed, leaders often 

expressed frustration with moving into a supporting role without shedding any 

responsibilities from their prior role as an individual contributor. Apart from their own 

role and demands, leaders also suggested that having empathy came with tradeoffs as 

well. Specifically, leaders acknowledged that empathy was necessary to be supportive of 

employees but that having deep empathy also took a toll on the leader, suggesting that 

being empathetic and perceived as a good supporter could come at a cost to the leader’s 

health and well-being. These tradeoffs suggest that leaders are frequently placed in 

situations where they are unsure of the path forward, leaving them to abandon one of 

their roles or demands or participate in a tight-rope walk between empathy and support. 

As such, these leaders call attention to the immediate need for work design integration 

into support trainings to prevent leaders from being poorly positioned to provide support 

if their own demands are not evaluated. For example, while leaders may feel experienced 

responsibility and meaningfulness of providing support to employees, they may not be 

satisfied with the context of their job characteristics (e.g., competing demands), which 

can derail their motivation and effectiveness (Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Tiegs et al., 

1992). Overall, by obtaining rich descriptions about the tradeoffs that leaders are 

experiencing through qualitative methodology, we can learn how to target their 

environment as a viable way to promote leader support behaviors.  
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Finally, the majority of research focuses on the benefits of support for employees 

and organizations, but consistently overlooks how a leader may be affected –either 

positively or negatively –by engaging in support behaviors (Byrne et al., 2014; Crain & 

Stevens, 2018; Kossek et al., 2022; Straub, 2012). Leaders in this study described 

worrying about their employees during nonwork hours, leading to impacts to their sleep 

health. In addition, as mentioned above, leaders described how having empathy for their 

employees took a toll. This is aligned with a very small line of literature beginning to 

examine the “dark” side of helping behaviors (e.g., Yang et al., 2018). Interestingly, 

however, leaders believed providing support was worth the costs. In fact, leaders were 

able to derive a sense of success and fulfillment from seeing their support behaviors pay 

off. Although researchers should attempt to minimize any costs that leaders may 

experience as a result of the support provision process, this contribution offers a novel 

angle to the support literature by suggesting that while support may lead to negative 

outcomes for the leader, it can also be beneficial for them. As such, this study provides a 

preliminary guide to expanding the nomological network of support by centering the 

leader and identifying potential outcomes that have gone previously unrecognized. 

Limitations  

Participant bias. As always, it is important to consider biases that may be at play 

when considering how participants enlist themselves into the study as well as how they 

engage with the questions posed by interviewers. Specifically, there may be undetected 

shared characteristics among participants that influenced their decision to partake in the 

present study (i.e., self-selection bias). For example, leaders who are particularly 
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passionate about leadership or identify strongly with their role as a leader may be more 

willing to spend an hour with researchers to discuss the intricacies of their experiences 

compared to those who do not. In fact, participation in a research study related to one’s 

job could be considered an organizational citizenship behavior (OCB; i.e., voluntary, 

nonrequired behaviors that are beneficial to the organization or individuals within the 

organization; Podsakoff et al., 2000). Specifically, participants captured in this study may 

be more inclined to engage in OCBs compared to leaders who did not sign up for this 

study. Future studies could consider enrolling both employees and supervisors as a dyad 

or enrolling employees first and utilizing their assistance to recruit their respective 

supervisors. Such an approach would allow for a robust examination of support from both 

parties involved in the supportive provision process as well as capture a wider range of 

leaders. Other solutions may include adding more pointed language in the recruitment 

materials (e.g., help us improve your situation as a leader) rather than general language 

(e.g., are you a leader?) to attempt to capture a wider range of participants by invoking 

emotions within leaders who are either succeeding or struggling.  

Another potential bias is that leaders may have seen the recruitment materials and 

did not feel comfortable sharing their experiences. Although efforts were made to assure 

potential participants that their identity would be kept confidential, participants with 

largely negative experiences may be deterred from signing up for the study fear of 

identification or retaliation from their organization. On a similar note, the participants 

who did choose to partake in the present study may also be susceptible to social 

desirability bias, which refers to the phenomenon in which participants answer questions 
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in a manner that is likely to be viewed favorable by others. For example, in response to 

the question “How much do you enjoy the supportive role of your job?”, an individual 

might be hesitant to share their dislike for supporting others as it may be perceived as a 

negative quality. In efforts to mitigate social desirability bias as much as possible, 

interviewer-participant rapport and trustworthiness was intentionally cultivated by 

utilizing humor, self-disclosure, and validation of participant experiences with 

understanding, respect, and empathy to promote cooperativeness and vulnerability 

(Bergen et al., 2019). In addition, recurring meetings with the research team allowed for 

interviewers and transcribers to discuss signs of social desirability or tactics that were felt 

to minimize such bias (e.g., probing, requesting specific examples, prefacing questions, 

disclosing the purpose of the study to prevent leaders from perceiving the interview to be 

an assessment of their performance). Although efforts were in place to minimize social 

desirability, it is difficult to capture the true extent to which such bias played a role in 

participant responses. One option that future studies may consider is allowing participants 

to anonymously respond to sensitive interview questions that may be more susceptible to 

social desirability bias on the pre-screening survey. However, this prohibits the 

researcher from probing further. As such, the primary way that future researchers should 

seek to minimize social desirability is having experience with the phenomenon being 

studied to establish rapport.  

Finally, demand characteristics (i.e., cues that may reveal the true purpose of a 

given study to participants) may have been apparent through the recruitment or interview 

process that allowed participants to change their responses accordingly thereby reducing 
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the validity of a study. For example, a participant may “figure out” the purpose of a study 

if a researcher subtly smiles or nods when the participant responds in a way that is 

aligned with the study aims. In addition, by asking participants if there is anything that 

the organization could do to help them support their employees, the aim of the study (i.e., 

to improve leader’s supportive behaviors) may have inadvertently been revealed. Such 

cues may have guided participants to either respond with suggestions they feel aligned 

with the researcher’s expectations or intentionally act in the opposite way, by suggesting 

that there was nothing anyone could do to improve their supportive behaviors because 

they are already supportive. The primary way future researchers could avoid demand 

characteristics is through deception, such that researchers guide participants to believe the 

aim of the study is one thing when it is actually something else entirely. In addition, 

future researchers could implement a follow-up survey, which should be required as part 

of receiving the full incentive, where participants are given the opportunity to write what 

they believed the aim of the study to be. This would allow researchers the opportunity to 

check whether participants were able to “catch on” to the purpose of the study rather than 

having to guess if demand characteristics were a major influence in the conclusions.   

Leader demographics and intersectionality. It is important to carefully note the 

predominant demographics of the sample that was drawn from in the present study. 

Specifically, the large majority of participants were white, heterosexual, married, women 

who lived in the United States, and without a disability, children at home, or eldercare 

responsibilities. Research has suggested that a leader’s demographics (e.g., race/gender) 

can influence the relationship or exchanges with their employees depending on whether 
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or not employees and leaders share similar identities (i.e., relational demography; Avery 

et al., 2011; Randolph-Seng et al., 2016; Schemmel et al., 2023). In addition, leaders who 

are outside of the traditional “white” and “male” prototype of leaders (Rosette et al., 

2008) may experience different barriers (i.e., “glass cliff”; Ryan et al., 2016) or draw on 

unique resources (e.g., Sargent et al., 2022; Straub, 2012) that may influence their 

performance in the support provision process. Given that the majority of this population 

is reflective of the stereotypical leader (with the exception of the larger number of 

women-identifying participants), this study is likely to have not captured any intricacies 

in the support provision process as it relates to nuanced leader experiences for those with 

marginalized identities. In addition, this study was primarily focused on capturing the 

leader’s perspective of the support provision process and therefore, the demographic 

makeup of each leader’s employees were not obtained. As such, I was unable to capture 

the complex interplay between leader and employee identities as it relates to a leader’s 

ability to provide support. Future qualitative studies that are only able to capture the 

perspective of one individual about a phenomenon that is inherently dyadic should collect 

information in the pre-screening survey about the demographics of the other individual 

that plays a part in the dyadic process that is being studied.  

Methodology. Despite the precautions taken to reduce the amount of bias 

introduced throughout the process, qualitative research is, by nature, subjective. For this 

reason, it is important to acknowledge that my background, experiences, knowledge, and 

values, as well as that of my research assistants, likely played a role in the results 

generated from this study. Specifically, it is possible that a team of individuals with 
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differing backgrounds may reach an alternative conclusion than what was obtained in this 

study. For example, as the majority of my doctoral level training has been focused on 

occupational health psychology, I may have been particularly attuned to comments 

related to health, well-being, and work-family issues whereas another researcher with a 

different training may have coded a given excerpt differently. However, as mentioned 

previously, substantial steps were taken to reduce the influence of bias in this study such 

as triangulation across research assistants with varying backgrounds and knowledge, 

member checking, and reflexivity exercises. In addition, as someone who holds health 

and well-being as a core value, I initially framed the interview protocol with a 

prevention-focused lens such that I wanted to understand how to prevent the potential 

costs of providing support. For example, one of my questions used the word “sacrifice” 

and some participants felt as though that may be too strong of a word for how they felt 

about the tradeoffs of providing support. I quickly realized my questions were too narrow 

as both my collaborators and participants guided me towards not only focusing on the 

costs but also acknowledging that support provision might actually promote positive 

outcomes. As a result, I adjusted my interview protocol to be more balanced. Although I 

retained the question about sacrifices as it often generated rich conversations with 

participants, future studies should aim to first ask broader questions to get a sense of the 

language the participant uses and then utilize similar language in follow-up inquires to 

both generate rapport and minimize investigator bias. As such, future studies should be 

flexible in adjusting the language within their interview protocol to allow participants to 

reflect on a broader range of experiences.  
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In addition, the methodological choice to utilize and analyze qualitative 

interviews was aligned with my overarching goal to understand underlying complexities 

of the support provision phenomena from the leader’s perspective, while being 

intentional to retain the voice and lived experiences of the leader in the development of 

this research stream. For this reason, I wanted to ensure that I recruited leaders who likely 

have the decision authority to provide support to their employees. However, because of 

the choice to have more specific eligibility criteria for the industry, it resulted in having 

to sacrifice criteria that leaders must be “front-line” managers such that their employees 

underneath them are non-leader employees and have no direct reports. It is important to 

note that the objective of qualitative research is obtaining theoretical generalizability 

rather than statistical generalizability (Stake & Trumbull, 1982; Vough et al., 2015), such 

that I do not aim to apply such findings to other populations or contexts but instead want 

to identify emergent themes that may apply/generalize to pre-existing theory in efforts to 

expand on what is currently known to guide future research and practice. Thus, although 

the purpose of this study was to obtain a general understanding of leader experiences of 

support provision and obtain a specific yet broad sample of leaders, these experiences 

may change in relation to where a leader is located in the organizational hierarchy. For 

example, front-line managers may be younger in their organizational tenure and therefore 

have less experience providing support which may raise new barriers compared to those 

who have been leaders for a longer period of time (as demonstrated in Theme #4). 

Although the majority of the leaders in this study are front-line, there is a small number 

who have direct reports that are also leaders. It is my recommendation that future studies 
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are stricter with their specification of the level at which leaders are located within an 

organization to better isolate the phenomenon of interest.  

Future Directions 

As this study employed qualitative methodology as a first step to developing a 

leader-centric lens to the support provision literature, future research could seek to 

establish further empirical evidence of relationships outlined in the five emerging themes 

through quantitative approaches. Although qualitative research is appropriate for 

conducting initial explorations to inform practice and guide empirical investigations 

(Locke, 2002; Strauss & Corbin, 2008), such methodology is unable to determine 

temporality or causality. Specifically, future studies could seek to determine whether 

perceived support from the leader’s leader, role tensions, or employee behaviors may 

function as antecedents of the support process (Theme #1, #2, #3). For example, results 

of this study point to the critical role of the employee in promoting fluidity in the support 

provision process. However, most approaches to support involve training the leaders, 

thereby taking a top-down approach. Although improving the social support relationship 

should rightly be the responsibility of the leader given that such individuals hold more 

power within the workplace, it does not remove the dyadic nature of the support process. 

Employees must share information, provide feedback, and be willing to trust leaders so 

that leaders have sufficient resources to be able to effectively address any conflict that 

may be occurring between an employees work and nonwork life. For example, leaders 

believed that increased upward communication from employees (in the form of 

information exchange and feedback) would not only enable the leader to provide support, 
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but would also improve the quality of support. As such, we should not only train leaders 

on how to provide supportive behaviors but also include information on how to 

communicate with their employees about what would be helpful for them to do so that 

the social exchange process was beneficial for both parties. Thus, future studies should 

attempt to conduct a multi-pronged intervention that first executes a needs analysis to 

determine leader pain points such as lack of communication from employees, for 

example. Then, multilevel trainings (e.g., leaders and employees) could be conducted to 

create a collaborative environment that is conducive to support. For example, trainings 

could involve providing employees with strategies in approaching their leader and 

requesting support (Wong et al., 2020).  

Future studies could also dissect the different facets of a leader’s health and well-

being as either positive or negative outcomes of providing support (Theme #4 and #5). 

For example, daily diary studies may reveal that on days where leaders provided more 

support, they also reported more emotional exhaustion, work-family conflict, fatigue, 

unhealthy eating habits, substance use, or irritability. In contrast, longitudinal regressions 

may indicate that while leaders may experience negative short-term outcomes as a result 

of support, they may also have long-term positive benefits in terms of health and well-

being due to the fulfillment and sense of competency and relatedness such behaviors 

bring when employees succeed. As such, centering the leader in future quantitative 

investigations of supervisor support research would be complementary to the perspective 

outlined in this study. 
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In addition, as indicated by Theme #6: Importance of the employee, it would be 

inadequate to consider leader support without also understanding the perspective of the 

employee. Given that the core purpose of this study was to understand the leader’s 

perspective, my inclusion criteria only focused on recruiting those who were leaders. 

However, future research, should consider including both leaders and their direct 

employees. For example, comparing qualitative interviews across leaders and their linked 

employees could further elucidate discrepancies or breakdowns in the dyadic process as it 

relates to support provision that would not otherwise be uncovered through quantitative 

analysis. Indeed, researchers have called for investigation into the contextual factors that 

determine whether or not leader support is deemed sufficient or insufficient when leaders 

attempt to meet employee needs (e.g., Mathieu et al., 2019). In addition, including both 

the employee and leaders within study designs that seek to investigate questions related 

to the phenomena support provision may help generate ideas on how to facilitate trust 

between leaders and followers via a two-way influence (Uhl-Bien, 2006). Overall, future 

research should consider taking a dyadic, if not multilevel, approach to the investigation 

of support provision to understand the phenomena as it truly functions within the 

workplace. Future studies could aim to recruit linked leader-employee dyads and 

interview them separately with aligned protocol that is adjusted to capture the rich 

nuances of each stakeholder’s experience of the support process. For example, 

researchers could gather a deeper understanding of how each member of the dyad align 

on their provided versus wanted nonwork support behaviors for a given employee’s 

nonwork background.  
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Although most leaders in this study tended to reflect on nonwork support as it 

related to eldercare, childcare, employee health issues, or work-family conflict, some 

leaders did indicate that they were having to support employees through stressors such as 

war, politics, diverse identities such as LGBTQ+, Roe v. Wade, and the climate crisis. 

However, more research is needed to understand the breadth of nonwork needs that a 

diverse workforce may be having as well as how to support leaders in meeting such a 

wide variety of employee needs. Future research should also explore what facets of an 

employee’s nonwork life leaders are willing to or are actively supporting. For example, 

recent events over the last few years, such as the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, the 

death of George Floyd and racial unrest, the #MeToo movement, numerous mass 

shootings, war, climate catastrophes, and political divisiveness and rulings, may become 

nonwork stressors that spillover into an employee’s work life, potentially requiring a 

leader to intervene or support in order to resolve the conflict. In addition, an increasingly 

diverse workforce (e.g., more women, aging adults, racial/ethnic minorities, immigrant 

workers, LGBTQ+ workers; Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2022) is creating new demands 

for leaders needing to support this diversity in the workplace as well as the unique 

stressors that diverse individuals may be experiencing. For example, instances of 

racialized violence have been shown to negatively impact Black, Indigenous, and people 

of color’s (BIPOC) emotional well-being and productivity at work such that BIPOC 

employees divert energy, attention, and resources toward coping with collective trauma, 

leaving little left over for work tasks (Avery & Ruggs, 2020; Dhanani et al., 2022; Ruggs 

et al. 2022). As such, it is becoming imperative to understand the different forms of 
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nonwork support that leaders may be needing to engage in to adequately assist the current 

diversifying workforce that may have more nuanced nonwork and work needs.  

Finally, there is limited theoretical guidance related to understanding the support 

provision process from the point of view of the leader. It is important to note that a small 

handful of theoretical frameworks attempt to explain the support provision from differing 

perspectives. For example, Straub (2012) explains how leader work-family interference, 

life course stage, social identification, gender roles, and LMX act as antecedents to 

FSSB. Building from this, Kossek and colleagues (2022) highlight the few leader-centric 

variables that have been examined throughout both the leadership and support literatures 

as predictors of subsequent leader support for work-life demands (e.g., FSSB), which 

include leader childhood environments, familial violence or aggression, family-to-work 

conflict, caregiving responsibilities, or romantic relationship conflict. However, we are 

lacking in theory that provides justification for proximal, work-centric factors that may 

predict or influence the degree to which a leader is able to provide support to their 

employees. This lack of clear theoretical framework has resulted in “piecemeal” 

justifications, such that researchers must draw from various areas in the organizational 

sciences. Instead, a synthesized theory with a particular focus on the leader as a key 

player in the support provision process is needed to guide both practice and science.  

Practical Implications 

The findings of this study suggest various practical implications. First, my 

predominant focus on employee and organizational outcomes have steered our approach 

to support-oriented interventions toward training the leader on what such behaviors are, 
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how to demonstrate behaviors, and the value such behaviors have for employees, 

organizations, and society (Crain & Stevens, 2018; Hammer et al., 2007; Odle-Dusseau et 

al., 2016). However, organizations and practitioners who aim to promote leader 

supportive behaviors in the workplace through training interventions may first need to 

evaluate the state of given contextual factors as a way to ensure that the leader has 

adequate resources to participate in the trained behaviors. Themes revealed in this study 

suggest that practitioners who want to promote leader support behaviors should be 

concerned with a leader’s available resources and current demands. For example, do 

leaders have a mentor within the organization that is supportive? Is their performance 

being evaluated in a way that represents all that they may be doing on a day-to-day basis? 

Are their job responsibilities clearly communicated or are they ambiguous, leaving it up 

to the leader to decide which tasks to abandon? As such, practitioners should be regularly 

conducting job analyses to ensure that they are capturing all of the different aspects of a 

leader’s job as it evolves, potentially coupled with a needs analysis to dissect the complex 

intricacies that may be occurring under the radar, such as those depicted in this study. 

Research has suggested that supervisors within an organization may serve as a 

great point of intervention as they bridge the gap between an employee’s work and 

nonwork life (Major & Lauzun, 2010). However, this may not be possible if leaders feel 

unsupported by their own leader or the organization, if they are experiencing difficulties 

in navigating multiple competing roles and demands, or if their employees are not 

participatory in their half of the social exchange of support through communication or 

trust. These themes suggest that practitioners should consider the leader as a primary 
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stakeholder when evaluating support interventions. Many of the existing support 

interventions evaluate employee and organizational antecedents such as perceptions of 

support, job performance and attitudes (Odle-Dusseau et al., 2016), safety (Brossoit et al., 

2023), and health and well-being (Hammer et al., 2021b). On the other hand, leader 

outcomes are rarely considered when evaluating the effectiveness of an intervention. This 

oversight contributes to our lack of understanding of how support interventions are 

impacting the leader.  

In addition, we know little about what could be done to improve interventions in 

the future with regard to leader motivations. For example, many of the previous 

interventions have focused on training leaders on behaviors and explaining the benefits 

for the organization and employees, perhaps taking a more extrinsic approach. However, 

given how leaders in this study seemed to be intrinsically motivated to provide support 

through their gratifying interpersonal relations with employees, this may suggest that 

incorporating a relational work design approach to support interventions (e.g., promoting 

perceptions that leader’s work creates a positive change in employee’s lives, focusing on 

the depth, scope, frequency, and magnitude of connection points with employees; Grant, 

2007; Grant & Parker, 2009) may be beneficial in tapping into leader’s innate motivation 

to make a prosocial difference. Overall, researchers and practitioners alike should be sure 

to promote leader voice through participatory approaches when implementing initiatives 

or evaluating performance in efforts to tap into the motivating factors underlying support 

behaviors for leaders as well as avoid oversights on leader-centric contextual barriers or 

outcomes of the intervention. Given that leaders in this study identified various multi-
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level contextual barriers that get in the way of their ability to be supportive, a leader’s 

perspective should, at minimum, be taken into consideration before expecting effective 

support behaviors to be enacted and perceived by employees. As such, this study 

provides a first step in guiding practitioners to include leader-level variables within their 

assessments of intervention success. Such an approach could guide future interventions to 

be better designed support today’s leader, and ultimately their employees.  

Similarly, before interventions are implemented, leader resources should be 

fortified to facilitate the support provision process. Although needs analyses should guide 

practitioners on what resources leaders in specific organizations may need, the 

conclusions reached in this study can offer some guidance. For example, leaders noted 

that they felt tensions between their role as an individual contributor and their role as a 

supporter such that there was not enough time in the day to adequately perform in both 

roles. As such, organizations and practitioners could consider implementing or endorsing 

schedule flexibility for leaders where they are allowed to reserve certain day(s) of the 

week for the completion of their individual contributor tasks. Another option is to offer 

well-being resources through a robust employee assistance program (i.e., EAP) with 

leader specific resources, such as leader support groups or therapy sessions, given that 

leaders often do not feel like they have a support system in place. Additionally, given the 

tensions and confusion that leaders felt in navigating employee communication and 

segmentation preferences, organizations, practitioners, and researchers should work 

together to identify strategies that leaders can use to best facilitate one-on-one meetings 

where employees need nonwork support. It is important to note that a long-standing 
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recommendation within the support field is to implement explicit organizational 

expectations surrounding nonwork support to minimize the discretionary nature of such 

behaviors (Ellis et al., 2022). However, the themes in this study suggest that enforcing 

explicit expectations can actually be problematic and lead to harmful outcomes for 

leaders. As such, I recommend that leader-specific resources are identified and fortified 

prior to implementation of explicit job expectations or interventions.  

Finally, Theme #4: Leader tenure illustrates that leaders struggled when first 

transitioning into their leader role. Leaders were unaware of how to support, what to 

support, and how to protect themselves from the emotional toll that supporting their 

employees can bring. In addition, leaders felt rigid and inflexible at the start of their 

leader career, potentially as a result of pride, but became more open to supporting 

employee nonwork needs as they gained tenure due to a reevaluation of what they 

thought was important. These narratives suggest that organizations and practitioners 

should attempt to improve new leader experiences. One avenue for approaching this is 

occupational socialization, which is the process of familiarizing workers with norms, 

knowledge, and procedures of a new position (Bauer et al., 2007; Frese et al., 1982). 

Broadly, socialization would provide resources (e.g., social connections, material 

information) to the new leader which may ease their adjustment into their new role by 

reducing uncertainty, promoting self-efficacy, role clarity, and learning (Ellis et al., 

2014), as well as minimizing any work-nonwork conflict a new leader may experience 

(Ellis et al., 2023). Indeed, socialization has been linked to outcomes such as 

performance and job attitudes (Ellis et al., 2014), suggesting that new leaders who are 
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properly socialized may experience more ease with their new job tasks such as supporting 

employees. As such, practitioners should seek to improve new leader experiences to 

promote supportive behaviors and more positive experiences earlier on.  

Conclusion 

I argue that the leader’s voice has been largely absent from the research on the 

support provision process in the workplace. I found that the narratives that leaders offered 

both align and deviate from existing theory surrounding support provision by expanding 

our current understanding to include hierarchical support, role tensions, and employee 

behaviors as potential factors that play a role in whether or not a leader feels they can 

provide support, as well as how a leader’s health and well-being can be positively or 

negatively impacted by support as a specific and nuanced job task (e.g., Kossek et al., 

2022; Straub, 2012). Overall, results suggest there are targetable, multi-level, contextual 

factors that could be improved as a way to facilitate the provision of support and obtain 

the maximum potential benefits for employees, organizations, and the leader.  
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Table 4.2. Overview of emerging themes and exemplar quotes 

Themes Subthemes Exemplar Quotes 

Support 
Structure 
Breakdown 

Lack of Support 
from Leader 

I feel like I had my own set of one on ones with 
the higher ups, but they were always postponed 
or pushed back, so actually sticking to those one 
on ones and having those conversations with me, 
and just actually generally listening to what I am 
bringing to the table or like why I’m asking 
clarification on something, because a lot of the 
times these people would end up multitasking. 
So they would be working on the computer while 
talking to me, and you can’t do that. You have to 
be looking at the person and actually listening to 
what they’re doing. [P292; Man, 41 years old, 8 
years as a leader, 8 direct reports] 
 
Oh, it's kind of lonely to be a manager, leader, or 
supervisor cause during that in between of I have 
to keep the people above me happy, but then also 
keep the people below me happy, who is keeping 
me happy? So, like I find myself stuck in a place 
where I myself didn't have a mentor that I could 
look up to and I feel like I was just kind of being 
used. And that's not a good feeling. [P55; 
Woman, 27 years old, 2 years as a leader, 4 
direct reports] 
 
My boss is not consistent. I think that would be 
helpful. A little bit more consistent 
communication and support from above would 
probably push me along to do a little bit more on 
those times where I'm having a little bit of a 
rough time [P76; Woman, 56 years old, 15 years 
as a leader, 11 employees] 

Lack of Support 
from Organization 

It’s a business climate, and so I don’t think the 
organization really values the benefit of a strong 
leader. I haven’t seen a lot of companies that do 
cause you start to do it [be a leader], and then, 
you know, you get bombarded with all the day-
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to-day activities, and sometimes I don’t think 
companies value the amount of time it takes. 
And what’s really needed to be a strong leader. 
[P83; Woman, 58 years old, 27 years as a leader, 
10 direct reports] 
 
If you place true leadership on top, much of your 
hours are likely spent on the support piece, and I 
don't think the company understands the amount 
of time that requires. [P91; Man, 30 years old, 2 
years as a leader, 4 direct reports]  
 
The organization is not quite walking their talk 
in some ways. So it’s hard to kind of trust that 
they will have my back for anything. [P260; 
Woman, 54 years old, 4 years as a leader, 1 
direct report] 

Navigating 
Multi-
Role/Multi-
Demand 
Tensions 

Organization v. 
Employee Needs 

Leaders are in this unique situation, depending 
on where they are within the organization. In my 
position as a front-line manager, I am a 
mouthpiece for the organization. So there’s 
always this dichotomy of trying to figure out like 
is what the organization wanting me to say is that 
in alignment with how I want to support my 
employees? Which is a lot more taxing and takes 
a lot more energy and effort and commitment. 
[P400; Man, 36 years old, 9 years as a leader, 13 
direct reports] 
I try to really be compassionate and 
understanding and balance between what I'm, as 
a leader, required to do and hold people to 
certain things that are part of the job. It’s hard. 
[P275; Woman, 40 years old, 10 years as a 
leader, 5 direct reports] 
 
There’s been moments where I've provided –I 
don't want to think of support as always flexing 
on when we deliver something –but a lot of times 
like an employee could have a  personal issue 
and it means we cannot get our work done. That 
kind of plays out that way. And so I have to 
make sure that I have the right balance of 
flexibility, but not too much. It's hard to find. 
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[P292; Male, 41 years old, 8 years as a leader, 9 
direct reports] 

Individual 
Contributor v. 
Supportive Role 

Every day felt like there was just no way to catch 
up. In my current role, I’ll give one example of 
what definitely can put strain. And it’s when I 
have my existing workload. And then some kind 
of support crisis comes in that drops in that 
requires immediate attention. [P244; Woman, 47 
years old, 14 years as a leader, 2 direct reports] 
 
I stepped into my [leader] role, but I didn't shed 
any of the other responsibilities that I 
[previously] had. So, I still have support 
responsibilities for several different groups, and 
if anything, that's kind of grown since then. So, 
it's kind of hard for me to break away sometimes 
if I'm working on something that I need to do 
and one of my reports is sitting next to me asking 
for support, I don't want to tell them no, but I 
also don't want to break away from what I'm 
doing. So, it makes it a little bit difficult. [P91; 
Male, 36 years old, 2 years as a leader, 4 direct 
reports] 
Honestly, there were times where what was 
expected of me besides just management, I was 
just doing juggling so much more. That at times I 
didn't have that capacity and it's a terrible feeling 
because with all sincerity I feel like what I was 
doing in my position probably was to work for 
two people but I wasn't able to support my team 
because of that. [P55; Woman, 27 years old, 2 
years as a leader, 4 direct reports] 

Importance 
of Employee 

Improved Upward 
Communication 

My employee was not afraid to say you’re not 
supporting me the way I need. How do we figure 
this out? Because we did have very different 
personalities and ways of thinking about things. 
[P90; Man, 63 years old, 20 years as a leader, 5 
direct reports] 
 
We talk to them a lot and try to take the burden 
off their shoulders, because sometimes, if they 
don't, we feel like if they don't communicate 
with us, they hold on to too much of it and some 
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of it's not warranted. I think they’re over 
worrying, or they're not understanding that it's 
not all on them. They need to talk to us and we 
can help with some of these things that they're 
stressing out over. [P43; Man, 47 years old, 11 
years as a leader, 25 direct reports] 
 
I think being open and sharing, so any dialogue 
should be two ways. I don't want to go into a 
room and talk at somebody about solutions, and 
they're just sitting there waiting for it to be done. 
[P91; Man, 30 years old, 2 years as leader, 4 
direct reports] 

Employee 
Segmentation 
Preferences & 
Trust 

You have to be open. It’s better to tell me than 
not tell me. There’s already been a couple of 
instances where one of them is less than open. 
You have to have a hard discussion. That wasn’t 
fun, but you can’t waste time. So, I think that 
they just need to be comfortable that I’m really 
here to help. Sometimes I think they’re just like, 
oh, well, our other leader was like this. They 
were different. But at the end of the day, I’m the 
leader and this is what I need. [P78; Woman, 58 
years old, 10 years as a leader, 6 direct reports] 
 
If they're not ready, they're not ready. There were 
plenty of times where I had an individual who is 
like, “I don’t want to talk to you about this” and I 
was like, “All right”, I said, “I'll be around every 
day this week if you change your mind.” And 
then, like Thursday, they showed up, but if I 
would have forced them in that room and said, 
“No, we're gonna talk.” It wouldn't have gone 
anywhere. It might have gone backwards. It’s 
difficult to navigate. [P3; Man, 47 years old, 20 
years as a leader, 20 direct reports] 
 
One of the people I'm working with is not open 
to support. Like if I see them crying or 
something, I message them and just say, how are 
you doing? But I know I can't go have a more 
deeper conversation about this. I know that 
they're more aligned to dealing with their 
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problems themselves than needing that support 
system. If you don't recognize that, it can come 
unhinged pretty quick. [P48; Man, 37 years old, 
3 years as leader, 12 direct reports] 

Leader 
Tenure 

 It’s very easy for me now to find that sweet spot. 
But, like I said, maybe 10 years ago, I was not 
supporting as much. [P57; Woman, 51 years old, 
30 years as a leader, 12 direct reports] 
 
I got better with time because I was learning how 
to manage the team and again manage people. 
Different personalities. I feel like it was just 
really hard for me to be able to really, really, 
ultimately find that sweet spot, because it got 
better. [P55; Woman, 27 years old, 2 years as a 
leader, 4 direct reports] 
 
I've learned [how to better support] because I 
have more experience. I'm like, “Okay, I see a 
problem. Okay. This is one of those kinds of 
situations.” [P150; Woman, 44 years old, 2 years 
as a leader, 1 direct report] 

Health & 
Well-being 
Impairment 

Work Related 
Worry & Sleep 
Deficiency  

Yeah, it [supportive role] affects my sleep. I 
think it’s almost a situation where my work is 
not an eight to five job. Work, at least for me, 
it’s constant because I’m always thinking about 
those relationships. I’m thinking about how my 
colleagues are being developed or fulfilled or 
unhappy and how to try to change that situation. 
[P81; Man, 54 years old, 34 years as a leader, 
100 direct reports] 
 
Part of my sleep issues is that my mind's always 
moving. It's like, for a week sometimes, so it's 
not that it would keep me up, but it would be 
what my mind would dwell on. It’s like I’m 
trying understand how to make today valuable 
and not worry about the past. [P3; Man, 47 years 
old, 20 years as a leader, 20 direct reports] 
 
The more negative interactions that I had - and 
by that I mean employees coming to me that I 
would then have to address or work with them on 
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- the more difficult it was to sleep soundly at 
night because I was worried. Made for some long 
days, where I was exhausted during the day. 
[P41; Man, 59 years old, 35 years as a leader, 25 
direct reports] 

Empathy Takes a 
Toll 

I don’t think you can supply meaningful and true 
support without taking some burden on from 
another person. Like you have to be empathetic 
to really provide support. You can’t be 
sympathetic. That’s not gonna do anything. It 
can be belittling to take on some of that burden 
of whatever that support is. And if you take on 
too much, you get weighed down, and it kinda 
goes back to that thing. If you can’t take care of 
yourself as a human, you can’t take care of 
others. So you have to find that balance of how 
much you take. You can manage it and then give 
back in a way that helps them move forward with 
whatever situation they’re needing support with. 
[P315; Man, 42 years old, 8 years as a leader, 5 
direct reports] 
 
When I have people that are struggling, I carry 
that because I just, I love my people. I love 
everybody that I get to work with and if they're 
struggling, it takes a toll on you. [P79; Man, 53 
years old, 13 years as a leader, 8 direct reports] 
 
[The employee’s needs] most certainly 
encroaches on my health, well-being and sleep. 
And I don't know if that's just the way I'm made. 
I'm kind of an empath or I'm deeply empathetic 
with my people. So it affects me, no doubt. [P81; 
Man, 54 years old, 34 years as a leader, 100 
direct reports] 

Motivating 
Leader 
Appraisals of 
Support 

Deriving Success 
from Employee 
Success 

I love working side by side with them. It’s how 
you develop bonds and you share things to laugh 
about. And I like that, and teaching them just 
how to navigate just little bit better. I think that’s 
what really sparks joy is when I see it happening. 
[P88; Woman, 36 years old, 7 years as leader, 74 
direct reports] 
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I think just with all sincerity, seeing people grow 
in their life and career like there's nothing more 
that would make my day than somebody coming 
up to me and telling me like,” Oh, my God! I 
was able to do this. Thank you so much for your 
guidance, for your support.” With them being 
happy, then it makes my life a lot easier, too. 
[P55; Woman, 27 years old, 2 years as a leader, 4 
direct reports] 
 
I was in a role where I didn't have a direct report 
for a while. And it was quiet and I could get 
work done. I could work out on my lunch break. 
I felt my work life balance was so much better 
than it is now but I was missing that aspect of 
like having a part in the success of others that I 
am really truly in love with. [P82; Woman, 26 
years old, 4 years as a leader, 20 direct reports] 

Positive Cognitive 
Appraisals 

I’m exercising what I’ve been given to do. And 
that’s changing people’s lives. For the few 
amount of days that I get to be able to be on this 
earth. That, to me, is more important than the toll 
that it takes on me physically and even 
sometimes in a psychological or mental way 
because it’s a lot to carry. [P79; Man, 53 years 
old, 13 years as a leader, 8 direct reports] 
 
If my employee’s sick four percent of the of the 
time and if like once every four years somebody 
in their family dies or some other major life 
event happens, well then every single time I 
supervise another person I multiply the chances 
that one of those things could happen. None of 
them are like bad but they can be stressful or 
take time and effort to navigate. It can take a toll 
or it certainly can take up a lot of headspace but 
it's very rarely do I resent the headspace that it 
takes up. [P318; Man, 42 years old, 8 years as a 
leader, 5 direct reports] 
 
I think as much as [supporting my employees] 
may stress me out a little bit to go and think 
through, it might affect my work-life balance for 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

208 

a week or so. I wouldn't describe it as a sacrifice 
because I think the reward of having a team 
that's doing well is totally worth it. [P292; Man, 
41 years old, 8 years as a leader, 9 direct reports] 

Note. “P” stands for participant and is used to denote the participant identification 
number.   
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Chapter 5: Conclusion 

 This dissertation sought to evaluate the importance of leader-centric variables in 

the work-life support provision process between leaders and their employees. Through a 

series of three studies, this body of work pushes research in a new direction at a time 

when support in the workplace is more necessary than ever, given that over one-third of 

our nation reporting that stress is completely overwhelming most days to the point they 

cannot function (APA, 2022). Furthermore, the current research motivates future 

interventions aimed at promoting leader supportive behaviors by identifying potential 

obstacles that may be slowing or even prohibiting enactment of these behaviors as well as 

considering the impact of such interventions on the leader, rather than just the employee 

and organization. Findings from these three studies aim to suggest that the vast majority 

of research and practice has overlooked the key player in leadership and leader support –

the leader themselves.  

Revisiting Contributions 

 Though my work on this dissertation, I make various contributions to both science 

and practice. To my knowledge, this is the first systematic body of work to emphasize the 

leader as a critical piece to the work-life support process. Specifically, Study 1 is one of 

the first studies to investigate various dimensions of leader sleep health as a predictor to a 

constellation of support behaviors, namely family supportive supervisor behaviors 

(FSSB) and sleep leadership supportive behaviors (SLSB). Study 2 presented the 

literature with a novel theoretical framework that places the leader front and center by 

delineating empirically-backed leader-centric factors that may predict or moderate the 
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provision of work-life support, as well as identifies the leader as a stakeholder in the 

support provision process such that engagement in such behaviors is likely to produce 

outcomes for the leader themselves. Finally, Study 3 emphasized the leader’s voice by 

engaging in interviews with leaders about what factors or facilitating or inhibiting their 

ability to provide support, how providing support impacts the leader, and broadly, how 

leaders are thinking about their supportive role.  

 The findings produced from these studies expand the support research stream, but 

also extend upon previously traditional ways of conceptualizing, measuring, and 

understanding work-life support. In particular, Study 1 utilized multiple reports of 

support (i.e., the leader and their direct employees) over time (i.e., multi-time point 

design) to obtain a more realistic and representative picture of this complex, dyadic 

phenomenon, following recommendations from leadership experts (e.g., Hiller et al., 

2011). Study 2 integrated research from the organizational sciences with the support 

literature to provide a guiding framework for understanding the support provision process 

with the leader at the center. Finally, in Study 3, I aligned the novelty of this research 

stream with qualitative methodology, which is particularly beneficial in the first steps of 

establishing a line of research and is typically absent from support and occupational 

health research (Schoenfeld & Mazzola, 2012). Thus, the methodological design of these 

studies allows this body of work to expand on past research by emphasizing a new lens in 

which we should view the support phenomenon.  

Statement of Purpose Revisited  
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 As outlined in chapter one of this dissertation, I aimed to answer three 

overarching research questions aimed at understanding the experience of the leader as it 

relates to the support provision process. The design of these studies was intentional such 

that each study provides an answer to each of the research questions. These questions 

include:  

1) How does a leader’s health and well-being influence the provision of support 

and how does engagement in support provision influence a leader’s health and 

well-being? 

2) What are the main leader-centric factors that influence the support provision 

process? 

3) To what extent do leaders have the desire and capacity to support their 

employees with work and nonwork demands? 

My perspective on how the findings of each of my studies answer these research 

questions are provided below (See Table 5.1 for a summary). 

Summary of Findings 

The results of Study 1 suggested that the relationship between leader sleep and 

downstream support behaviors is more intricate and nuanced than formerly theorized. 

Surprisingly, the relationship between leader sleep duration and employee-ratings of 

FSSB and SLSB was positive under conditions of high leader insomnia symptoms, yet 

negative under conditions of low leader insomnia symptoms. In addition, the relationship 

between leader sleep duration and leader-ratings of SLSB was positive under conditions 

of low leader sleep dissatisfaction, yet negative under conditions of high leader sleep 
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dissatisfaction. As such, sleep duration is, by itself, not strongly associated with 

downstream outcomes, which is in contrast to the predominant narrative in public health 

campaigns as well as mainstream media. In fact, it is only under conditions of certain 

dimensions of sleep quality that we found significant associations between sleep duration 

and positive support behaviors, suggesting sleep quality is more influential than 

previously thought. These findings are surprising given that leaders with the healthiest 

sleep were not the best supporters as rated by employees; instead, it is the leaders who 

struggled with sleep who were. Fascinatingly, the results from Study 1 are corroborated 

by the results of Study 3 in which leaders described worrying about their employee late 

into the evenings or early morning, which they felt impacted their ability to obtain 

healthy sleep. Thus, this study addressed the first and second research questions by 

suggesting that leader health (i.e., sleep) is likely to impact the provision of multiple 

forms of support.  

 Study 2 of this dissertation built off of this work by identifying leader-centric 

variables, in addition to leader health and well-being, that may play an influential role in 

the leader support provision process. Workplace leaders are the fundamental source of 

effective support yet their own needs are often overlooked within support research. Most 

research has taken the perspective of the recipient of support (i.e., the employee), but 

little research has examined support from the provider’s point of view. As such, I review 

and integrate existing empirical leader-centric research with the literature on leader 

support to identify four main categories of variables: leader health, leader job demands, 

leader role expectations, and leader skills. It is important to highlight that two of these 
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factors –namely leader job demands and role expectations –were also acknowledged in 

Study 3 through qualitative interviews with leaders. The identification of these variables 

informs the development of the support enabling framework, which is meant to serve as a 

guide for future research that aims to meet leader needs as a prerequisite for sufficient 

and effective support provision. Thus, this study addresses both the first and the second 

research questions by identifying the main leader-centric variables that influence the 

support provision process.  

 Finally, building off both Study 1 and Study 2, Study 3 of my dissertation 

provided an in-depth exploration of the support provision process from the leader’s 

perspective. Through interviews with self-identified leaders, I provide answers to three 

key questions: (a) What is facilitating or inhibiting a leader’s ability to provide support?, 

(b) How does providing support impact the leader themselves?, and (c) What are current 

leader perspectives on the support provision process?. Thematic analysis revealed six 

emerging themes. First, Theme #1: Support structure breakdown detailed the leader 

experience in feeling a lack of support from their own leader and the broader 

organization. Theme #2: Navigating multi-role/multi-demand tensions refers to the 

difficulty that leaders had in deciding whether to support organizational goals or 

employee nonwork needs when they were at odds with each other. In addition, leaders 

expressed tension between fulfilling their job duties as an individual contributor and 

providing sufficient support to their employees. Theme #3: Importance of the employee 

illuminates the dynamic dyadic nature of the support provision process and the criticality 

of the employee in participating in the support exchange process through communication 
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and trust, providing necessary avenues for leaders to engage in support provision. Theme 

#4: Health and well-being impairment builds off of Study 1 by further documenting the 

nature of the relationship between leader sleep and support behaviors, such that leaders 

believed that they worried about supporting their employees in the evenings and early 

morning, preventing them from obtaining healthy sleep. In addition, leaders reflected on 

the necessity of empathy for support, but that the exact same empathy may actually take a 

toll. Theme #5: Motivating leader appraisals of support highlights how leaders believe 

the support provision process to be a positive one, such that they are able to derive 

feelings of personal success from their employee’s success. Also, leaders acknowledged 

that although providing support may sometimes require sacrifice, it is a worthy endeavor. 

Finally, Theme #6 illustrates that leader feel more capable and effective at providing 

support as they increase in tenure. It is important to note that this study provides 

information that corroborates the findings and conclusions reached in Studies 1 and 2, yet 

also extends our understanding beyond what has been examined in support empirical 

literature thus far. As such, Study 3 addressed all three research questions of the broader 

programmatic investigation of the leader experience with the support provision process. 

See Figure 5.2 for an overview model of all three studies.  

Theoretical Implications 

From this body of work, I extend theory by discovering that the link between 

leader health and their downstream support behaviors is not straight forward as we 

previously thought. In fact, there may be an underlying affective based component (e.g., 

worry, empathy) that is driving the nuanced relationship that suggests leaders who 
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struggle with sleep are actually better supporters. Interestingly, this affective component 

may be the same mechanism that links engaging in supportive behaviors to subsequent 

leader health impairment. In addition, through the completion of these three studies, I 

provide evidence that our current theoretical understanding of leader-centric antecedents 

of the support process is severely lacking. The results of this dissertation indicate that 

researchers should investigate proximal and targetable leader experiences (e.g., sleep, 

role tensions, job demands, support structures) because they may influence the degree to 

which leaders provide support, above and beyond our current theoretical guidance that 

emphasizes distal or unalterable antecedents (e.g., gender identity, family experiences; 

Straub, 2012). Finally, I urge scientists and practitioners to consider the leader as a 

primary stakeholder of the support provision process moving forward to ensure a 

balanced and equitable approach so as not to put one worker at risk for the benefit of 

another. In other words, we should not expect leaders to help others before they have put 

on their own mask. Overall, it is my hope that through the three studies conducted as a 

part of this dissertation, it can be reasonably concluded that leader experiences are critical 

to the enactment and perception of support in the workplace and therefore deserve 

attention.  

Practical Implications 

 Broadly, the studies comprising this dissertation take an overall stance at 

improving the leader experience, specifically as it relates to the workplace support 

provision phenomenon. Indeed, the research questions for these studies were generated 

from the idea that leaders within the U.S. are faced with a “all work, no sleep” culture 
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that is perpetuated by mainstream media outlets that workplace leaders often read such as 

Business Insider (Cutrone & Nisen, 2012). In combination, scholars and practitioners are 

consistently promoting leader support behaviors given the range of benefits such 

behaviors can have for employees and organizations (Kossek et al., 2022). As such, the 

collection of studies presented in this body of work aim to capture the needs of leaders 

within the U.S. to guide practice towards the cultivation of a healthier leader culture as 

well as the prioritization of leaders when adding demands to their plate, given the value 

that leaders have for our workplaces.  

 More specifically, the findings generated in this body of work may inform one of 

the predominant approaches to the protection and promotion of employee health within 

the U.S. Namely, the Total Worker Health®  (TWH) approach emphasizes the imperative 

role of leadership in fostering worker health, safety, and well-being (NIOSH, 2021; 

Punnett et al., 2020; Schill & Chosewood, 2013). Moreover, inherent to TWH is the 

recognition that a large and varied host of issues, both within and outside of work, 

threaten worker safety, health, and well-being (e.g., hazards, scheduling, technology, 

family, mistreatment, diverse identities). This concept has traditionally been applied to 

employees but this project aims to extend this to leaders specifically, given their unique 

role and the level of emphasis that TWH initiatives place on the effectiveness of the 

leader. In general, the TWH approach suggests that work and nonwork hazards need to be 

considered when designing policies, programs, and practices. However, for TWH 

initiatives that involve leaders, a major challenge will be understanding how leaders, who 

are themselves subject to work and nonwork hazards to health, can support a modern-day 
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workforce that is subject to so many hazards, stressors, and obstacles. As such, this 

dissertation aims to establish a line of research that will employ and guide the TWH 

approach to prioritize the health and well-being of leaders in order to ensure leaders have 

sufficient resources to drive TWH initiatives forward. As such, this body of work 

expands upon the TWH approach to foster leader health and well-being as well as 

minimize any barriers they may experience in their attempt to support their employees.  

Conclusion 

Overall, leaders are vital for the health, well-being, and sustainability of our 

workforce. For this reason, it is imperative to begin understanding the complete picture of 

the work-life supportive leadership process to understand the realistic way that such 

behaviors may be functioning within the workplace. The three studies that make up this 

body of work expand upon prior theory (i.e., Crain et al., 2018; Kossek et al., 2022; 

Straub, 2012) as well as push forward novel perspectives that can guide the development 

of leader support science and practice forward. This dissertation’s overarching purpose 

was to dissect the role of the leader as the primary player in the support provision 

phenomenon, rather than just as an intervention point, by conducting leader-centric 

empirical studies and generating new theory to push this agenda forward. As such, this 

work will inform interventions that aim to promote and maintain a broad range of leader 

support behaviors that address the needs of employees, by first understanding how to 

ensure the leader has the resources to engage in such behaviors effectively. Thus, these 

studies advocate for a mutually beneficial agenda to support by allowing organizations, 

employees, families, and leaders to thrive.  



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

219 

  

Fi
gu

re
 5

.1
.  

M
ap

 o
f t

he
 a

lig
nm

en
t b

et
w

ee
n 

re
se

ar
ch

 q
ue

sti
on

s a
nd

 in
di

vi
du

al
 st

ud
y 

re
su

lts
 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

220 

 Fi
gu

re
 5

.2
. O

ve
ra

ll 
m

od
el

 o
f t

he
 th

re
e 

co
m

pl
em

en
ta

ry
 st

ud
ie

s. 
1  r

ef
er

s t
o 

va
ria

bl
es

 in
ve

sti
ga

te
d 

in
 S

tu
dy

 1
, 2 

 re
fe

rs
 to

 
va

ria
bl

es
 in

cl
ud

ed
 in

 S
tu

dy
 2

’s
 th

eo
re

tic
al

 fr
am

ew
or

k,
 a

nd
 3  r

ef
er

s t
o 

th
em

es
 c

ap
tu

re
d 

in
 S

tu
dy

 3
.  

 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

221 

Chapter 1 References 

Antonakis, J., Avolio, B. J., & Sivasubramaniam, N. (2003). Context and leadership: An 

 examination of the nine-factor full–range leadership theory using the Multifactor 

 Leadership Questionnaire. The Leadership Quarterly, 14(3), 261–295. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(03)00030-4 

Antonakis, J., & Day, D. V. (2018). Leadership: Past, present, and future. In J. Antonakis 

 & D. V. Day (Eds.), The nature of leadership (pp. 3–26). Sage Publications, Inc. 

APA. (2022). Stress in America 2022. https://www.apa.org.  

 https://www.apa.org/news/press/releases/stress/2022/concerned-future-inflation 

Babbar, S., & Aspelin, D. J. (1998). The overtime rebellion: Symptom of a bigger 

 problem? Academy of Management Perspectives, 12(1), 68–76. 

 https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.1998.254979 

Barling, J., Christie, A., & Hoption, C. (2011). Leadership. In S. Zedeck (Ed.), APA 

 handbook of industrial and organizational psychology, Vol. 1. Building and 

 developing the organization (pp. 183–240). American Psychological Association. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/12169-007 

Brown, D. J. (2018). In the minds of followers: Follower-centric approaches to 

 leadership. In J. Antonakis & D. V. Day (Eds.), The nature of leadership (pp. 

 82–108). Sage Publications, Inc. 

Byrne, A., Dionisi, A. M., Barling, J., Akers, A., Robertson, J., Lys, R., ... & Dupré, K. 

 (2014). The depleted leader: The influence of leaders' diminished psychological 

 resources on leadership behaviors. The Leadership Quarterly, 25(2), 344–357. 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

222 

Cascio, W. F., & Aguinis, H. (2011). Applied psychology in human resource 

 management (7th ed.). Prentice Hall. 

Crain, T. L., Brossoit, R. M., & Fisher, G. G. (2018). Work, nonwork, and sleep (WNS): 

 A review and conceptual framework. Journal of Business and Psychology, 33(6), 

 675–697. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-017-9521- 

Crain, T. L., & Stevens, S. C. (2018). Family-supportive supervisor behaviors: A review 

 and recommendations for research and practice. Journal of Organizational 

 Behavior, 39(7), 869–888. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2320 

Conger, J. A. (1998). Qualitative research as the cornerstone methodology for 

 understanding leadership. The Leadership Quarterly, 9(1), 107–121. 

Contreras, F., Baykal, E., & Abid, G. (2020). E-leadership and teleworking in times of 

 COVID-19 and beyond: What we know and where do we go. Frontiers in 

 Psychology, 11, 590271. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.590271 

Cutrone, C., & Nisen, M. (2012). 19 successful people who barely sleep. Business 

 Insider. https://www.businessinsider.com/successful-people-who-barely-sleep-

 2012-9 

Gates, B. (2019, December 10). This book put me to sleep [Blog]. The Lost City of Zzzz. 

 https://www.gatesnotes.com/Books/Why-We-Sleep 

Hammer, L. B., Allen, S. J., Leslie, J. J. (2021a). Occupational stress and well-being: 

 Workplace interventions involving managers/supervisors. In L. Lapierre & C. 

 Cooper  (Eds.). Cambridge Companion to Organisational Stress and Well-Being. 

 Cambridge, United Kingdom: Cambridge University Press. 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

223 

Hammer, L. B., Brady, J. M., Brossoit, R. M., Mohr, C. D., Bodner, T. E., Crain, T. L., & 

 Brockwood, K. J. (2021b). Effects of a Total Worker Health® leadership 

 intervention on employee well-being and functional impairment. Journal of 

 Occupational Health Psychology, 26(6), 582 –598. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000312 

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Yragui, N. L., Bodner, T. E., & Hanson, G. C. (2009). 

 Development and validation of a multidimensional measure of family supportive 

 supervisor behaviors (FSSB). Journal of Management, 35(4), 837–856. 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063083285 

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Zimmerman, K., & Daniels, R. (2007). Clarifying the 

 construct of family-supportive supervisory behaviors (FSSB): A multilevel 

 perspective. In Exploring the work and non-work interface. Emerald Group 

 Publishing Limited. 

Harter, B. J. (2022, January 25). Manager burnout is only getting worse. Gallup. 

 Retrieved September 20, 2022, from 

 https://www.gallup.com/workplace/357404/manager-burnout-getting-worse.aspx 

Hiller, N. J., DeChurch, L. A., Murase, T., & Doty, D. (2011). Searching for outcomes of  

leadership: A 25-year review. Journal of Management, 37(4), 1137–1177. 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310393520 

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of resources: A new attempt at conceptualizing 

 stress. American Psychologist, 44(3), 513 –524. 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

224 

Hogan, R., Curphy, G., Kaiser, R. B., & Chamorro-Premuzic, T. (2018). Leadership in 

 organizations. In D. S. Ones, N. Anderson, C. Viswesvaran, & H. K. Sinangil 

 (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of industrial, work & organizational psychology: 

 Organizational psychology (pp. 269–288). Sage Reference. 

Inceoglu, I., Arnold, K. A., Leroy, H., Lang, J. W. B., & Stephan, U. (2021). From 

 microscopic to macroscopic perspectives and back: The study of leadership and 

 health/well-being. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 26(6), 459–468. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000316 

Kaluza, A. J., Boer, D., Buengeler, C., & van Dick, R. (2020). Leadership behaviour and 

 leader self-reported well-being: A review, integration and meta-analytic 

 examination. Work &  Stress, 34(1), 34–56. 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2019.1617369 

Kossek, E., Perrigino, M. B., Russo, M., & Morandin, G. (2022). Missed connections 

 between the leadership and work life fields: Work-life supportive leadership 

 for a dual agenda. Academy of Management Annals, 17(1), 181–217. 

 https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2021.0085. 

Lapierre, L. M., & Allen, T. D. (2006). Work-supportive family, family-supportive 

 supervision, use of organizational benefits, and problem-focused coping: 

 implications for work-family conflict and employee well-being. Journal of 

 Occupational Health Psychology, 11(2), 169–181. doi:10.1037/1076-

 8998.11.2.169 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

225 

Lashbrooke, B. (2019, August 20). When it comes to sleep, are you an Ellen 

 DeGeneres, Mariah Carey or Margaret Thatcher? Forbes. 

 https://www.forbes.com/sites/barnabylashbrooke/2019/08/20/when-it-comes-to-

 sleep-are-you-an-ellen-degeneres-or-a-marissa-mayer/?sh=5d02476b2299 

Le, V. (2019, February 14). Donald Trump’s workday starts at 11 a.m. — here’s how his 

 morning routine stacks up against 7 other millionaires. CNBC. 

 https://www.cnbc.com/2019/02/13/donald-trumps-workday-starts-at-11-am-heres-

 how-it- compares-to-other-millionaires.html 

Litano, M. L., Major, D. A., Landers, R. N., Streets, V. N., & Bass, B. I. (2016). A meta-

 analytic investigation of the relationship between leader-member exchange and 

 work-family experiences. The Leadership Quarterly, 27(5), 802-817. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.06.003 

Matick, E., Kottwitz, M. U., Rigotti, T., & Otto, K. (2022). I can’t get no sleep: The role 

 of leaders’ health and leadership behavior on employees’ sleep quality. 

 European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 31(6), 869–879. 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2022.2077198 

May, D. R., Gilson, R. L., & Harter, L. M. (2004). The psychological conditions of 

 meaningfulness, safety and availability and the engagement of the human spirit at 

 work.  Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 77(1), 11–37. 

 https://doi.org/10.1348/096317904322915892 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

226 

Muse, L. A., & Pichler, S. (2011). A comparison of types of support for lower-skill 

 workers: Evidence for the importance of family supportive supervisors. Journal of 

 Vocational Behavior, 79(3), 653–666. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.04.005 

Nohe, C., & Sonntag, K. (2014). Work–family conflict, social support, and turnover 

 intentions: A longitudinal study. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 85(1), 1–12. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2014.03.007 

NIOSH (2021). Priority areas and emerging issues | NIOSH | CDC.  

 https://www.cdc.gov/niosh/twh/priority.html 

NIOSH (2016). Fundamentals of total worker health approaches: Essential elements for  

advancing worker safety, health, and well-being. On behalf of the NIOSH  Office  

 for Total Worker Health. Cincinnati, OH: U.S. Department of Health and Human 

 Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Institute for 

 Occupational Safety and Health. DHHS (NIOS) Publication No. 2017–112. 

Odle-Dusseau, H. N., Britt, T. W., & Greene-Shortridge, T. M. (2012). Organizational 

 work–family resources as predictors of job performance and attitudes: The 

 process of work–family conflict and enrichment. Journal of Occupational Health 

 Psychology, 17(1), 28–40. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026428 

Poetz, L., Volmer, J. (2024) What does leadership do to the leader? Using a pattern-

 oriented approach to investigate the association between daily leadership profiles 

 and daily leader well-being. Journal of Business and Psychology, 1(23).

 https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-024-09939-6 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

227 

Potter, P. D., Pavlakis, A. E., & Roberts, J. K. (2021). Calming the storm: Natural 

 disasters, crisis management, and school leadership. Journal of cases in 

 educational leadership, 24(2), 96–111. 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/1555458920973695 

Punnett, L., Cavallari, J. M., Henning, R. A., Nobrega, S., Dugan, A. G., & Cherniack, 

 M. G.  (2020). Defining ‘integration’for Total Worker Health®: A new proposal. 

 Annals of Work Exposures and Health, 64(3), 223–235. 

 https://doi.org/10.1093/annweh/wxaa003 

Ruderman, M. N., Clerkin, C., & Deal, J. J. (2017). The long-hours culture. In The 

 Routledge Companion to Wellbeing at Work (pp. 201–221). Taylor & Francis. 

Schill, A. L., & Chosewood, L. C. (2013). The NIOSH total worker health™ program. 

 Journal of Occupational and Environmental Medicine, 55(12), S8–S11. 

 https://www.jstor.org/stable/48500336 

Sianoja, M., Crain, T. L., Hammer, L. B., Bodner, T., Brockwood, K. J., LoPresti, M., & 

 Shea, S. A. (2020). The relationship between leadership support and employee 

 sleep. Journal  of Occupational Health Psychology, 25(3), 187–202. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000173 

Shanock, L. R., & Eisenberger, R. (2006). When supervisors feel supported: 

 relationships with subordinates' perceived supervisor support, perceived 

 organizational support, and performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(3), 

 689–695. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.3.689 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

228 

Smith, D. (2017, February 9). President trump’s daily routine: Twitter, cable TV and 

 plotting to change America. The Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/us-

 news/2017/jan/27/donald-trump-white-house-twitter-cable-news-sleep 

Svetieva, E., Clerkin, C., & Ruderman, M. N. (2017). Can’t sleep, won’t sleep: Exploring 

 leaders’ sleep patterns, problems, and attitudes. Consulting Psychology Journal: 

 Practice and Research, 69(2), 80–97. https://doi.org/10.1037/cpb0000092 

Takahashi, K., Ishikawa, J., & Kanai, T. (2012). Qualitative and quantitative studies of 

 leadership in multinational settings: Meta-analytic and cross-cultural reviews. 

 Journal of World Business, 47(4), 530–538. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2012.01.006 

Tay, L., Batz-Barbarich, C., Yang, L. Q., & Wiese, C. W. (2023). Well-Being: The 

 ultimate criterion for organizational sciences. Journal of Business and 

 Psychology, 38(6), 1141–1157.https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-023-09908-5 

Tepper, B. J., Simon, L., & Park, H. M. (2017). Abusive supervision. Annual Review of 

 Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 4, 123–152. 

 https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-041015-062539 

Vroom, V. H. (1976). Leadership. In: Dunnette, M. D. (Ed.), Handbook of industrial and 

 organisational psychology, Chicago, Rand McNally, pp. 1527–1551. 

Xu, J., & Thomas, H. C. (2011). How can leaders achieve high employee engagement?

 Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 32(4), 399–416. doi: 

 10.1108/01437731111134661 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

229 

Yiğit, B., & Bozkurt, S. (2017) A content analysis of servant leadership studies.  

 International Journal of Organizational Leadership, 6, 190–196, 

 https://ssrn.com/abstract=3334346 

 

 

  



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

230 

Chapter 2 References 

Adler, A. B., Bliese, P. D., LoPresti, M. L., McDonald, J. L., & Merrill, J. C. (2021). 

 Sleep leadership in the army: A group randomized trial. Sleep Health, 7(1), 24–

 30. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sleh.2020.06.001 

Aguinis, H., Hill, N. S., & Bailey, J. R. (2019). Best practices in data collection and 

 preparation: Recommendations for reviewers, editors, and authors. 

 Organizational Research Methods. 678–693. 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428119836485 

Aguinis, H., & Vandenberg, R. J. (2014). An ounce of prevention is worth a pound of 

 cure: Improving research quality before data collection. Annual Review of 

 Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 1(1), 569–595. 

 https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091231 

Åkerstedt, T. (2003). Shift work and disturbed sleep/wakefulness. Occupational 

 Medicine, 53(2), 89–94. https://doi.org/10.1093/occmed/kqg046 

Åkerstedt, T., Knutsson, A., Westerholm, P., Theorell, T., Alfredsson, L., & Kecklund, 

 G. (2004). Mental fatigue, work and sleep. Journal of Psychosomatic 

 Research, 57(5), 427–433. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychores.2003.12.001 

American Academy of Sleep Medicine. (2021). Make time 2 sleep bedtime calculator. 

 Sleep Education.Org. http://sleepeducation.org/healthysleep/Make-Time-2-

 Sleep- Bedtime-Calculator 

Antonakis, J., & Day, D. V. (2018). Leadership: Past, present, and future. In J. 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

231 

Antonakis & D. V. Day (Eds.), The nature of leadership (pp. 3–26). Sage 

 Publications, Inc.  

Amicucci, G., Tempesta, D., Salfi, F., D’Atri, A., Viselli, L., De Gennaro, L., & Ferrara, 

 M. (2021). The effect of 5 nights of sleep restriction on empathic propensity. 

 Journal of Sleep Research, 30(5), e13325. https://doi.org/10.1111/jsr.13325 

APA (2012). Stress in America: Our Health at Risk. Retrieved from 

 https://www.apa.org/news/press/releases/stress/2011/final-2011.pdf 

Babbar, S., & Aspelin, D. J. (1998). The overtime rebellion: Symptom of a bigger 

 problem? Academy of Management Perspectives, 12(1), 68–76. 

 https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.1998.254979 

Barber, L. K., Munz, D. C., Bagsby, P. G., & Powell, E. D. (2010). Sleep consistency and 

 sufficiency: Are both necessary for less psychological strain? Stress and Health, 

 26(3), 186–193. https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.1292 

Barnes, C. M. (2012). Working in our sleep: Sleep and self-regulation in organizations. 

 Organizational Psychology Review, 2(3), 234–257. 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386612450181 

Barnes, C. M., Awtrey, E., Lucianetti, L., & Spreitzer, G. (2020). Leader sleep 

 devaluation, employee sleep, and unethical behavior. Sleep Health, 6(3), 411–

 417. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sleh.2019.12.001 

Barnes, C. M., Guarana, C. L., Nauman, S., & Kong, D. T. (2017). Too tired to inspire or 

 be inspired: Sleep deprivation and charismatic leadership. Journal of Applied 

 Psychology, 101(8), 1191–1199. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000123 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

232 

Barnes, C. M., Lucianetti, L., Bhave, D. P., & Christian, M. S. (2015). “You wouldn’t 

 like me when I’m sleepy”: Leaders’ sleep, daily abusive supervision, and work 

 unit engagement. Academy of Management Journal, 58(5), 1419–1437. 

 https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2013.1063 

Barnes, C. M., & Watson, N. F. (2019). Why healthy sleep is good for business. Sleep 

 Medicine Reviews, 47, 112–118. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smrv.2019.07.005 

Barsade, S. G., Coutifaris, C. G., & Pillemer, J. (2018). Emotional contagion in 

 organizational life. Research in Organizational Behavior, 38, 137–151. 

Bass, B. M., & Bass, R. (2009). The Bass handbook of leadership: Theory, research, and 

 managerial applications. Simon and Schuster. New York, NJ: Free Press. 

Basner, M., Spaeth, A. M., & Dinges, D. F. (2014). Sociodemographic characteristics 

 and waking activities and their role in the timing and duration of sleep. Sleep, 

 37(12), 1889–1906. https://doi.org/10.5665/sleep.4238 

Becker, T. E., Atinc, G., Breaugh, J. A., Carlson, K. D., Edwards, J. R., & Spector, P. E. 

 (2016). Statistical control in correlational studies: 10 essential recommendations 

 for organizational researchers. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 37(2),  157–

 167. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2053  

Bei, B., Seeman, T. E., Carroll, J. E., & Wiley, J. F. (2017). Sleep and physiological 

 dysregulation: a closer look at sleep intraindividual variability. Sleep, 40(9), 

 zsx109. https://doi.org/10.1093/sleep/zsx109 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

233 

Berger, S. (2018, June 22). What time Elon Musk, Barack Obama and 4 other successful  

 people  go to bed. Consumer Business and News Channel. 

 https://www.cnbc.com/2018/06/22/what-time-successful-people-to-go-bed.html 

Bernerth, J. B., & Aguinis, H. (2016). A critical review and best‐practice 

 recommendations for  control variable usage. Personnel Psychology, 69(1), 229–

 283. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12103 

Bernerth, J. B., Cole, M. S., Taylor, E. C., & Walker, H. J. (2018). Control variables in 

 leadership research: A qualitative and quantitative review. Journal of 

 Management, 44(1), 131–160. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206317690586 

Bernes, G. A., Miller, M. E., Stanley, M. A., Williamson, J. D., Knudson, M., & McCall, 

 W. V.  (2009). Insomnia in older adults with generalized anxiety disorder. The 

 American Journal of Geriatric Psychiatry, 17(6), 465–472. 

 https://doi.org/10.1097/JGP.0b013e3181987747 

Bodner, T. E. (2016). Tumble graphs: Avoiding misleading end point extrapolation when 

 graphing interactions from a moderated multiple regression analysis. Journal of 

 Educational and Behavioral Statistics, 41(6), 593–604. doi: 

 10.3102/1076998616657080 

Brossoit, R. M., Crain, T. L., Leslie, J. J., Hammer, L. B., Truxillo, D. M., & Bodner, T. 

 E. (2019). The effects of sleep on workplace cognitive failure and safety. Journal 

 of Occupational Health Psychology, 24(4), 411–422. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000139 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

234 

Burch, K. A., Dugan, A. G., & Barnes-Farrell, J. L. (2019). Understanding what eldercare 

 means  for employees and organizations: A review and recommendations for 

 future research. Work, Aging and Retirement, 5(1), 44–72. 

 https://doi.org/10.1093/workar/way011 

Burgard, S. A., & Ailshire, J. A. (2013). Gender and time for sleep among US adults. 

 American Sociological Review, 78(1), 51–69. 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122412472048 

Butte, N. F., Ekelund, U., & Westerterp, K. R. (2012). Assessing physical activity using 

 wearable monitors: measures of physical activity. Medicine & Science in Sports & 

 Exercise, 44(1S), S5–S12. doi: 10.1249/MSS.0b013e3182399c0e 

Buysse, D. J. (2014). Sleep health: Can we define it? Does it matter? Sleep, 37(1), 9–17. 

 https://doi.org/10.5665/sleep.3298 

Buysse, D. J., Reynolds, C. F., Monk, T. H., Berman, S. R., & Kupfer, D. J. (1989). The 

 Pittsburgh Sleep Quality Index: A new instrument for psychiatric practice and 

 research. Psychiatry Research, 28(2), 193–213. https://doi.org/10.1016/0165-

 1781(89)90047-4 

Byrne, A., Dionisi, A. M., Barling, J., Akers, A., Robertson, J., Lys, R., ... & Dupré, K. 

 (2014). The depleted leader: The influence of leaders’ diminished  

 psychological resources on leadership behaviors. The Leadership Quarterly, 

 25(2), 344–357. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.09.003 

Cella, D., Riley, W., Stone, A., Rothrock, N., Reeve, B., Yount, S., … PROMIS 

 Cooperative Group. (2010). The Patient-Reported Outcomes Measurement 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

235 

 Information System (PROMIS) developed and tested its first wave of adult self-

 reported health outcome item  banks: 2005–2008. Journal of Clinical 

 Epidemiology, 63(11), 1179–1194. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2010.04.011 

Crain, T. L., Brossoit, R. M., & Fisher, G. G. (2018). Work, nonwork, and sleep (WNS): 

 A review and conceptual framework. Journal of Business and Psychology, 33(6), 

 675–697. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-017-9521-x  

Crain, T. L., & Stevens, S. C. (2018). Family-supportive supervisor behaviors: A review  

 and recommendations for research and practice. Journal of Organizational 

 Behavior, 39(7), 869–888. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2320 

DeWall, C. N., Baumeister, R. F., Gailliot, M. T., & Maner, J. K. (2008). Depletion 

 makes the heart grow less helpful: Helping as a function of self-regulatory  energy 

 and genetic relatedness. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 34(12), 

 1653–1662. doi:10.1177/014616720832381. 

Dugan, A. G., Barnes-Farrell, J. L., Fortinsky, R. H., & Cherniack, M. G. (2020). 

 Acquired and persistent eldercare demands: Impact on worker well-being. 

 Journal of Applied Gerontology, 39(4), 357–367. 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/0733464819870034 

Gates, B. (2019, December 10). This book put me to sleep [Blog]. The Lost City of Zzzz. 

 https://www.gatesnotes.com/Books/Why-We-Sleep 

Gaultney, J. F. (2014). Association of weekend to weeknight changes in sleep duration 

 with peer and supervisor ratings of business leaders’ performance. The 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

236 

 Psychologist-Manager Journal, 17(2), 112–127. 

 http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/mgr0000016 

Goldstein-Piekarski, A. N., Greer, S. M., Saletin, J. M., & Walker, M. P. (2015). Sleep 

 deprivation impairs the human central and peripheral nervous system 

 discrimination of social threat. Journal of Neuroscience, 35(28), 10135–10145. 

 doi: https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.5254-14.2015 

Guarana, C. L., & Barnes, C. M. (2017). Lack of sleep and the development of leader-

 follower relationships over time. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 

 Processes, 141, 57–73. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2017.04.003 

Guadagni, V., Burles, F., Ferrara, M., & Iaria, G. (2014). The effects of sleep deprivation 

 on emotional empathy. Journal of Sleep Research, 23(6), 657–663. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2017.04.003 

Guadagni, V., Burles, F., Valera, S., Hardwicke-Brown, E., Ferrara, M., Campbell, T., & 

 Iaria,  G. (2017). The relationship between quality of sleep and emotional 

 empathy. Journal of Psychophysiology, 31(4), 158–166. 

 https://doi.org/10.1027/0269- 8803/a000177 

Gunia, B. C., Sipos, M. L., LoPresti, M., & Adler, A. B. (2015). Sleep Leadership in  

 High-Risk Occupations: An Investigation of Soldiers on Peacekeeping and 

 Combat Missions. Military Psychology, 27(4), 197–211. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/mil0000078 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

237 

Hafner, M., Stepanek, M., Taylor, J., Troxel, W. M., & van Stolk, C. (2017). Why sleep 

 matters-The economic costs of insufficient sleep: A cross-country comparative 

 analysis. Rand Health Quarterly, 6(4), 11–15. 

Hagen, E. W., Mirer, A. G., Palta, M., & Peppard, P. E. (2013). The sleep-time cost of 

 parenting: Sleep duration and sleepiness among employed parents in the 

 Wisconsin Sleep Cohort Study. American Journal of Epidemiology, 177(5), 394–

 401. https://doi.org/10.1093/aje/kws246 

Hammer, L. B., Allen, S. J., Leslie, J. J. (2021). Occupational stress and well-being: 

 Workplace interventions involving managers/supervisors. In L. Lapierre & C. 

 Cooper (Eds.). Cambridge Companion to Organisational Stress and Well-Being. 

 Cambridge, United Kingdom: Cambridge University Press. 

Hammer, L. B., Brady, J. M., Brossoit, R. M., Mohr, C. D., Bodner, T. E., Crain, T. L., & 

 Brockwood, K. J. (2021b). Effects of a Total Worker Health® leadership 

 intervention on employee well-being and functional impairment. Journal of 

 Occupational Health Psychology, 26(6), 582–598. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000312 

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Anger, W. K., Bodner, T., & Zimmerman, K. L. (2011). 

 Clarifying work–family intervention processes: The roles of work–family conflict 

 and family-supportive supervisor behaviors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

 96(1), 134–150. doi: 10.1037/a0020927 

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E., Bodner, T., & Crain, T. (2013). Measurement development 

 and validation of the Family Supportive Supervisor Behavior Short-Form 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

238 

 (FSSB-SF). Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 18(3), 285–296. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032612 

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Yragui, N. L., Bodner, T. E., & Hanson, G. C. (2009). 

 Development and validation of a multidimensional measure of Family 

 Supportive Supervisor Behaviors (FSSB). Journal of Management, 35(4), 837–

 856. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308328510 

Hämming, O. (2017). Health and well-being at work: The key role of supervisor support.  

 SSM - Population Health, 3, 393–402. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmph.2017.04.002. 

HealthMeasures. (2021). Calculate Scores. https://www.healthmeasures.net/score-and-

 interpret/calculate-scores 

Henderson, A. A., & Horan, K. A. (2021). A meta‐analysis of sleep and work 

 performance: An examination of moderators and mediators. Journal of  

 Organizational Behavior, 42(1), 1–19. doi: 10.1002/job.2486 

Hills, A. P., Mokhtar, N., & Byrne, N. M. (2014). Assessment of physical activity and 

 energy  expenditure: an overview of objective measures. Frontiers in 

 Nutrition, 1, 5–16. https://doi.org/10.3389/fnut.2014.00005 

Hirshkowitz, M., Whiton, K., Albert, S. M., Alessi, C., Bruni, O., DonCarlos, L., ... & 

 Ware, J. C. (2015). National Sleep Foundation’s updated sleep duration 

 recommendations. Sleep Health, 1(4), 233–243. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sleh.2015.10.004 

House, J. S. (1981). Work stress and social support. Addison-Wesley Pub. Co. 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

239 

Hoyt, M. A., Mazza, M. C., Ahmad, Z., Darabos, K., & Applebaum, A. J. (2021). Sleep 

 quality in young adult informal caregivers: Understanding psychological and 

 biological processes. International Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 28(1), 6–

 13. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12529-019-09842-y 

Isaacson, W. (2014). The Real Leadership Lessons of Steve Jobs. Harvard Business 

 Review. https://hbr.org/2012/04/the-real-leadership-lessons-of-steve-jobs 

Jackson, C. L., Redline, S., Kawachi, I., Williams, M. A., & Hu, F. B. (2013). Racial 

 disparities in short sleep duration by occupation and industry. American 

 Journal of Epidemiology, 178(9), 1442–1451. https://doi.org/10.1093/aje/kwt159 

Johnson, E. O., Roth, T., & Breslau, N. (2006). The association of insomnia with anxiety 

 disorders and depression: exploration of the direction of risk. Journal of 

 Psychiatric Research, 40(8), 700–708. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychires.2006.07.008 

Kaluza, A. J., Boer, D., Buengeler, C., & van Dick, R. (2021). Leadership behaviour and 

 leader self-reported well-being: A review, integration and meta-analytic 

 examination. Work &  Stress, 34(1), 34–56. https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12744 

Kelloway, E. K., Nielsen, K., & Dimoff, J. K. (Eds.). (2017). Leading to occupational 

 health  and safety: How leadership behaviours impact organizational safety and 

 well-being. John Wiley & Sons. 

Khubchandani, J., & Price, J. H. (2020). Short Sleep Duration in Working American 

 Adults, 2010–2018. Journal of Community Health, 45(2), 219–227. 

 https://doi.org/10.1007/s10900-019-00731-9 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

240 

Kline, R. (2011). Convergence of structural equation modeling and multilevel modeling. 

 In The SAGE handbook of innovation in social research methods (pp. 562–589). 

 SAGE  Publications Ltd. https://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781446268261 

Koch, A. R., & Binnewies, C. (2015). Setting a good example: Supervisors as work-life- 

 friendly role models within the context of boundary management. Journal of 

 Occupational Health Psychology, 20(1), 82–92. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037890 

Kossek, E. E., Pichler, S., Bodner, T., & Hammer, L. B. (2011). Workplace social 

 support and work–family conflict: A meta‐analysis clarifying the influence of 

 general and work–family‐specific supervisor and organizational support. 

 Personnel Psychology, 64(2), 289–313. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-

 6570.2011.01211.x 

Langford, C. P. H., Bowsher, J., Maloney, J. P., & Lillis, P. P. (1997). Social support: A 

 conceptual analysis. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 25(1), 95–100. 

 https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2648.1997.1997025095.x 

Las Heras, M., Trefalt, S., & Escribano, P. I. (2015). How national context moderates the 

 impact  of family-supportive supervisory behavior on job performance and 

 turnover intentions. Management Research: The Journal of the Iberoamerican 

 Academy of Management, 13(1), 55–82. doi: 10.1108/MRJIAM-06-2014-0556 

Lashbrooke, B. (2019, August 20). When it comes to sleep, are you an Ellen 

 DeGeneres, Mariah Carey or Margaret Thatcher? Forbes. 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

241 

 https://www.forbes.com/sites/barnabylashbrooke/2019/08/20/when-it-comes-to-

 sleep-are-you-an-ellen-degeneres-or-a-marissa-mayer/?sh=5d02476b2299 

Le, V. (2019, February 14). Donald Trump’s workday starts at 11 a.m. — here’s how his 

 morning routine stacks up against 7 other millionaires. CNBC. 

 https://www.cnbc.com/2019/02/13/donald-trumps-workday-starts-at-11-am-heres-

 how-it- compares-to-other-millionaires.html 

Litwiller, B., Snyder, L. A., Taylor, W. D., & Steele, L. M. (2017). The relationship 

 between sleep and work: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 102(4), 

 682–699. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000169 

Liu, Y., Wheaton, A. G., Chapman, D. P., Cunningham, T. J., Lu, H., & Croft, J. B. 

 (2016). Prevalence of healthy sleep duration among adults—United  States, 

 2014. MMWR. Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report, 65(6), 137–141. 

 https://doi.org/10.15585/mmwr.mm6506a1 

Luckhaupt, S. E., Tak, S., & Calvert, G. M. (2010). The prevalence of short sleep  

 duration by industry and occupation in the Ntional Health Interview Survey. 

 Sleep, 33(2), 149–159. https://doi.org/10.1093/sleep/33.2.149 

Marescaux, E., Rofcanin, Y., Las Heras, M., Ilies, R., & Bosch, M. J. (2020). When 

 employees and supervisors (do not) see eye to eye on family supportive 

 supervisor behaviours: The role of segmentation desire and work-family culture. 

 Journal of Vocational Behavior, 121, 103471.

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103471. 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

242 

Mastin, D. F., Bryson, J., & Corwyn, R. (2006). Assessment of sleep hygiene using the 

 Sleep Hygiene Index. Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 29(3), 223–227. doi: 

 10.1007/s10865-006-9047-6 

Mathieu, M., Eschleman, K. J., & Cheng, D. (2019). Meta-analytic and multiwave 

 comparison of  emotional support and instrumental support in the workplace. 

 Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 24(3), 387–409.

 https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000135 

Massar, S. A., Lim, J., & Huettel, S. A. (2019). Sleep deprivation, effort allocation and 

 performance. Progress in Brain Research, 246, 1–26. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.pbr.2019.03.007 

Mastin, D. F., Bryson, J., & Corwyn, R. (2006). Assessment of sleep hygiene using the 

 Sleep Hygiene Index. Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 29(3), 223–227. doi: 

 10.1007/s10865-006-9047-6 

Medic, G., Wille, M., & Hemels, M. E. (2017). Short-and long-term health consequences 

 of sleep disruption. Nature and Science of Sleep, 151–161. doi:

 10.2147/NSS.S134864 

Melo, J. M., Campanini, M. Z., Souza, S. C. S., Andrade, S. M., González, A. D., 

 Jiménez-López, E., & Mesas, A. E. (2021). Work-related rumination and worry at 

 bedtime are associated with worse sleep indicators in schoolteachers: A study 

 based on actigraphy and sleep diaries. Sleep Medicine, 80, 113–117. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sleep.2021.01.055 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

243 

Mor Barak, M. E., Travis, D. J., Pyun, H., & Xie, B. (2009). The impact of supervision 

 on worker outcomes: A meta‐analysis. Social Service Review, 83(1), 3–32. 

 https://doi.org/10.1086/599028 

Muthén, L., & Muthén, B. (1998-2015). Mplus user’s guide (7th ed.). Los Angeles, CA: 

 Authors. (Original work published 2015) 

National Sleep Foundation. (2021, April 15). Sleep Awareness Week®. 

 https://www.thensf.org/sleep-awareness-week/ 

New York Times. (2019, June 19). 2020 Democrats on their sleep. The New York  Times 

 Company.https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2019/us/politics/sleep-

 democratic-candidates.html 

Odle-Dusseau, H. N., Britt, T. W., & Greene-Shortridge, T. M. (2012). Organizational 

 work– family resources as predictors of job performance and attitudes: The 

 process of work–family conflict and enrichment. Journal of Occupational  Health 

 Psychology, 17(1), 28–40. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026428 

Odle-Dusseau, H. N., Hammer, L. B., Crain, T. L., & Bodner, T. E. (2016). The influence 

 of family-supportive supervisor training on employee job performance and 

 attitudes: An organizational work–family intervention. Journal of Occupational 

 Health  Psychology, 21(3), 296–308. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039961 

Ohayon, M., Wickwire, E. M., Hirshkowitz, M., Albert, S. M., Avidan, A., Daly, F. J., 

 Dauvilliers, Y., Ferri, R., Fung, C., Gozal, D., Hazen, N., Krystal, A., Lichstein, 

 K., Mallampalli, M., Plazzi, G., Rawding, R., Scheer, F. A., Somers, V., &  

 Vitiello, M. V. (2017). National Sleep Foundation’s sleep quality  



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

244 

 recommendations: First report. Sleep Health, 3(1), 6–19. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sleh.2016.11.006 

Olsen, O. K., Pallesen, S., Torsheim, T., & Espevik, R. (2016). The effect of sleep 

 deprivation on leadership behaviour in military officers: An experimental study. 

 Journal of Sleep Research, 25(6), 683–689. https://doi.org/10.1111/jsr.12431 

Palmer, C. A., & Alfano, C. A. (2017). Sleep and emotion regulation: an organizing, 

 integrative review. Sleep Medicine Reviews, 31, 6–16. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smrv.2015.12.006  

Perry, M. L., El-Askari, L. M., Hammer, L. B., & Brown, N. D. (2020). Securing your  

 own mask before assisting others: Effects of a supervisor training intervention on 

 supervisors and employees. Occupational Health Science, 4(4), 417–443. 

 https://doi.org/10.1007/s41542-020-00075-0 

PROMIS. (2016). HealthMeasures. 

 https://www.healthmeasures.net/index.php?option=com_instruments&view=meas

 ure&id =71 

Quinn, R. W., Spreitzer, G. M., & Lam, C. F. (2012). Building a sustainable model of 

 human energy in organizations: Exploring the critical role of resources. 

 Academy of Management Annals, 6(1), 337–396. 

 https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2012.676762 

Rogers, A. P., Budnick, C. J., & Barber, L. K. (2019). Sleep and social behavior in  

 organizations: Implications for job performance. In Z. Križan (Ed.), Sleep, 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

245 

 Personality, and Social Behavior (pp. 153–189). Springer International 

 Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-30628-1_10 

Ruderman, M. N., Clerkin, C., & Deal, J. J. (2017). The long-hours culture. In The 

 Routledge Companion to Wellbeing at Work (pp. 201–221). Taylor & Francis. 

Sargent, A. C. (2020). Gendered antecedents of Family-Supportive Supervisor Behaviors 

 (Doctoral dissertation, The University of North Carolina at Charlotte). 

Schmeichel, B. J., Vohs, K. D., & Baumeister, R. F. (2003). Intellectual performance and 

 ego depletion: Role of the self in logical reasoning and other information 

 processing. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 85(1), 33–46. 

 doi:10.1037/0022-3514.85.1.33. 

Schmitt, A., Belschak, F. D., & Den Hartog, D. N. (2017). Feeling vital after a good  

 night’s sleep: The interplay of energetic resources and self-efficacy for daily 

 proactivity. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 22(4), 443 –454. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000041  

Schonfeld, I. S., & Chang, C. H. (2017). Occupational health psychology. Springer 

 Publishing Company. 

Shear, M. D. (2016). Obama after dark: The precious hours alone. The New York Times. 

 https://www.nytimes.com/2016/07/03/us/politics/obama-after-dark-the-

 precious-hours-alone.html 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

246 

Shockey, T. M., & Wheaton, A. G. (2017). Short sleep duration by occupation group—

 29 states, 2013–2014. MMWR. Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report, 66(8), 

 207–213. https://doi.org/10.15585/mmwr.mm6608a2 

Smith, D. (2017, February 9). President Trump’s daily routine: Twitter, cable TV and 

 plotting to change America. The Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/us-

 news/2017/jan/27/donald-trump-white-house-twitter-cable-news-sleep 

Sonnentag, S., & Fritz, C. (2015). Recovery from job stress: The stressor‐detachment 

 model as an integrative framework. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 36(S1), 

 S72–S103. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1924 

Spector, P. E., & Brannick, M. T. (2011). Methodological urban legends: The misuse of 

 statistical control variables. Organizational Research Methods, 14(2), 287-305. 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428110369842 

Svetieva, E., Clerkin, C., & Ruderman, M. N. (2017). Can’t sleep, won’t sleep: Exploring 

 leaders’ sleep patterns, problems, and attitudes. Consulting Psychology Journal: 

 Practice and Research, 69(2), 80–97. https://doi.org/10.1037/cpb0000092 

Tariq, H., Weng, Q., Garavan, T. N., Obaid, A., & Hassan, W. (2020). Another sleepless  

 night: Does a leader’s poor sleep lead to subordinate’s poor sleep? A 

 spillover/crossover perspective. Journal of Sleep Research, 29(1), e12904. 

 https://doi.org/10.1111/jsr.12904 

Tempesta, D., Salfi, F., De Gennaro, L., & Ferrara, M. (2020). The impact of five nights 

 of sleep restriction on emotional reactivity. Journal of Sleep Research, 29(5),  

 e13022. https://doi.org/10.1111/jsr.13022  



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

247 

Thomas, L. T., & Ganster, D. C. (1995). Impact of family-supportive work variables on 

 work-family conflict and strain: A control perspective. Journal of Applied 

 Psychology, 80(1), 6 –15. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.80.1.6 

Tienoven, T. V., Glorieux, I., & Minnen, J. (2014). The impact of work and family 

 responsibilities on healthy sleep habits. Time & Society, 23(2), 235–257. 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/0961463X13494137 

Truxillo, D. M., Bauer, T. N., & Erdogan, B. (2018). Psychology and work: Perspectives 

 on industrial and organizational psychology. Routledge.  

Ursin, R., Baste, V., & Moen, B. E. (2009). Sleep duration and sleep-related problems in 

 different occupations in the Hordaland Health Study. Scandinavian Journal of 

 Work, Environment & Health, 35(3), 193–202. 

 https://doi.org/10.5271/sjweh.1325 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (2020). Healthy People 2030 | 

 health.gov. Healthy People 2030. https://health.gov/healthypeople 

Van Der Helm, E., Gujar, N., & Walker, M. P. (2010). Sleep deprivation impairs the 

 accurate recognition of human emotions. Sleep, 33(3), 335–342. 

 https://doi.org/10.1093/sleep/33.3.335 

Van Dongen, H. P. (2006). Shift work and inter‐individual differences in sleep and 

 sleepiness. Chronobiology International, 23(6), 1139–1147. 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/07420520601100971 

Van Laethem, M., Beckers, D. G., Kompier, M. A., Dijksterhuis, A., & Geurts, S. A. 

 (2013). Psychosocial work characteristics and sleep quality: A systematic review 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

248 

 of longitudinal and intervention research. Scandinavian Journal of  Work, 

 Environment & Health, 535–549. doi:10.5271/sjweh.3376 

Watson, N. F., Badr, M. S., Belenky, G., Bliwise, D. L., Buxton, O. M., Buysse, D., 

 Dinges, D. F., Gangwisch, J., Grandner, M. A., Kushida, C., Malhotra, R. K.,  

 Martin, J. L., Patel, S. R., Quan, S., & Tasali, E. (2015). Recommended amount of 

 sleep for a healthy adult: A joint consensus statement of the  American Academy 

 of Sleep Medicine and Sleep Research Society. Sleep. 

 https://doi.org/10.5665/sleep.4716 

Whealin, J. M., Nelson, D., Stozer, R., Guerrero, A., Carpenter, M., & Pietrzak,, R. H. 

 (2015). Risk and resilience factors associate with posttraumatic stress in ethno-

 racially diverse National Guard members in Hawai’i. Psychiatry Research, 

 227(23), 270–277. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2015.02.023 

Yoon, J., & Lim, J. (1999). Organizational support in the workplace: The case of Korean 

 hospital employees. Human Relations, 82, 923–945. 

 https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1016923306099 

Yoon, J., & Thye, S. (2000). Supervisor support in the work place: Legitimacy and 

 positive affectivity. The Journal of Social Psychology, 140(3), 295–316. 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/00224540009600472 

Yu, L., Buysse, D. J., Germain, A., Moul, D. E., Stover, A., Dodds, N. E., ... & Pilkonis, 

 P. A.  (2012). Development of short forms from the PROMIS™ sleep 

 disturbance and sleep- related impairment item banks. Behavioral Sleep Medicine, 

 10(1), 6–24. https://doi.org/10.1080/15402002.2012.636266 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15402002.2012.636266


LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

249 

Chapter 3 References 

Åkerstedt, T., Knutsson, A., Westerholm, P., Theorell, T., Alfredsson, L., & Kecklund, 

 G. (2004). Mental fatigue, work and sleep. Journal of Psychosomatic 

 Research, 57(5), 427–433. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychores.2003.12.001  

Aguinis, H. (2009). An expanded view of performance management. Performance 

 management: Putting research into action, 1–43. 

Anger, W. K., Elliot, D. L., Bodner, T., Olson, R., Rohlman, D. S., Truxillo, D. M., ... & 

 Montgomery, D. (2015). Effectiveness of total worker health interventions. 

 Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 20(2), 226 –247. 

 http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0038340 

Antonakis, J., & Day, D. V. (2018). Leadership: Past, present, and future. In J. Antonakis 

 & D. V. Day (Eds.), The nature of leadership (pp. 3–26). Sage Publications, Inc.  

Avery, D. R,. & Ruggs, E. N. (2020), "A death in the family: A metaphor about race and 

 police brutality", Equality, Diversity and Inclusion, 39(7), 769–773. 

 https://doi.org/10.1108/EDI-06-2020-0169 

Babbar, S., & Aspelin, D. J. (1998). The overtime rebellion: symptom of a bigger 

 problem?. Academy of Management Perspectives, 12(1), 68–76. 

 https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.1998.254979 

Bakker, A. B. (2011). An evidence-based model of work engagement. Current directions 

 in Psychological Science, 20(4), 265–269. 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/096372141141453 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

250 

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2017). Job demands–resources theory: Taking stock and 

 looking forward. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 22(3), 273–285. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000056 

Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Sanz-Vergel, A. (2023). Job demands–resources theory: 

 Ten years later. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational 

 Behavior, 10, 25–53. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-120920-053933 

Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Verbeke, W. (2004). Using the job demands‐resources 

 model to predict burnout and performance. Human Resource Management: 

 Published in Cooperation with the School of Business Administration, The 

 University of Michigan and in alliance with the Society of Human Resources 

 Management, 43(1), 83–104. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.20004 

Bakker, A. B., Xanthopoulou, D., & Demerouti, E. (2022). How does chronic burnout 

 affect dealing with weekly job demands? A test of central propositions in JD‐R 

 and COR‐theories. Applied Psychology, 72(1), 389–410. 

 https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12382 

Balasubramanian, S., & Fernandes, C. (2022). Confirmation of a crisis leadership model 

 and its  effectiveness: Lessons from the COVID-19 pandemic. Cogent Business & 

 Management, 9(1), 2022824. https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2021.2022824  

Barling, J., Christie, A., & Hoption, C. (2011). Leadership. In S. Zedeck (Ed.), APA 

 handbook of industrial and organizational psychology, Vol. 1. Building and 

 developing the organization (pp. 183–240). American Psychological Association. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/12169-007 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

251 

Barling, J., Loughlin, C., & Kelloway, E. K. (2002). Development and test of a model 

 linking safety-specific transformational leadership and occupational safety. 

 Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(3), 488–496. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-

 9010.87.3.488 

Barnes, C. M., Lucianetti, L., Bhave, D. P., & Christian, M. S. (2015). “You wouldn’t 

 like me when I’m sleepy”: Leaders’ sleep, daily abusive supervision, and work 

 unit engagement. Academy of Management Journal, 58(5), 1419–1437. 

 https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2013.1063 

Basner, M., Spaeth, A. M., & Dinges, D. F. (2014). Sociodemographic characteristics 

 and waking activities and their role in the timing and duration of Sleep. Sleep, 

 37(12), 1889–1906. https://doi.org/10.5665/sleep.4238 

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1994). Improving organizational effectiveness through 

 transformational leadership. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Beauregard, T. A., & Henry, L. C. (2009). Making the link between work-life balance 

 practices and organizational performance. Human Resource Management Review, 

 19(1), 9–22. 

Bindl, U. K., & Parker, S. K. (2011). Proactive work behavior: Forward-thinking and 

 change-oriented action in organizations. In APA handbook of industrial and 

 organizational psychology, Vol 2: Selecting and developing members for the 

 organization. (pp. 567–598). American Psychological Association. 

Boekhorst, J. A., Hewett, R., Shantz, A., & Good, J. R. L. (2021). The double-edged 

 sword of manager caring behavior: Implications for employee wellbeing. Journal 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

252 

 of Occupational Health Psychology, 26(6), 507–521. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000313 

Boin, A., & t’Hart, P. (2003). Public leadership in times of crisis: mission impossible?

 Public Administration Review, 63(5), 544–553. https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-

 6210.00318 

Borman, W. C., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1997). Task performance and contextual 

 performance: The meaning for personnel selection research. Human 

 Performance, 10(2), 99–109. 

Borman, W.C., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1993). Expanding the criterion domain to include 

 elements of contextual performance. In N. Schmitt & W. C. Borman W., 

 Personnel selection in organizations. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Brown, D. J. (2018). In the minds of followers: Follower-centric approaches to 

 leadership. In J. Antonakis & D. V. Day (Eds.), The nature of leadership (pp. 82–

 108). Sage Publications, Inc. 

Brown, K. G., & Sitzmann, T. (2011). Training and employee development for improved   

performance. In S. Zedeck (Ed.), APA handbook of industrial and organizational 

psychology, Vol. 2. Selecting and developing members for the organization (pp. 

469–503). American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/12170-

016 

Bundy, J., Pfarrer, M. D., Short, C. E., & Coombs, W. T. (2017). Crises and crisis 

 management: Integration, interpretation, and research development. Journal of 

Management, 43(6), 1661–1692. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920631668003  



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

253 

Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2022, September 2). Demographic Characteristics (CPS). 

 United  States Department of Labor. Retrieved September 20, 2022, from 

 https://www.bls.gov/cps/demographics.htm 

Byrne, A., Dionisi, A. M., Barling, J., Akers, A., Robertson, J., Lys, R., ... & Dupré, K. 

 (2014). The depleted leader: The influence of leaders’ diminished psychological 

 resources on leadership behaviors. The Leadership Quarterly, 25(2), 344–357. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.09.003 

Caringal-Go, J. F., Teng-Calleja, M., Franco, E. P., Manaois, J. O., & Zantua, R. M. S. 

 (2021). Crisis leadership from the perspective of employees during the COVID-

 19 pandemic. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 42(4), 630–

 643. https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-07-2020-0284 

Cascio, W. F., & Aguinis, H. (2015). Applied psychology in human resource 

 management. Pearson Education Limited. 

Cheung, M. F., & Wong, C. S. (2011). Transformational leadership, leader support, and 

 employee creativity. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 32(7), 

 656–672. https://doi.org/10.1108/01437731111169988 

Clark, M. A., Stevens, G. W., Michel, J. S., & Zimmerman, L. (2016). Workaholism 

 among  leaders: implications for their own and their followers’ well-being. In The 

 Role of Leadership in Occupational Stress (Vol. 14, pp. 1-31). Emerald Group 

 Publishing Limited. 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

254 

Crain, T. L., & Stevens, S. C. (2018). Family-supportive supervisor behaviors: A review 

 and recommendations for research and practice. Journal of Organizational 

 Behavior, 39(7), 869–888. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2320 

Cropanzano, R., & Mitchell, M. S. (2005). Social exchange theory: An interdisciplinary 

 review. Journal of Management, 31(6), 874–900. 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279602 

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Nachreiner, F., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2001). The job 

 demands-resources model of burnout. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 499–

 512. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499 

Dierdorff, E. C., & Morgeson, F. P. (2007). Consensus in work role requirements: 

 the influence of discrete occupational context on role expectations. Journal of 

 Applied Psychology, 92(5), https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.5.1228. 

DeNisi, A. S., & Murphy, K. R. (2017). Performance appraisal and performance 

 management: 100 years of progress? Journal of Applied Psychology, 102(3), 421–

 433. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000085 

DuBrin, A. J. (2013). Handbook of research on crisis leadership in organizations. 

 Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Dutton, J. E., & Ashford, S. J. (1993). Selling issues to top management. Academy of 

 Management Review, 18(3), 397–428. 

 https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1993.9309035145 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

255 

Ellis, A. M., Casey, T. W., & Krauss, A. D. (2017). Setting the foundation for well-being: 

 evaluation of a supervisor-focused mental health training. Occupational Health 

 Science, 1(1), 67–88. https://doi.org/10.1007/s41542-017-0005-1 

Ellis, A. M., Crain, T. L., & Stevens, S. C. (2021). Is it my job? Leaders’ family-

 supportive role perceptions. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 37(2), 125–138. 

 https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-09-2020-0493 

Ferreira, R., Pereira, R., Bianchi, I. S., & da Silva, M. M. (2021). Decision factors for 

 remote work adoption: advantages, disadvantages, driving forces and challenges. 

 Journal of Open Innovation: Technology, Market, and Complexity, 7(1), 1–24. 

 https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc7010070 

Fisher, C. D., & Gitelson, R. (1983). A meta-analysis of the correlates of role conflict and 

 ambiguity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 68(2), 320–333. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/0021- 9010.68.2.320 

Franke, F., Felfe, J., & Pundt, A. (2014). The impact of health-oriented leadership on 

 follower health: Development and test of a new instrument measuring health-

 promoting leadership. German Journal of Human Resource Management, 28(1-

 2), 139–161. https://doi.org/10.1177/239700221402800108 

Gates, B. (2019, December 10). This book put me to sleep [Blog]. The Lost City of Zzzz. 

 https://www.gatesnotes.com/Books/Why-We-Sleep 

Glaser, J., Seubert, C., Hornung, S., & Herbig, B. (2015). The impact of learning 

 demands, work-related resources, and job stressors on creative performance and 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

256 

 health. Journal of Personnel Psychology, 14(1). https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-

 5888/a000127 

Grandey, A. A., & Cropanzano, R. (1999). The conservation of resources model applied 

 to work–family conflict and strain. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 54(2), 350–

 370. https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1998.1666 

Griffin, M. A., & Clarke, S. (2011). Stress and well-being at work. In S. Zedeck (Ed.), 

 APA handbook of industrial and organizational psychology, Vol. 3. 

 Maintaining, expanding, and contracting the organization (pp. 359–397). 

 American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/12171-010  

Gunia, B. C., Sipos, M. L., LoPresti, M., & Adler, A. B. (2015). Sleep leadership in high-

 risk occupations: An investigation of soldiers on peacekeeping and combat 

 missions. Military Psychology, 27(4), 197–211. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/mil0000078 

Halbesleben, J. R. (2006). Sources of social support and burnout: A meta-analytic test of 

 the conservation of resources model. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(5),

 https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.1134 

Hackman, J. R., & Vidmar, N. (1970). Effects of size and task type on group performance 

 and member reactions. Sociometry, 33(1), 37–54. https://doi.org/10.2307/2786271 

Hammer, L. B., Allen, S. J., Leslie, J. J. (2021a). Occupational Stress and Well-Being:  

 Workplace Interventions Involving Managers/Supervisors. In L. Lapierre & C. 

 Cooper (Eds.). Cambridge Companion to Organisational Stress and Well-Being 

 (ch.11). Cambridge, United Kingdom: Cambridge University Press. 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

257 

Hammer, L. B., Brady, J. M., Brossoit, R. M., Mohr, C. D., Bodner, T. E., Crain, T. L., & 

 Brockwood, K. J. (2021b). Effects of a Total Worker Health® leadership 

 intervention on employee well-being and functional impairment. Journal of 

 Occupational Health Psychology, 26(6), 582 –598. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000312 

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Anger, W. K., Bodner, T., & Zimmerman, K. L. (2011). 

 Clarifying work–family intervention processes: The roles of work–family conflict 

 and family-supportive supervisor behaviors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

 96(1), 134 –150. doi: 10.1037/a0020927 

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Yragui, N. L., Bodner, T. E., & Hanson, G. C. (2009). 

 Development and validation of a multidimensional measure of family supportive 

 supervisor behaviors (FSSB). Journal of Management, 35(4), 837–856. 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063083285 

Hammond, M., Cleveland, J. N., O’Neill, J. W., Stawski, R. S., & Tate, A. J. (2015). 

 Mediators of transformational leadership and the work-family relationship. 

 Journal of Managerial Psychology, 30(4), 454–469. https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-

 10-2011-0090 

Harter, B. J. (2022, January 25). Manager Burnout Is Only Getting Worse. Gallup.com. 

 Retrieved September 20, 2022, from 

 https://www.gallup.com/workplace/357404/manager-burnout-getting-worse.aspx 

Heifetz, R. A., Heifetz, R., Grashow, A., & Linsky, M. (2009). The practice of adaptive  



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

258 

leadership: Tools and tactics for changing your organization and the world. 

Harvard Business Press. 

Hiller, N. J., DeChurch, L. A., Murase, T., & Doty, D. (2011). Searching for outcomes of  

leadership: A 25-year review. Journal of Management, 37(4), 1137–1177.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310393520 

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of resources: a new attempt at conceptualizing stress. 

 American Psychologist, 44(3), 513 –524. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003- 

 066X.44.3.513 

Hobfoll, S. E., Shirom, A., & Golembiewski, R. (2000). Conservation of resources 

 theory. Handbook of Organizational Behavior, pp. 57–80. 

Hogan, R., Curphy, G., Kaiser, R. B., & Chamorro-Premuzic, T. (2018). Leadership in 

 organizations. In D. S. Ones, N. Anderson, C. Viswesvaran, & H. K. Sinangil 

 (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of industrial, work & organizational psychology: 

 Organizational psychology (pp. 269–288). Sage Reference. 

Hooper, D. T., & Martin, R. (2008). Beyond personal leader-member exchange (LMX) 

 quality: The effects of perceived LMX variability on employee reactions. The 

 Leadership Quarterly, 19(1), 20–30. https:// doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2007.12.002 

Horner, M. (1997), "Leadership theory: Past, present and future", Team Performance  

 Management, 3(4), 270–287. https://doi.org/10.1108/13527599710195402 

Hunt, S., & Grensing-Pophal, L. (2022) What effective managers can do to support 

 stressed workers. SAP Insights. Retrieved September 20, 2022, from 

 https://insights.sap.com/how-managers-can-support-stressed-workers/ 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

259 

Hunter, S. T., Bedell-Avers, K. E., & Mumford, M. D. (2007). The typical leadership 

 study: Assumptions, implications, and potential remedies. The Leadership 

 Quarterly, 18(5), 435–446. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2007.07.001 

Ilies, R., Morgeson, F. P., & Nahrgang, J. D. (2005). Authentic leadership and 

 eudaemonic well-being: Understanding leader–follower outcomes. The  

 Leadership Quarterly, 16(3), 373–394. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2005.03.002 

Isaacson, W. (2012). The real leadership lessons of Steve Jobs. Harvard Business 

 Review. https://hbr.org/2012/04/the-real-leadership-lessons-of-steve-jobs 

Inceoglu, I., Arnold, K. A., Leroy, H., Lang, J. W. B., & Stephan, U. (2021). From 

 microscopic to macroscopic perspectives and back: The study of leadership and 

 health/well-being. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 26(6), 459–468. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000316 

Jackson, C. L., Redline, S., Kawachi, I., Williams, M. A., & Hu, F. B. (2013). Racial 

 disparities in short sleep duration by occupation and industry. American 

 Journal of Epidemiology, 178(9), 1442–1451. https://doi.org/10.1093/aje/kwt159 

Jackson, S. E., & Schuler, R. S. (1985). A meta-analysis and conceptual critique of 

 research on role ambiguity and role conflict in work settings. Organizational 

 Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 36(1), 16–78. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(85)90020-2 

James, E. H., Wooten, L. P., & Dushek, K. (2011). Crisis management: Informing a new  



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

260 

leadership research agenda. Academy of Management Annals, 5(1), 455–493. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2011.589594 

Jiao, C., Richards, D. A., & Hackett, R. D. (2013). Organizational citizenship behavior 

 and role breadth: A meta‐analytic and cross‐cultural analysis. Human Resource 

 Management, 52(5), 697–714. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21555 

Kahn, R. L., Wolfe, D. M., Quinn, R. P., Snoek, J. D., & Rosenthal, R. A. (1964). 

 Organizational stress: Studies in role conflict and ambiguity. John Wiley. 

Kaluza, A. J., Boer, D., Buengeler, C., & van Dick, R. (2020). Leadership behaviour and 

 leader self-reported well-being: A review, integration and meta-analytic 

 examination. Work &  Stress, 34(1), 34–56. 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2019.1617369 

Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. (1978). The social psychology of organizations (Vol. 2, p. 528). 

 New York: Wiley. 

Khubchandani, J., & Price, J. H. (2020). Short sleep duration in working American 

 adults, 2010–2018. Journal of Community Health, 45(2), 219–227. 

 https://doi.org/10.1007/s10900-019-00731-9 

Kossek, E. E., Perrigino, M. B., & Rock, A. G. (2021). From ideal workers to ideal work 

 for all: A review integrating the careers and work-family literatures. Journal of 

 Vocational Behavior, 126, 103504. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103504 

Kossek, E., Perrigino, M. B., Russo, M., & Morandin, G. (2022). Missed connections 

 between the leadership and work-life fields: Work-life supportive leadership 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

261 

 for a dual agenda. Academy of Management Annals, 

 https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2021.0085. 

Kraiger, K., & Ford, J. K. (2021). The science of workplace instruction: Learning and 

 development applied to work. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and 

 Organizational Behavior, 8(1), 45–72. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-

 012420-060109 

Lashbrooke, B. (2019, August 20). When it comes to sleep, are you an Ellen 

 DeGeneres, Mariah Carey or Margaret Thatcher? Forbes. 

 https://www.forbes.com/sites/barnabylashbrooke/2019/08/20/when-it-comes-to-

 sleep- are-you-an-ellen-degeneres-or-a-marissa-mayer/?sh=5d02476b2299 

LePine, J. A., Podsakoff, N. P., & LePine, M. A. (2005). A meta-analytic test of the 

 challenge stressor–hindrance stressor framework: An explanation for inconsistent 

 relationships among stressors and performance. Academy of Management 

 Journal, 48(5), 764–775. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2005.18803921 

Liang, Y., Liu, Y., Park, Y., & Wang, L. (2022). Treat me better, but is it really better? 

 Applying a resource perspective to understanding leader–member exchange 

 (LMX), LMX  differentiation, and work stress. Journal of Occupational Health 

 Psychology, 27(2), 223–239. https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000303 

Liao, S. H., Hu, D. C., & Huang, Y. C. (2022). Employee emotional intelligence, 

 organizational  citizen behavior and job performance: a moderated mediation 

 model investigation. Employee Relations: The International Journal, 44(5), 

 1109–1126. https://doi.org/10.1108/ER-11-2020-0506 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

262 

Liao, C., Lee, H. W., Johnson, R. E., & Lin, S. H. (2021). Serving you depletes me? A 

 leader- centric examination of servant leadership behaviors. Journal of 

 Management, 47(5), 1185–1218. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320906883 

Lirio, P., Lee, M. D., Williams, M. L., Haugen, L. K., & Kossek, E. E. (2008). The 

 inclusion  challenge with reduced‐load professionals: The role of the manager. 

  Human Resource Management: Published in Cooperation with the School of 

 Business Administration, The University of Michigan and in alliance with the 

 Society of Human Resources Management, 47(3), 443–461. 

 https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.20226 

Lord, R. G., Day, D. V., Zaccaro, S. J., Avolio, B. J., & Eagly, A. H. (2017). Leadership 

 in applied psychology: Three waves of theory and research. Journal of 

 Applied Psychology, 102(3), 434–451. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000089 

Luckhaupt, S. E., Tak, S., & Calvert, G. M. (2010). The prevalence of short sleep 

 duration by industry and occupation in the National Health Interview Survey. 

 Sleep, 33(2), 149–159. https://doi.org/10.1093/sleep/33.2.149 

Lyubykh, Z., Gulseren, D., Turner, N., Barling, J., & Seifert, M. (2022). Shared 

 transformational leadership and safety behaviours of employees, leaders, and 

 teams: A multilevel investigation. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 

 Psychology, 95(2), 431–458.  https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12381 

Major, D. A., & Lauzun, H. M. (2010). Equipping managers to assist employees in 

 addressing work-family conflict: Applying the research literature toward 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

263 

 innovative practice. The Psychologist-Manager Journal, 13(2), 69–85. 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/10887151003761275 

Matick, E., Kottwitz, M. U., Rigotti, T., & Otto, K. (2022). I can’t get no sleep: The role 

 of leaders’ health and leadership behavior on employees’ sleep quality. 

 European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 1–11. 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2022.2077198  

Morgeson, F. P., & Campion, M. A. (2000). Accuracy in job analysis: Toward an 

 inference‐based model. Journal of Organizational Behavior: The International 

 Journal of Industrial, Occupational and Organizational Psychology and 

 Behavior, 21(7), 819–827. 

Morganson, V. J., Major, D. A., & Litano, M. L. (2017). A multilevel examination of the 

 relationship between leader–member exchange and work–family outcomes. 

 Journal of Business and Psychology, 32(4), 379–393. 

 https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-016-9447-8 

Moss, J. (2018). Helping remote workers avoid loneliness and burnout. Harvard Business 

 Review on Health. 

Mullen, J. E., & Kelloway, E. K. (2009). Safety leadership: A longitudinal study of the 

 effects of transformational leadership on safety outcomes. Journal of 

 Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 82(2), 253–272. 

 https://doi.org/10.1348/096317908X325313 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

264 

Neale, P. (2021). “Serious” leaders need self-care, too. Harvard Business Review. 

 Retrieved September 20, 2022, from https://hbr.org/2020/10/serious-leaders-need-

 self-care-too 

Nielsen, K., Nielsen, M. B., Ogbonnaya, C., Känsälä, M., Saari, E., & Isaksson, K. 

 (2017). Workplace resources to improve both employee well-being and 

 performance: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Work & Stress, 31(2), 101–

 120. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2017.1304463 

NIOSH. (2018). Total Worker Health | NIOSH | CDC. Retrieved September 20, 2022, 

 from https://www.cdc.gov/niosh/twh/default.html 

Odle-Dusseau, H. N., Hammer, L. B., Crain, T. L., & Bodner, T. E. (2016). The influence 

 of family-supportive supervisor training on employee job performance and 

 attitudes: An organizational work–family intervention. Journal of Occupational 

 Health Psychology, 21(3), 296–308. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039961 

Ostroff, C. (1993). The effects of climate and personal influences on individual behavior 

 and attitudes in organizations. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 

 Processes, 56(1), 56–90. https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1993.1045 

Oyenubi, A., Nwosu, C.O. & Kollamparambil, U. (2022) Health indicators and poor 

 health dynamics during COVID-19 pandemic. Current Psychology.

 https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022- 03425-z 

Parker, L., & Allen, T. D. (2001). Work/family benefits: Variables related to employees’ 

 fairness perceptions. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 58(3), 453–468. 

 https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.2000.1773 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

265 

Parker, S. K., & Ohly, S. (2008). Designing motivating jobs: An expanded framework for 

 linking work characteristics and motivation. In Work Motivation (pp. 260–311). 

 Routledge. 

Pearson, C. M., & Clair, J. A. (1998). Reframing crisis management. Academy of 

 Management Review, 23(1), 59–76. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.192960 

Perrigino, M. B., Dunford, B. B., & Wilson, K. S. (2018). Work–family backlash: The 

 “dark side” of work–life balance (WLB) policies. Academy of Management 

 Annals, 12(2),  600–630. https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2016.0077 

Perry, M. L., El-Askari, L. M., Hammer, L. B., & Brown, N. D. (2020). Securing your 

 own mask before assisting others: Effects of a supervisor training intervention 

 on supervisors and employees. Occupational Health Science, 4, 417–443. 

 https://doi.org/10.1007/s41542-020-00075-0 

Piccoli, G., Powell, A. and Ives, B. (2004). Virtual teams: team control structure, work 

 processes, and team effectiveness. Information Technology & People, 17(4), 

 359–379. https://doi.org/10.1108/09593840410570258 

Punnett, L., Cavallari, J. M., Henning, R. A., Nobrega, S., Dugan, A. G., & Cherniack, 

 M. G. (2020). Defining ‘integration’ for Total Worker Health®: A new 

 proposal. Annals of Work Exposures and Health, 64(3), 223–235. 

Richter-Killenberg, S. and Volmer, J. (2022), How leaders benefit from engaging in 

 high-quality leader-member exchanges: A daily diary study. Journal of 

 Managerial Psychology, 37(7), 605–623. https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-06-2021-

 0370 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

266 

Rizzo, J. R., House, R. J., & Lirtzman, S. I. (1970). Role conflict and ambiguity in 

 complex organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 15(2) 150–163. 

 https://doi.org/10.2307/2391486 

Ruderman, M. N., Clerkin, C., & Deal, J. J. (2017). The long-hours culture. In The 

 Routledge Companion to Wellbeing at Work (pp. 201–221). Taylor & Francis. 

Ruggs, E. N., Marshburn, C. K., Summerville, K. M., & Grenier, K. (2022). The struggle 

 is real: Employee reactions to indirect trauma from anti-black policing. 

 Journal of Business and Psychology, 38, 1–20. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-

 022-09823-1 

Sargent, A. C., Shanock, L. G., Banks, G. C., & Yavorsky, J. E. (2021). How gender 

 matters: A conceptual and process model for family-supportive supervisor 

 behaviors. Human Resource Management Review, 32(4), 100880.

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2021.100880. 

Shanock, L. R., & Eisenberger, R. (2006). When supervisors feel supported: relationships 

 with subordinates’ perceived supervisor support, perceived organizational 

 support, and performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(3), 689–695. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.3.689.  

Schill, A. L., & Chosewood, L. C. (2013). The NIOSH total worker health™ program. 

 Journal of Occupational and Environmental Medicine, 55(12), S8–S11. 

 https://www.jstor.org/stable/48500336  

Schmidt, S., Roesler, U., Kusserow, T., & Rau, R. (2014). Uncertainty in the workplace: 

 Examining role ambiguity and role conflict, and their link to depression—A meta-



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

267 

 analysis. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 23(1), 91–

 106. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2012.711523 

Schneider, B., González-Romá, V., Ostroff, C., & West, M. A. (2017). Organizational 

 climate and culture: Reflections on the history of the constructs in the Journal of 

 Applied Psychology. Journal of Applied Psychology, 102(3), 468–482. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000090 

Shockley, K. M., Clark, M. A., Dodd, H., & King, E. B. (2021). Work-family strategies 

 during  COVID-19: Examining gender dynamics among dual-earner couples with 

 young children. Journal of Applied Psychology, 106(1), 15–28. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000857 

Shumaker, S. A., & Brownell, A. (1984). Toward a theory of social support: Closing 

 conceptual gaps. Journal of Social Issues, 40(4), 11–36. 

 https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1984.tb01105.x 

Sluss, D. M., Van Dick, R., & Thompson, B. S. (2011). Role theory in organizations: A 

 relational perspective. In APA handbook of industrial and organizational 

 psychology, Vol 1: Building and developing the organization. (pp. 505–534). 

 American Psychological Association. 

Strazdins, L., & Broom, D. H. (2007). The mental health costs and benefits of giving 

 social support. International Journal of Stress Management, 14(4), 370–385.  

 https://doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.14.4.370 

Stein, M., Vincent-Hoeper, S., & Gregersen, S. (2020). Why busy leaders may have 

 exhausted followers: A multilevel perspective on supportive leadership. 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

268 

 Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 41(6), 829–845. 

 https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-11-2019-0477 

Svetieva, E., Clerkin, C., & Ruderman, M. N. (2017). Can’t sleep, won’t sleep: Exploring 

 leaders’ sleep patterns, problems, and attitudes. Consulting Psychology Journal: 

 Practice and Research, 69(2), 80–97. https://doi.org/10.1037/cpb000009 

Thomas, L. T., & Ganster, D. C. (1995). Impact of family-supportive work variables on 

 work-family conflict and strain: A control perspective. Journal of Applied 

 Psychology, 80(1), 6–15. 

Toegel, G., Kilduff, M., & Anand, N. (2013). Emotion helping by managers: An 

 emergent understanding of discrepant role expectations and outcomes. Academy 

 of Management Journal, 56(2), 334–357. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0512 

Ursin, R., Baste, V., & Moen, B. E. (2009). Sleep duration and sleep-related problems in  

different occupations in the Hordaland Health Study. Scandinavian Journal of 

 Work, Environment & Health, 35(3), 193–202. 

 https://doi.org/10.5271/sjweh.1325 

van Breukelen, W., Konst, D., & van der Vlist, R. (2002). Effects of LMX and 

 differential treatment on work unit commitment. Psychological Reports, 91(1), 

 220–230. https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.2002.91.1.220 

van Dam, N. H., & van der Helm, E. (2016). There’s a proven link between effective 

 leadership and getting enough sleep. Harvard Business Review Digital Articles, 

 2–5. 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

269 

Van Dierendonck, D. (2011). Servant leadership: A review and synthesis. Journal of 

 Management, 37(4), 1228–1261. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310380462 

Westman, M., Hobfoll, S. E., Chen, S., Davidson, O. B., & Laski, S. (2004). 

 Organizational stress through the lens of conservation of resources (COR) theory. 

 In Exploring interpersonal dynamics (Vol. 4, pp. 167–220). Emerald Group 

 Publishing Limited. 

WHO. (2022). Health and Well-Being. Retrieved October 18, 2022, 

 from https://www.who.int/data/gho/data/major-themes/health-and-well-being 

Williamson, A. J., Gish, J. J., & Stephan, U. (2021). Let’s focus on solutions to 

 entrepreneurial Ill-Being! Recovery interventions to enhance 

 entrepreneurial well-being. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 45(6), 1307–

 1338 https:// doi.org/10.1177/10422587211006431 

Wilson, K. S., Sin, H., & Conlon, D. E. (2010). What about the leader in   

 leader-member exchange? The impact of resource exchanges and substitutability 

 on the  leader. Academy of Management Review, 35(3), 358–372. 

 https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.35.3.zok358 

Wong, J. R. (2019). Employee nonwork support-marshaling: Scale development and 

 validation (Doctoral dissertation, Colorado State University). 

Wooldridge, B., Schmid, T., & Floyd, S. W. (2008). The middle management perspective 

 on strategy process: Contributions, synthesis, and future research. Journal of 

 Management, 34(6), 1190–1221. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308324326 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

270 

Wright, T. A., & Cropanzano, R. (2000). Psychological well-being and job satisfaction as 

 predictors of job performance. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 5(1), 

 84–94. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.5.1.84 

Wright, T. A., & Hobfoll, S. E. (2004). Commitment, psychological well-being and job 

 performance: an examination of conservation of resources (COR) theory and job 

 burnout. Journal of Business & Management, 9(4), 389–412. 

Wu, Y. L., Shao, B., Newman, A., & Schwarz, G. (2021). Crisis leadership: A review and 

 future research agenda. The Leadership Quarterly, 32(6), 101518. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2021.101518 

 
 

  



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

271 

Chapter 4 References 

Allen, T. D. (2001). Family-supportive work environments: The role of organizational 

  perceptions. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 58(3), 414–435. 

 https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.2000.1774 

Anicich, E. M., & Hirsh, J. B. (2017). The psychology of middle power: Vertical code- 

 switching, role conflict, and behavioral inhibition. Academy of Management 

 Review, 42(4), 659–682. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2016.0002  

Antonakis, J., Avolio, B. J., & Sivasubramaniam, N. (2003). Context and leadership: An 

 examination of the nine-factor full-range leadership theory using the Multifactor 

 Leadership Questionnaire. The Leadership Quarterly, 14(3), 261–295. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(03)00030-4  

Archibald, M. M., Ambagtsheer, R. C., Casey, M. G., & Lawless, M. (2019). Using zoom 

 videoconferencing for qualitative data collection: perceptions and experiences of 

 researchers and participants. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 18, 

 1609406919874596. https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406919874596 

Avery, D. R., Volpone, S. D., McKay, P. F., King, E. B., & Wilson, D. C. (2011). Is 

 relational demography relative? How employment status influences effects of 

 supervisor–subordinate demographic similarity. Journal of Business and 

 Psychology, 27, 83–98. doi:10.1007/s10869-011-9230-9 

Avery, D. R., and Ruggs, E. N. (2020). A death in the family: A metaphor about race and 

 police  brutality. Equality, Diversity and Inclusion, 39(7), 769–773. 

 https://doi.org/10.1108/EDI-06-2020-0169 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

272 

Bagger, J., & Li, A. (2014). How does supervisory family support influence employees’ 

 attitudes and behaviors? A social exchange perspective. Journal of Management, 

 40(4), 1123–1150. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311413922 

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2017). Job demands–resources theory: Taking stock and 

 looking forward. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 22(3), 273–285. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000056. 

Bakker, A. B., Hakanen, J. J., Demerouti, E., & Xanthopoulou, D. (2007). Job resources 

 boost work engagement, particularly when job demands are high. Journal of 

 Educational Psychology, 99(2), 274–284. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-

 0663.99.2.274. 

Bakker, A. B., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2008). Positive organizational behavior: Engaged 

 employees in flourishing organizations. Journal of Organizational Behavior: The 

 International Journal of Industrial, Occupational and Organizational Psychology 

 and Behavior, 29(2), 147–154. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.515 

Barling, J., & Cloutier, A. (2017). Leaders’ mental health at work: Empirical, 

 methodological, and policy directions. Journal of Occupational Health 

 Psychology, 22(3), 394–406. https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000055. 

Barling, J., Slater, F., & Kelloway, E. K. (2000). Transformational leadership and 

 emotional intelligence: An exploratory study. Leadership & Organization 

 Development Journal, 21(3), 157–161. doi:10.1108/01437730010325040 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

273 

Barnes, C. M., Guarana, C. L., Nauman, S., & Kong, D. T. (2017). Too tired to inspire or 

 be inspired: Sleep deprivation and charismatic leadership. Journal of Applied 

 Psychology, 101(8), 1191–1199. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000123 

Barnes, C. M., Lucianetti, L., Bhave, D. P., & Christian, M. S. (2015). “You wouldn’t 

 like me when I’m sleepy”: Leaders’ sleep, daily abusive supervision, and work 

 unit engagement. Academy of Management Journal, 58(5), 1419–1437. 

 https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2013.1063 

Barnes, C. M., Guarana, C. L., Nauman, S., & Kong, D. T. (2017). Too tired to inspire or 

 be inspired: Sleep deprivation and charismatic leadership. Journal of Applied 

 Psychology, 101(8), 1191–1199. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000123  

Barsade, S. G., Coutifaris, C. G., & Pillemer, J. (2018). Emotional contagion in 

 organizational life. Research in Organizational Behavior, 38, 137–151. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2018.11.005 

Basuil, D. A., Manegold, J. G., & Casper, W. J. (2016). Subordinate perceptions of 

 family‐supportive supervision: The role of similar family‐related demographics 

 and its effect on affective commitment. Human Resource Management Journal, 

 26(4), 523–540. https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12120 

Bauer, T. N., Bodner, T., Erdogan, B., Truxillo, D. M., & Tucker, J. S. (2007). 

 Newcomer adjustment during organizational socialization: A meta-analytic 

 review  of antecedents, outcomes, and methods. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

 92(3), 707–721. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.707 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

274 

Bauer, T. N., & Erdogan, B. (2015). Leader-member exchange (LMX) theory: An 

 introduction and overview. Oxford handbook of leader-member exchange, 3–9. 

Bauer, M. W., & Gaskell, G. (Eds.). (2000). Qualitative researching with text, image and 

 sound: A practical handbook for social research. Sage. 

Bergen, N., & Labonté, R. (2019). “Everything is perfect, and we have no problems”: 

 Detecting and limiting social desirability bias in qualitative research. Qualitative 

 Health Research, 30(5), 783–792. https://doi.org/10.1177/104973231988935 

Bem, S. L. (1974). The measurement of psychological androgyny. Journal of Consulting 

 and Clinical Psychology, 42(2), 155–162. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0036215 

Bernerth, J. B., Armenakis, A. A., Feild, H. S., Giles, W. F., & Walker, H. J. (2007). 

 Leader–member social exchange (LMSX): Development and validation of a scale. 

 Journal of Organizational Behavior: The International Journal of Industrial, 

 Occupational and Organizational Psychology and Behavior, 28(8), 979–1003. 

 https://doi.org/10.1002/job.443 

Bernerth, J. B., & Hirschfeld, R. R. (2016). The subjective well-being of group leaders 

 as explained by the quality of leader–member exchange. The Leadership 

 Quarterly, 27(4), 697–710. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.04.003 

Bertaux, D. (1981). From the life-history approach to the transformation of sociological 

 practice. In D. Bertaux (Ed.), Biography and society: The life history approach in 

 the social sciences (pp. 29–45). Sage. 

Bindl, U. K., & Parker, S. K. (2011). Proactive work behavior: Forward-thinking and 

 change-oriented action in organizations. In APA handbook of industrial and 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

275 

 organizational psychology, Vol 2: Selecting and developing members for the 

 organization. (pp. 567–598). American Psychological Association. 

Blase, J., & Roberts, J. (1994). The micropolitics of teacher work involvement: Effective 

 principals’ impacts on teachers. Alberta Journal of Educational Research, 40, 67–

 94. 

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative 

 Research in Psychology, 3(2), 77–101. doi: 10.1191/1478088706qp063oa 

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2012). Thematic analysis. American Psychological Association. 

Brossoit, R. M., Hammer, L. B., Crain, T. L., Leslie, J. J., Bodner, T. E., & Brockwood, 

 K. J. (2023). The effects of a Total Worker Health intervention on workplace 

 safety: Mediating effects of sleep and supervisor support for sleep. Journal of 

 Occupational Health Psychology, 28(4), 263–276. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000357. 

Bryman, A. (2004). Qualitative research on leadership: A critical but appreciative review. 

 The Leadership Quarterly, 15(6), 729–769. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2004.09.007 

Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2022). Demographic characteristics (CPS). United States 

 Department of Labor. Retrieved September 20, 2022, from 

 https://www.bls.gov/cps/demographics.htm 

Burla, L., Knierim, B., Barth, J., Liewald, K., Duetz, M., & Abel, T. (2008). From text to 

 codings: Intercoder reliability assessment in qualitative content analysis. Nursing 

 Research, 57(2), 113–117. doi: 10.1097/01.NNR.0000313482.33917.7d 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

276 

Byrne, A., Dionisi, A. M., Barling, J., Akers, A., Robertson, J., Lys, R., ... & Dupré, K. 

 (2014). The depleted leader: The influence of leaders’ diminished psychological 

 resources on leadership behaviors. The Leadership Quarterly, 25(2), 344–357. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.09.003 

Carcary, M. (2020). The research audit trail: Methodological guidance for application in 

 practice. Electronic Journal of Business Research Methods, 18(2), 166–177. 

 doi: 0.34190/JBRM.18.2.008 

Carstensen, L. L. (2006). The influence of a sense of time on human development. 

 Science, 312(5782), 1913–1915. doi: 10.1126/science.1127488 

Cavanaugh, M. A., Boswell, W. R., Roehling, M. V., & Boudreau, J. W. (2000). An 

 empirical examination of self-reported work stress among US managers. Journal 

 of Applied Psychology, 85(1), 65–74. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.1.65 

Charmaz, K. (2006). Constructing grounded theory: A practical guide through 

 qualitative analysis. Sage. 

Cheng, Y. N., Yen, C. L., & Chen, L. H. (2012). Transformational leadership and job 

 involvement: The moderation of emotional contagion. Military Psychology, 

 24(4), 382–396. https://doi.org/10.1080/08995605.2012.695261 

Cherulnik, P. D., Donley, K. A., Wiewel, T. S. R., & Miller, S. R. (2001). Charisma is 

 contagious: The effect of leaders’ charisma on observers’ affect.  Journal of 

 Applied Social Psychology, 31(10), 2149–2159. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-

 1816.2001.tb00167.x 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

277 

Chun, J. U., Lee, D., & Sosik, J. J. (2018). Leader negative feedback-seeking and leader 

 effectiveness in leader-subordinate relationships: The paradoxical role of 

 subordinate expertise. The Leadership Quarterly, 29(4), 501–512. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.11.001 

Crain, T. L., & Stevens, S. C. (2018). Family-supportive supervisor behaviors: A review 

 and recommendations for research and practice. Journal of Organizational 

 Behavior, 39(7), 869–888. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2320 

Cropanzano, R., & Mitchell, M. S. (2005). Social exchange theory: An interdisciplinary 

 review. Journal of Management, 31(6), 874–900. 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630527960 

Cropanzano, R., Anthony, E. L., Daniels, S. R., & Hall, A. V. (2017). Social exchange 

 theory: A critical review with theoretical remedies. Academy of Management 

 Annals, 11(1), 479–516. https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2015.0099 

Cutrone, C., & Nisen, M. (2012). 19 successful people who barely sleep. Business 

 Insider. https://www.businessinsider.com/successful-people-who-barely-sleep-

 2012-9 

Davis, M. H. (1980). A multidimensional approach to individual differences in empathy.  

Deakin, H., & Wakefield, K. (2014). Skype interviewing: Reflections of two PhD 

 researchers. Qualitative Research, 14(5), 603–616. doi: 

 10.1177/146879411348812 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

278 

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2013). The importance of autonomy for development and 

 well-being. Self-regulation and autonomy: Social and developmental dimensions 

  of human conduct, 19–46. 

Dhanani, L. Y., LaPalme, M. L., Pham, C. T., & Hall, T. K. (2022). The burden of hate: 

 How nonwork discrimination experienced during the COVID-19 pandemic 

 impacts Asian  American employees. Journal of Business and Psychology, 38, 1–

 15. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-022-09848-6 

Dinh, J. E., Lord, R. G., Gardner, W. L., Meuser, J. D., Liden, R. C., & Hu, J. (2014). 

 Leadership theory and research in the new millennium: Current theoretical trends 

 and changing perspectives. The Leadership Quarterly, 25(1), 36–62. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.005 

Dulebohn, J. H., Bommer, W. H., Liden, R. C., Brouer, R. L., & Ferris, G. R. (2012). A 

 meta-analysis of antecedents and consequences of leader-member exchange: 

 Integrating the past with an eye toward the future. Journal of Management, 38(6), 

 1715–1759. https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063114152 

Ellis, A. M., Bauer, T. N., & Crain, T. L. (2023). Newcomer work-to-nonwork conflict to 

 withdrawal via work-to-nonwork self-efficacy: The buffering role of family 

 supportive supervisor behavior. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 144, 103895. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2023.103895 

Ellis, A. M., Bauer, T. N., & Erdogan, B. (2014). New employee organizational 

 socialization. Handbook of socialization: Theory and research, 301. 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

279 

Ellis, A. M., Crain, T. L., & Stevens, S. C. (2022). Is it my job? Leaders’ family-

 supportive role perceptions. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 37(2), 125–138. 

 https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-09-2020-0493 

Emerson, R. M. (1976). Social exchange theory. Annual Review of Sociology, 2(1), 335–

 362. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.so.02.080176.002003  

Erez, A., Misangyi, V. F., Johnson, D. E., LePine, M. A., & Halverson, K. C. (2008). 

 Stirring the hearts of followers: Charismatic leadership as the transferal of affect. 

 Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(3), 602–616. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-

 9010.93.3.602. 

Fishbach, A., & Woolley, K. (2022). The structure of intrinsic motivation. Annual 

 review of organizational psychology and organizational behavior, 9, 339–363. 

 https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012420-091122 

Floyd, S. W., & Lane, P. J. (2000). Strategizing throughout the organization: Managing 

 role conflict in strategic renewal. Academy of Management Review, 25(1), 154–

 177. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2000.2791608 

Foley, S., Linnehan, F., Greenhaus, J. H., & Weer, C. H. (2006). The impact of gender 

 similarity, racial similarity, and work culture on family-supportive supervision. 

 Group & Organization Management, 31(4), 420–441. 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601106286884 

Frese, M. (1982). Occupational socialization and psychological development: An 

 underemphasized research perspective in industrial psychology. Journal of 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

280 

 Occupational Psychology, 55(3), 209–224. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-

 8325.1982.tb00095.x 

Gelo, O., Braakmann, D., & Benetka, G. (2008). Quantitative and qualitative research: 

 Beyond the debate. Integrative Psychological and Behavioral Science, 42, 266–

 290. doi: 10.1007/s12124-008-9078-3 

Glaser, B. G., & Strauss, A. L. (2017). Discovery of grounded theory: Strategies for 

 qualitative research. Routledge. 

Graen, G. B., & Scandura, T. A. (1987). Toward a psychology of dyadic organizing. 

 Research in Organizational Behavior, 9, 175–208. 

Grant, A. M. (2007). Relational job design and the motivation to make a prosocial 

 difference. Academy of management review, 32(2), 393–417. 

 https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.24351328 

Grant, A. M., & Parker, S. K. (2009). 7 redesigning work design theories: the rise of 

 relational and proactive perspectives. Academy of management annals, 3(1), 317–

 375. https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520903047327 

Grebner, S., Elfering, A., & Semmer, N. K. (2010). The success resource model of job 

 stress. In New developments in theoretical and conceptual approaches to job 

 stress (pp. 61–108). Emerald Group Publishing Limited. 

Grzywacz, J. G., & Marks, N. F. (2000). Reconceptualizing the work–family interface: 

 An ecological perspective on the correlates of positive and negative spillover 

 between work and family. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 5(1), 

 111–126. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.5.1.111 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

281 

Guba, E. G., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1994). Competing paradigms in qualitative research. In N. 

 K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of Qualitative Research (pp. 105–

 117). Sage Publications, Inc. 

Guest, G., Bunce, A., & Johnson, L. (2006). How many interviews are enough? An 

 experiment with data saturation and variability. Field Methods, 18(1), 59–82.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/1525833X05279903 

Guo, Y., Wang, S., Rofcanin, Y., & Las Heras, M. (2024). A meta-analytic review of 

 family supportive supervisor behaviors (FSSBs): Work-family related 

 antecedents, outcomes, and a theory-driven comparison of two mediating 

 mechanisms. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 151, 103988. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2024.103988 

Gyu Park, J., Sik Kim, J., Yoon, S. W., & Joo, B. K. (2017). The effects of empowering 

 leadership on psychological well-being and job engagement: The mediating role 

 of psychological capital. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 38(3), 

 350–367. https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-08-2015-0182 

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1980). Work redesign. Reading, MA: Addison-

 Wesley. 

Hammer, L. B., Allen, E., & Grigsby, T. D. (1997). Work–family conflict in dual-earner 

 couples: Within-individual and crossover effects of work and family. Journal of 

 Vocational Behavior, 50(2), 185–203. https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1996.1557 

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Yragui, N. L., Bodner, T. E., & Hanson, G. C. (2009). 

 Development and validation of a multidimensional measure of Family 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

282 

 Supportive Supervisor Behaviors (FSSB). Journal of Management, 35(4), 837–

 856. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308328510 

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Anger, W. K., Bodner, T., & Zimmerman, K. L. (2011). 

 Clarifying work–family intervention processes: The roles of work–family conflict 

 and family-supportive supervisor behaviors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

 96(1), 134–150. doi: 10.1037/a0020927 

Hammer, L. B., Allen, S. J., Leslie, J. J. (2021a). Occupational stress and well-being: 

 Workplace interventions involving managers/supervisors. In L. Lapierre & C. 

 Cooper (Eds.). Cambridge Companion to Organisational Stress and Well-Being. 

 Cambridge, United Kingdom: Cambridge University Press. 

Hammer, L. B., Brady, J. M., Brossoit, R. M., Mohr, C. D., Bodner, T. E., Crain, T. L., & 

 Brockwood, K. J. (2021b). Effects of a Total Worker Health® leadership 

 intervention on employee well-being and functional impairment. Journal of 

 Occupational Health Psychology, 26(6), 582–598. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000312 

Harris, C. M., McMahan, G. C., & Wright, P. M. (2012). Talent and time together: The 

 impact of human capital and overlapping tenure on unit performance. Personnel 

 Review, 41(4), 408–427. https://doi.org/10.1108/00483481211229357 

Harter, B. J. (2021). Manager burnout is only getting worse. Gallup. Retrieved 

 September 20, 2022, from 

 https://www.gallup.com/workplace/357404/manager-burnout-getting-worse.aspx 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

283 

Hatfield, E., Cacioppo, J. T., & Rapson, R. L. (1993). Emotional contagion. Current 

 Directions in Psychological Science, 2(3), 96–100. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-

 8721.ep10770953 

Hatfield, S., Fisher, J., & Silverglate, P. H. (2022). The C-suite’s role in well-being. 

 Deloitte Insights. 

 https://www2.deloitte.com/us/en/insights/topics/leadership/employee-wellness-in-

 the-corporate-workplace.html 

Henderson, A. A., & Horan, K. A. (2021). A meta‐analysis of sleep and work 

 performance: An examination of moderators and mediators. Journal of 

 Organizational Behavior, 42(1), 1–19. doi: 10.1002/job.2486 

Henry, P. (2015). Rigor in qualitative research: Promoting quality in social science 

 research. Research Journal of Recent Sciences. 2277–2502. 

Hiller, N. J., DeChurch, L. A., Murase, T., & Doty, D. (2011). Searching for outcomes of 

 leadership: A 25-year review. Journal of Management, 37(4), 1137–1177. 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310393520 

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of resources: A new attempt at conceptualizing 

 stress. American Psychologist, 44(3), 513–524. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-

 066X.44.3.513 

Hobfoll, S. E. (2002). Social and psychological resources and adaptation. Review of 

 General Psychology, 6(4), 307–324. ttps://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.6.4.3 

Hobfoll, S. E., Halbesleben, J., Neveu, J. P., & Westman, M. (2018). Conservation of 

 resources in the organizational context: The reality of resources and their 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

284 

 consequences. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational 

 Behavior, 5, 103–128. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640 

Hogan, R., Curphy, G., Kaiser, R. B., & Chamorro-Premuzic, T. (2018). Leadership in 

 organizations. In D. S. Ones, N. Anderson, C. Viswesvaran, & H. K. Sinangil 

 (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of industrial, work & organizational psychology: 

 Organizational psychology (pp. 269–288). Sage Reference. 

House, J. S., Umberson, D., & Landis, K. R. (1988). Structures and processes of social 

 support. Annual Review of Sociology, 14(1), 293–318. 

 https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.so.14.080188.001453 

Huffman, A. H., & Olson, K. J. (2017). Gender differences in perceptions of resources 

 and turnover intentions of work‐linked couples in masculine occupations. Stress 

 and Health, 33(4), 309–321. https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2709 

Inceoglu, I., Arnold, K. A., Leroy, H., Lang, J. W. B., & Stephan, U. (2021). From 

 microscopic to macroscopic perspectives and back: The study of leadership and 

 health/well-being. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 26(6), 459–468. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000316 

Kaluza, A. J., Boer, D., Buengeler, C., & van Dick, R. (2020). Leadership behaviour and 

 leader self-reported well-being: A review, integration and meta-analytic  

 examination. Work &  Stress, 34(1), 34–56. 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2019.1617369 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

285 

Karasek Jr, R. A. (1979). Job demands, job decision latitude, and mental strain: 

 Implications for job redesign. Administrative Science Quarterly, 24(2), 285–308. 

 https://doi.org/10.2307/239249 

Kellett, J. B., Humphrey, R. H., & Sleeth, R. G. (2002). Empathy and complex task 

 performance: Two routes to leadership. The Leadership Quarterly, 13(5), 523–

 544. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(02)00142-X 

Kelloway, E. K., & Gilbert, S. (2017). Does it matter who leads us?: The study of 

 organizational leadership. An Introduction to Work and Organizational 

 Psychology: An International Perspective, 192–211. 

 https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119168058.ch11 

King, N. (2004a). Using interviews in qualitative research. In C. Cassell &; G. Symon 

 (Eds.), Essential guide to qualitative methods in organizational research (pp. 11–

 22). Sage Publications. 

Koch, A. R., & Binnewies, C. (2015). Setting a good example: Supervisors as work-life-

 friendly role models within the context of boundary management. Journal of 

 Occupational Health Psychology, 20(1), 82–92. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037890 

Kossek, E., Perrigino, M. B., Russo, M., & Morandin, G. (2022). Missed connections 

 between the leadership and work-life fields: Work-life supportive leadership 

 for a dual agenda. Academy of Management Annals, 17(1), 181–217.

 https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2021.0085.  

Kotter, J. P. (2017). What leaders really do. In Leadership perspectives (pp. 7–15). 

 Routledge. 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

286 

Lancee, J., Eisma, M. C., van Zanten, K. B., & Topper, M. (2017). When thinking 

 impairs sleep: trait, daytime and nighttime repetitive thinking in insomnia. 

 Behavioral Sleep Medicine, 15(1), 53–69. 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/15402002.2015.1083022 

Langford, C. P. H., Bowsher, J., Maloney, J. P., & Lillis, P. P. (1997). Social support: a 

 conceptual analysis. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 25(1), 95–100. 

Lapierre, L. M., & Allen, T. D. (2006). Work-supportive family, family-supportive 

 supervision, use of organizational benefits, and problem-focused coping: 

 Implications for work-family conflict and employee well-being. Journal of 

 Occupational Health Psychology, 11(2), 169–181. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-

 8998.11.2.169 

Las Heras, M., Bosch, M. J., & Raes, A. M. (2015). Sequential mediation among family 

 friendly culture and outcomes. Journal of Business Research, 68(11), 2366–2373. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.03.042 

Lauzun, H. M., Morganson, V. J., Major, D. A., & Green, A. P. (2010). Seeking work-

 life balance: Employees’ requests, supervisors’ responses, and organizational 

 barriers. The Psychologist-Manager Journal, 13(3), 184–205. 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/10887156.2010.500953 

Le, V. (2019, February 14). Donald Trump’s workday starts at 11 a.m. — here’s how his 

 morning routine stacks up against 7 other millionaires. CNBC. 

 https://www.cnbc.com/2019/02/13/donald-trumps-workday-starts-at-11-am-heres-

 how-it- compares-to-other-millionaires.html 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

287 

Leech, N. L., & Onwuegbuzie, A. J. (2007). An array of qualitative data analysis tools: A 

 call for data analysis triangulation. School Psychology Quarterly, 22(4), 557–584. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/1045-3830.22.4.557 

Liang, L. H., Nishioka, M., Evans, R., Brown, D. J., Shen, W., & Lian, H. (2022). 

 Unbalanced, unfair, unhappy, or unable? Theoretical integration of multiple 

 processes underlying the leader mistreatment-employee cwb relationship with 

 meta-analytic methods. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 29(1), 

 33–72. https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051821106607 

Locke, K. (2002). The grounded theory approach to qualitative research. In F. Drasgow 

 & N. Schmitt (Eds.), Measuring and analyzing behavior in organizations: 

 Advances in measurement and data analysis (pp. 17–43). Jossey-Bass/Wiley. 

Longmire, N. H., & Harrison, D. A. (2018). Seeing their side versus feeling their pain: 

 Differential consequences of perspective-taking and empathy at work. Journal of 

 Applied Psychology, 103(8), 894–915. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000307 

Luthans, F., Youssef, C. M., & Avolio, B. J. (2007). Psychological capital: Investing and 

 developing positive organizational behavior. Positive Organizational Behavior, 

 1(2), 9–24. 

MacPhail, C., Khoza, N., Abler, L., & Ranganathan, M. (2016). Process guidelines for 

 establishing intercoder reliability in qualitative studies. Qualitative Research, 

 16(2), 198–212. https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794115577012 

Mahsud, R., Yukl, G., & Prussia, G. (2010). Leader empathy, ethical leadership, and 

 relations‐oriented behaviors as antecedents of leader‐member exchange quality. 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

288 

 Journal of Managerial Psychology, 25(6), 561–577. 

 https://doi.org/10.1108/02683941011056932 

Major, D. A., Davis, D. D., Germano, L. M., Fletcher, T. D., Sanchez‐Hucles, J., & 

 Mann, J. (2007). Managing human resources in information technology: Best 

 practices of high performing supervisors. Human Resource Management: 

 Published in Cooperation with the School of Business Administration, The 

 University of Michigan and in alliance with the Society of Human Resources 

 Management, 46(3), 411–427. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.20171 

Major, D. A., Fletcher, T. D., Davis, D. D., & Germano, L. M. (2008). The influence of 

 work‐family culture and workplace relationships on work interference with 

 family: A multilevel model. Journal of Organizational Behavior: The 

 International Journal of Industrial, Occupational and Organizational Psychology 

 and Behavior, 29(7), 881–897. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.502 

Major, D. A., & Lauzun, H. M. (2010). Equipping managers to assist employees in 

 addressing work-family conflict: Applying the research literature toward 

 innovative practice. The Psychologist-Manager Journal, 13(2), 69–85. 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/10887151003761275 

Major, D. A., & Morganson, V. J. (2011). Coping with work-family conflict: A leader-

 member exchange perspective. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 

 16(1), 126–138. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021727 

Marescaux, E., Rofcanin, Y., Las Heras, M., Ilies, R., & Bosch, M. J. (2020). When 

 employees and supervisors (do not) see eye to eye on family supportive 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

289 

 supervisor behaviours: The role of segmentation desire and work-family culture. 

  Journal of Vocational Behavior, 121, 103471. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103471 

Marques, D. R., Gomes, A. A., Ferreira, M. F., & de Azevedo, M. H. P. (2016). Don’t 

 worry, sleep well: Predictors of sleep loss over worry. Sleep and Biological 

 Rhythms, 14, 309–318. doi: 10.1007/s41105-016-0060-z 

Mason, M. (2010). Sample size and saturation in PhD studies using qualitative   

interviews. In Forum: Qualitative Social Research, 11(3). 

 https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-11.3.1428 

Mathieu, M., Eschleman, K. J., & Cheng, D. (2019). Meta-analytic and multiwave 

 comparison of emotional support and instrumental support in the workplace. 

 Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 24(3), 387–409. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000135 

Matick, E., Kottwitz, M. U., Lemmer, G., & Otto, K. (2021). How to sleep well in times 

 of high job demands: The supportive role of detachment and perceived social 

 support. Work & Stress, 35(4), 358–373. 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2021.1889071 

Matick, E., Kottwitz, M. U., Rigotti, T., & Otto, K. (2022). I can’t get no sleep: The role 

 of leaders’ health and leadership behavior on employees’ sleep quality. 

 European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 31(6), 869–879. 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2022.2077198  



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

290 

Matthews, R. A., & Toumbeva, T. H. (2015). Lagged effects of family-supportive 

 organization perceptions and supervision in relation to generalized work-related 

 resources. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 20(3), 301–313. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038377 

May, D. R., Gilson, R. L., & Harter, L. M. (2004). The psychological conditions of 

 meaningfulness, safety and availability and the engagement of the human spirit at 

 work. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 77(1), 11–37. 

 https://doi.org/10.1348/096317904322915892 

McKim, C. (2023). Meaningful member-checking: a structured approach to member-

 checking. American Journal of Qualitative Research, 7(2), 41–52. doi: 

 http://dx.doi.org/10.29333/ajqr/12973 

Mohr, C. D., Hammer, L. B., Brady, J. M., Perry, M. L., & Bodner, T. (2021). Can 

 supervisor support improve daily employee well‐being? evidence of supervisor 

 training effectiveness in a study of veteran employee emotions. Journal of 

 Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 94(2), 400–426. 

 https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12342  

Montano, D., Reeske, A., Franke, F., & Hüffmeier, J. (2017). Leadership, followers’ 

 mental health and job performance in organizations: A comprehensive meta‐

 analysis from an occupational health perspective. Journal of Organizational 

 Behavior, 38(3), 327–350. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2124 

Morganson, V. J., Litano, M. L., & O’Neill, S. K. (2014). Promoting work–family 

 balance through positive psychology: A practical review of the literature. The 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

291 

 Psychologist-Manager Journal, 17(4), 221–244. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/mgr0000023 

Morganson, V. J., Major, D. A., & Litano, M. L. (2017). A multilevel examination of the 

 relationship between leader–member exchange and work–family outcomes. 

 Journal of Business and Psychology, 32, 379–393. doi: 10.1007/s10869-016-

 9447-8 

Morrison, E. W., & Phelps, C. C. (1999). Taking charge at work: Extrarole efforts to 

 initiate workplace change. Academy of Management Journal, 42(4), 403–419. 

 https://doi.org/10.5465/257011 

Motulsky, S. L. (2021). Is member checking the gold standard of quality in qualitative 

 research? Qualitative Psychology, 8(3), 389. doi: 10.1037/qup0000215 

Muse, L. A., & Pichler, S. (2011). A comparison of types of support for lower-skill 

 workers: Evidence for the importance of family supportive supervisors. Journal of 

 Vocational Behavior, 79(3), 653–666. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.04.005 

Neale, P. (2021, February 4). “Serious” leaders need self-care, too. Harvard Business 

 Review. Retrieved September 20, 2022, from https://hbr.org/2020/10/serious-

 leaders-need-self-care-too 

NIOSH (2018). Total Worker Health,  NIOSH. Center for Disease Control. Retrieved 

 September 20, 2022, from https://www.cdc.gov/niosh/twh/default.html 

Nohe, C., & Sonntag, K. (2014). Work–family conflict, social support, and turnover 

 intentions: A longitudinal study. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 85(1), 1–12. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2014.03.007 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

292 

Nowell, L. S., Norris, J. M., White, D. E., & Moules, N. J. (2017). Thematic analysis: 

 Striving to meet the trustworthiness criteria. International Journal of Qualitative 

 Methods, 16(1), doi: 1609406917733847. 

O’Connor, C., & Joffe, H. (2020). Intercoder reliability in qualitative research: debates 

 and practical guidelines. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 19, doi:

 1609406919899220. https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406919899220 

Odle-Dusseau, H. N., Britt, T. W., & Greene-Shortridge, T. M. (2012). Organizational 

 work–family resources as predictors of job performance and attitudes: The 

 process of work–family conflict and enrichment. Journal of Occupational Health 

 Psychology, 17(1), 28–40. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026428 

Odle-Dusseau, H. N., Hammer, L. B., Crain, T. L., & Bodner, T. E. (2016). The influence 

 of family-supportive supervisor training on employee job performance and 

 attitudes: An organizational work–family intervention. Journal of Occupational 

 Health  Psychology, 21(3), 296–308. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039961 

O’Driscoll, M. P., Poelmans, S., Spector, P. E., Kalliath, T., Allen, T. D., Cooper, C. L., 

 & Sanchez, J. I. (2003). Family-responsive interventions, perceived 

 organizational and supervisor support, work-family conflict, and psychological 

 strain. International Journal of Stress Management, 10(4), 326–344. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.10.4.326 

Oliffe, J. L., Kelly, M. T., Gonzalez Montaner, G., & Yu Ko, W. F. (2021). Zoom 

 interviews: benefits and concessions. International Journal of Qualitative 

 Methods, 20, 16094069211053522. 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

293 

Olmos-Vega, F. M., Stalmeijer, R. E., Varpio, L., & Kahlke, R. (2023). A practical guide 

 to reflexivity in qualitative research: AMEE Guide No. 149. Medical Teacher, 

 45(3), 241–251. https://doi.org/10.1080/0142159X.2022.2057287 

Padgett. K. (2017). Qualitative methods in social work research. (3rd ed) (209–227). 

 Sage Publications. 

Pan, S. Y., Chuang, A., & Yeh, Y. J. (2021). Linking supervisor and subordinate’s 

 negative work–family experience: the role of family supportive supervisor 

 behavior. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 28(1), 17–30. 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/154805182095037 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Paine, J. B., & Bachrach, D. G. (2000). 

 Organizational citizenship behaviors: A critical review of the theoretical and 

 empirical literature and suggestions for future research. Journal of management, 

 26(3), 513–563. https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063000260030 

Pontefract, D. (2022). Leaders Are living in well-being la la land. Forbes. 

 https://www.forbes.com/sites/danpontefract/2022/06/29/leaders-are-living-in-

 well-being-la-la-land/?sh=434111c17406 

Punnett, L., Cavallari, J. M., Henning, R. A., Nobrega, S., Dugan, A. G., & Cherniack, 

 M. G. (2020). Defining ‘integration’ for Total Worker Health®: A new 

 proposal. Annals of Work Exposures and Health, 64(3), 223–235. 

 https://doi.org/10.1093/annweh/wxaa003 

Randolph-Seng, B., Cogliser, C. C., Randolph, A. F., Scandura, T. A., Miller, C. D., & 

 Smith-Genthôs, R. (2016). Diversity in leadership: race in leader-member 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

294 

 exchanges. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 37(6), 750–773. 

 https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-10-2014-0201 

Richter-Killenberg, S., & Volmer, J. (2022). How leaders benefit from engaging in high-

 quality leader-member exchanges: A daily diary study. Journal of Managerial 

 Psychology, 37(7), 605–623. https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-06-2021-0370 

Rofcanin, Y., de Jong, J. P., Las Heras, M., & Kim, S. (2018). The moderating role of 

  prosocial motivation on the association between family-supportive supervisor 

 behaviours and employee outcomes. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 107, 153–

 167. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.04.001 

Rosette, A. S., Leonardelli, G. J., & Phillips, K. W. (2008). The White standard: racial 

 bias in leader categorization. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(4), 758– 777. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.4.758 

Ruggs, E. N., Marshburn, C. K., Summerville, K. M., & Grenier, K. (2022). The struggle 

 Is real: Employee reactions to indirect trauma from anti-black policing. 

 Journal of Business and Psychology, 1–20. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-022-

 09823-1 

Rupprecht, S., Falke, P., Kohls, N., Tamdjidi, C., Wittmann, M., & Kersemaekers, W. 

 (2019). Mindful leader development: How leaders experience the effects of 

 mindfulness training on leader capabilities. Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 1081. 

 https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01081 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

295 

Russell, H., O’Connell, P. J., & McGinnity, F. (2009). The impact of flexible working 

 arrangements on work–life conflict and work pressure in Ireland. Gender, Work 

 & Organization, 16(1), 73–97. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2015.10.008 

Ryan, M. K., Haslam, S. A., Morgenroth, T., Rink, F., Stoker, J., & Peters, K. (2016). 

 Getting on top of the glass cliff: Reviewing a decade of evidence, explanations, 

 and impact. The Leadership Quarterly, 27(3), 446–455. 

Sadri, G., Weber, T. J., & Gentry, W. A. (2011). Empathic emotion and leadership 

 performance: An empirical analysis across 38 countries. The Leadership 

 Quarterly, 22(5), 818–830. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.07.005 

Sargent, A. C., Shanock, L. G., Banks, G. C., & Yavorsky, J. E. (2022). How gender 

 matters: A conceptual and process model for family-supportive supervisor 

 behaviors. Human Resource Management Review, 32(4), 100880. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2021.100880 

Scandura, T. A., & Pellegrini, E. K. (2008). Trust and leader—member exchange: A 

 closer look at relational vulnerability. Journal of Leadership & Organizational 

 Studies, 15(2), 101–110. https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051808320986 

Schemmel, E. A. (2023). Antecedents of FSSB: Evaluating the demographic basis of 

 support (Doctoral thesis, Portland State University). 

Schill, A. L., & Chosewood, L. C. (2013). The NIOSH total worker health™ program. 

 Journal of Occupational and Environmental Medicine, 55(12), S8–S11. 

 https://www.jstor.org/stable/48500336 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

296 

Schmidt, F. L., Hunter, J. E., & Outerbridge, A. N. (1986). Impact of job experience and 

 ability on job knowledge, work sample performance, and supervisory ratings of 

 job performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71(3), 432–439. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.71.3.432. 

Sedgwick, M., & Spiers, J. (2009). The use of videoconferencing as a medium for the 

 qualitative interview. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 8(1), 1–11. 

 doi: 10.1177/160940690900800 

Sergent, K., & Stajkovic, A. D. (2020). Women’s leadership is associated with fewer 

 deaths during the COVID-19 crisis: Quantitative and qualitative analyses of 

 United States governors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 105(8), 771–783. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000577 

Shockley, K. M., & Allen, T. D. (2007). When flexibility helps: Another look at the 

 availability of flexible work arrangements and work–family conflict. Journal of 

 Vocational Behavior, 71(3), 479–493. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2007.08.006 

Sianoja, M., Crain, T. L., Hammer, L. B., Bodner, T., Brockwood, K. J., LoPresti, M., & 

 Shea, S. A. (2020). The relationship between leadership support and employee 

 sleep. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 25(3), 187–202. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000173 

Singer, T., & Klimecki, O. M. (2014). Empathy and compassion. Current Biology, 

 24(18), R875-R878. 

Sluss, D. M., van Dick, R., & Thompson, B. S. (2011). Role theory in organizations: A 

 relational perspective. In S. Zedeck (Ed.), APA handbook of industrial and 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

297 

 organizational psychology, Vol. 1. Building and developing the organization (pp. 

 505–534). American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/12169-

 016 

Smith, D. (2017, February 9). President Trump’s daily routine: Twitter, cable TV and 

 plotting to change America. The Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/us- 

 news/2017/jan/27/donald-trump-white-house-twitter-cable-news-sleep 

Spall, S. (1998). Peer debriefing in qualitative research: Emerging operational models. 

 Qualitative Inquiry, 4(2), 280–292. doi: 10.1177/1077800498004002 

Stake, R. E., & Trumbull, D. J. (1982). Naturalistic generalizations. Review Journal of 

 Philosophy and Social Science, 7(1), 1–12. 

Straub, C. (2012). Antecedents and organizational consequences of family supportive 

 supervisor behavior: A multilevel conceptual framework for research. Human 

 Resource Management Review, 22(1), 15–26. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2011.08.001 

Strauss, A. L. (1987). Qualitative analysis for social scientists. Cambridge university 

 press. 

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (2008). Basics of qualitative research: Techniques and 

 procedures for developing grounded theory (3rd Ed.). Thousand Oaks, London, 

 New Delhi: SAGE Publications. 

Sumra, M. K. (2019). Masculinity, femininity, and leadership: Taking a closer look at the 

 alpha female. PloS One, 14(4), e0215181. 

 https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0215181 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

298 

Svetieva, E., Clerkin, C., & Ruderman, M. N. (2017). Can’t sleep, won’t sleep: Exploring 

 leaders’ sleep patterns, problems, and attitudes. Consulting Psychology Journal: 

 Practice and Research, 69(2), 80–97. https://doi.org/10.1037/cpb000009 

Takano, K., Iijima, Y., & Tanno, Y. (2012). Repetitive thought and self-reported sleep 

  disturbance. Behavior Therapy, 43(4), 779–789. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2012.04.002 

Thomas, K. W., & Velthouse, B. A. (1990). Cognitive elements of empowerment: An 

 “interpretive” model of intrinsic task motivation. Academy of Management 

 Review, 15(4), 666–681. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1990.4310926 

Thompson, C. A., Beauvais, L. L., & Lyness, K. S. (1999). When work–family benefits 

 are not enough: The influence of work–family culture on benefit utilization, 

 organizational attachment, and work–family conflict. Journal of Vocational 

 Behavior, 54(3), 392–415. https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1998.1681 

Tiegs, R. B., Tetrick, L. E., & Fried, Y. (1992). Growth need strength and  context 

 satisfactions as moderators of the relations of the job characteristics model. 

 Journal of Management, 18(3), 575–593. 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063920180030 

Tracy, S. J. (2018). A phronetic iterative approach to data analysis in qualitative 

 research. 질적연구, 19(2), 61–76. https://doi.org/10.22284/qr.2018.19.2.61 

Tse, Herman & Troth, Ashlea & Ashkanasy, Neal & Collins, Amy. (2018). Affect and 

 leader-member exchange in the new millennium: A state-of-art review and 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

299 

 guiding framework. The Leadership Quarterly, 29. doi: 

 10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.10.002.  

Tutek, J., Gunn, H. E., & Lichstein, K. L. (2021). Worry and rumination have distinct 

 associations with nighttime versus daytime sleep symptomology. Behavioral 

 Sleep Medicine, 19(2), 192–207. https://doi.org/10.1080/15402002.2020.1725012 

Uhl-Bien, M. (2006). Relational leadership theory: Exploring the social processes of 

 leadership and organizing. The Leadership Quarterly, 17(6), 654–676. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2006.10.007 

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2024). Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services. 

 Retrieved July 12, 2023, from https://www.bls.gov/iag/tgs/iag54.htm. 

Vasileiou, K., Barnett, J., Thorpe, S., & Young, T. (2018). Characterising and justifying 

 sample size sufficiency in interview-based studies: systematic analysis of 

 qualitative health research over a 15-year period. BMC Medical Research 

 Methodology, 18, 1–18. doi: 10.1186/s12874-018-0594-7 

Vough, H. C., Bataille, C. D., Noh, S. C., & Lee, M. D. (2015). Going off script: How 

 managers make sense of the ending of their careers. Journal of Management 

 Studies, 52(3), 414–440. https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12126 

Voydanoff, P. (2004). Implications of work and community demands and resources for 

 work-to-family conflict and facilitation. Journal of Occupational Health 

 Psychology, 9(4), 275–285. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.9.4.275 

Weiss, H. M., & Cropanzano, R. (1996). Affective Events Theory: A theoretical 

 discussion of the structure, causes and consequences of affective experiences at 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

300 

 work. In B. M. Staw & L. L. Cummings (Eds.), Research in organizational 

 behavior: An annual series of analytical essays and critical reviews, 18, pp. 

 1–74). Elsevier Science/JAI Press. 

Williamson, A. J., Gish, J. J., & Stephan, U. (2021). Let’s focus on solutions to 

 entrepreneurial Ill-Being! Recovery interventions to enhance 

 entrepreneurial well-being. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 45(6), 1307–

 1338. https:// doi.org/10.1177/10422587211006431 

Wilson, K. S., Sin, H. P., & Conlon, D. E. (2010). What about the leader in leader-

 member exchange? The impact of resource exchanges and substitutability on the 

 leader. Academy of Management Review, 35(3), 358–372. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.35.3.zok358 

Wooldridge, B., Schmid, T., & Floyd, S. W. (2008). The middle management perspective 

 on strategy process: Contributions, synthesis, and future research. Journal of 

 Management, 34(6), 1190–1221. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308324326 

Wong, J. R. (2019). Employee nonwork support-marshaling: Scale development and 

 validation (Doctoral dissertation, Colorado State University). 

Xie, P., Liu, X., Chen, Z., Chen, K., & Wang, Y. (2023). Whisper-MCE: Whisper Model 

 Finetuned for Better Performance with Mixed Languages. ArXiv, 2310, 17953.   

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2310.17953 

Yang, L. Q., Sliter, M., Cheung, J. H., Sinclair, R. R., & Mohr, C. (2018). The dark side 

 of helping: Does returning the favor from coworkers hurt employee work 

 engagement?. Journal of Business and Psychology, 33, 741–760.   



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

301 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-017-9522-9 

Yoon, J., & Thye, S. (2000). Supervisor support in the workplace: Legitimacy and 

 positive affectivity. The Journal of Social Psychology, 140(3), 295–316. 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/00224540009600472 

Yu, H., Laberge, L., Jaussent, I., Bayard, S., Scholtz, S., Morales, R., ... & Dauvilliers, Y. 

 (2011). Daytime sleepiness and REM sleep characteristics in myotonic dystrophy: 

 a case-control study. Sleep, 34(2), 165–170. 

 https://doi.org/10.1093/sleep/34.2.165 

Yukl, G. (2008). How leaders influence organizational effectiveness. The Leadership 

 Quarterly, 19(6), 708–722. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2008.09.008 

Zivkovic, S. (2022). Empathy in leadership: how it enhances effectiveness. 

 Economic and Social Development: Book of Proceedings, 454–467. 

 

 

  



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

302 

Chapter 5 References 

APA. (2022). Stress in America 2022. APA. https://www.apa.org. 

 https://www.apa.org/news/press/releases/stress/2022/concerned-future-inflation 

Crain, T. L., & Stevens, S. C. (2018). Family-supportive supervisor behaviors: A review 

 and recommendations for research and practice. Journal of Organizational 

 Behavior, 39(7), 869–888. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2320 

Cutrone, C., & Nisen, M. (2012). 19 successful people who barely sleep. Business 

 Insider. https://www.businessinsider.com/successful-people-who-barely-sleep-

 2012-9 

Kossek, E., Perrigino, M. B., Russo, M., & Morandin, G. (2022). Missed connections 

 between the leadership and work-life fields: Work-life supportive leadership 

 for a dual agenda. Academy of Management Annals, 17(1), 181–217.

 https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2021.0085. 

NIOSH (2021). Priority Areas and Emerging Issues | NIOSH | CDC. 

 https://www.cdc.gov/niosh/twh/priority.html 

Punnett, L., Cavallari, J. M., Henning, R. A., Nobrega, S., Dugan, A. G., & Cherniack, 

 M. G.  (2020). Defining ‘integration’for Total Worker Health®: A new proposal. 

 Annals of Work Exposures and Health, 64(3), 223–235. 

 https://doi.org/10.1093/annweh/wxaa003 

Schill, A. L., & Chosewood, L. C. (2013). The NIOSH total worker health™ program. 

 Journal of Occupational and Environmental Medicine, 55(12), S8–S11. 

 https://www.jstor.org/stable/48500336 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

303 

Schonfeld, I. S., & Mazzola, J. J. (2012). Strengths and limitations of qualitative 

 approaches to research in Occupational Health Psychology. In Research 

 methods in occupational health psychology (pp. 268–289). Routledge. 

Straub, C. (2012). Antecedents and organizational consequences of family supportive 

 supervisor behavior: A multilevel conceptual framework for research. Human 

 Resource Management Review, 22(1), 15–26. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2011.08.001 

 

 



LEADERS AND THE SUPPORT PROCESS 

  

304 

Appendix A: Survey Items 

Sleep Quantity (Buysse et al., 1989) 
The next set of questions will address your sleep health. The following two questions 
relate to your usual sleep habits DURING THE PAST MONTH only. Your answers 
should indicate the most accurate reply for the majority of days and nights in the past 
month. 

1. During the past month, when have you usually gone to bed at night? 
2. During the past month, when have you usually gotten up in the morning? 

Response Options: Hour: 01-12, Minute: 00-59, AM/PM 

 
Sleep Quality (PROMIS, 2016; Cella et al., 2010; Yu et al., 2012) 
The next set of questions will ask about your sleep quality. To what extent did you 
experience the following in the PAST 7 DAYS? 

1. My sleep was restless. 
2. I was satisfied with my sleep. 
3. My sleep was refreshing. 
4. I had difficulty falling asleep.  

Response Options: 1=Not at all, 2=A little bit, 3=Somewhat, 4=Quite a bit, 5=Very 
much 

5. I had trouble staying asleep. 
6. I had trouble sleeping. 
7. I got enough sleep. 

Response Options: 1=Never, 2=Rarely, 3=Sometimes, 4=Often, 5=Always 
8. My sleep quality was… 

Response Options: 1=Very poor, 2=Poor, 3=Fair, 4=Good, 5=Very good 
 

General Supervisor Support (Yoon & Lim, 1999) 
Still thinking about your primary full-time supervisor ([supervisor_name])  at your full-
time job in the Oregon National Guard… 

1. [supervisor_name] can be relied upon when things get tough on my job. 
2. [supervisor_name] is willing to listen to my job-related problems. 
3. [supervisor_name] really does not care about my well-being. 

Response Options: 1=Strongly disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither agree nor disagree, 
4=Agree, 5=Strongly agree 

Family-Supportive Supervisor Behavior (FSSB) (Leader Ratings) (Hammer et al., 
2013) 
The following section contains questions about your behaviors as a supervisor of full-
time service members at the Oregon National Guard. Please read each statement carefully 
and rate the extent to which you agree with each statement based on the scale below. 
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1. I make my subordinates feel comfortable talking to me about their conflicts 
between work and non-work 

2. I demonstrate effective behaviors in how to juggle work and non-work issues 
3. I work effectively with my subordinates to creatively solve conflicts between 

work and non-work 
4. I organize the work in my department or unit to jointly benefit employees and the 

company 
Response Options: 1=Strongly disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither agree nor disagree, 
4=Agree, 5=Strongly agree 

 
Family-Supportive Supervisor Behavior (FSSB) (Employee Ratings) (Hammer et 
al., 2013) 
The following section contains questions about your experiences with your primary full-
time supervisor ([supervisor_name]) for your full-time job at the Oregon National Guard. 
Please read each statement carefully and rate the extent to which you agree with each 
statement based on the scale below. This information you provide will be kept 
confidential. Your supervisor will *not* see your survey responses. 

1. [supervisor_name] makes you feel comfortable talking to him/her about your 
conflicts between work and non-work. 

2. [supervisor_name] demonstrates effective behaviors in how to juggle work and 
non-work issues. 

3. [supervisor_name] works effectively with employees to creatively solve conflicts 
between work and non-work. 

4. [supervisor_name] organizes the work in your department or unit to jointly 
benefit employees and the company. 

Response Options: 1=Strongly disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither agree nor disagree, 
4=Agree, 5=Strongly agree 

Sleep Leadership (Leader Ratings) (Gunia et al., 2015) 
The following section contains questions about your behaviors as a supervisor of full-
time service members at the Oregon National Guard. Please read each statement carefully 
and rate the extent to which you agree with each statement based on the scale below.  
As a full-time supervisor in the Oregon National Guard... 

1. I ask my subordinates about their sleeping habits.  
2. I encourage my subordinates to get adequate sleep.  
3. I consider sleep as an important planning factor.  
4. I encourage my subordinates to nap if needed.  
5. I encourage my subordinates to catch up on sleep before missions that require 

long hours. 
6. I work to encourage my subordinates to have a good sleep environment (quiet, 

dark, not too hot or cold).  
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7. I discourage my subordinates from using caffeine or nicotine within several hours 
before trying to go to sleep.  

8. I encourage my subordinates to try to go to sleep on time. 
Response Options: 1=Never, 2=Seldom, 3=Sometimes, 4=Often, 5=Always 

 
Sleep Leadership (Employee Ratings) (Gunia et al., 2015) 
The following section also contains questions about your experiences with your primary 
full-time supervisor ([supervisor_name]) for your full-time job at the Oregon National 
Guard. Please read each statement carefully and rate the extent to which you agree with 
each statement based on the scale below. This information you provide will be kept 
confidential. Your supervisor will *not* see your survey responses. 

1. [supervisor_name] asks subordinates about their sleeping habits. 
2. [supervisor_name] encourages subordinates to get adequate sleep. 
3. [supervisor_name] considers sleep as an important planning factor. 
4. [supervisor_name] encourages subordinates to nap if needed. 
5. [supervisor_name] encourages subordinates to catch up on sleep before missions 

that require long hours. 
6. [supervisor_name] works to encourage subordinates to have a good sleep 

environment (quiet, dark, not too hot or cold).  
7. [supervisor_name] discourages the use of caffeine or nicotine use within several 

hours before trying to go to sleep. 
8. [supervisor_name] encourages subordinates to try to go to sleep on time. 

Response Options: 1=Never, 2=Seldom, 3=Sometimes, 4=Often, 5=Always 
 
Work Schedule (Control variable; Created for the study) 
Which of the following best describes your work schedule for your full-time job at the 
Oregon National Guard? (Select all that apply) 

1. Variable schedule, one that changes day to day 
2. Regular daytime shift 
3. Regular evening shift 
4. Regular night shift 
5. Rotating shift 
6. Split shift 
7. Other: please specify  

Branch of Service (Control variable; Created for the study) 
Response Options: Army, Air 
 
Number of Children/Eldercare Responsibilities (Control variable; Created for the 
study) 

1. How many children do you have? 
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Response Options: 0,1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11+ 
2. How many dependent children do you have living at home at least 3 days per 

week? 
Response Options: 0,1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11+ 
3. Are any of these children [dependent, living at home at least 3 days a week] from 

a previous union [your own or your partner’s, or both]? 
Response Options: Yes, No 
4. Do you have children living at home who have a developmental disability, 

physical health problem, or long-term serious mental health problem? 
Response Options: Yes, No 
5. Are you currently providing care for one or more elderly or adult dependents at 

least 3 hours per week? (Caregiving activities could include providing 
transportation, doing yard work, managing money, etc.)? 

Response Options: Yes, No 
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Appendix B: Interview Protocol 
 
Introduction: 

• Thanks for taking the time to talk with me today. As I mentioned in my email, I 
am a researcher at Portland State University conducting a study focused on the 
experiences of professionals who hold leadership status within their workplaces.  

Consent: 
• Before we get started, did you have a chance to read the consent form I sent you 

just before this meeting? Do you have any questions? 
• Okay, and for our records, do you consent to the study? 
• Additionally, I will be recording our conversation today to be sure we capture 

your answers accurately and for analysis purposes but the video will be deleted 
and only the deidentified transcript will be retained. 

• I want to let you know that you don’t have to answer any questions you don’t 
want to and you’re welcome to end this call at any time.  

• And although I have a list of questions, the goal is definitely for this to be a 
conversation and free-flowing, so don’t worry about censoring yourself.    

 
General Questions: 
 

1. Can you tell me briefly about the organization you work for?  
2. What is your current job title? Can you briefly describe your position (i.e., what 

are your primary responsibilities day-to-day)? 
3. In total hours per week, how much time do you spend with your direct reports? Is 

this in person or remote?  
4. If you were to think about one of your direct reports that you spend the most time 

with, what are all the things you are trying to navigate with them right now? 
a. What about the things that are not just work-focused? 
b. Are there any things you’re helping your employees navigate in their 

nonwork life? 
i. If I need to define nonwork life: Nonwork can include things like 

familial obligations, hobbies, educational endeavors, community 
involvement, times with friends 

ii. If needed to define broad nonwork domains: nonwork life, 
identity, societal stressors 

c. Are there any things you’re helping your employees navigate related to 
diversity or their diverse identities?  

d. Are there any things you’re helping your employees navigate related to 
societal stressors? (If needed to give examples: COVID-19, racial unrest, 
climate issues, mass shootings, political rulings) 

5. How much do you enjoy the leadership aspect of your job? 
 

Aim 1: Do leaders have the capacity to provide support? 
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1.  How does your organization expect you to provide support to your direct reports? 
(Probe nonwork life if they don’t bring up) 

2. Can you tell me about your capacity to provide support? 
a. What feelings come up for you when your organization asks you to do 

something new?  
i. (If they remain positive) I know you said _____, but do you ever 

feel resentful? 
ii. Has there ever been a time where you feel like there is too much on 

your plate?  
iii. Can you describe that to me? 
iv.  Do you feel like those instances have been more frequent in recent 

years? 
b. When you think about working with your employees, what is the thing 

you don’t like doing most of all?  
 . What’s the thing you like doing best? 

c. Broadly, do you feel like you have the necessary skills to provide support 
to your employees? (Probe nonwork life if they don’t bring it up) 

d. Which skills do you have that make it easy to support your employees? 
(Probe nonwork life if they don’t bring it up)  

3. Which skills do you still need to that would make it easier to support your 
employees? (Probe nonwork life if they don’t bring it up) 

 
Aim 2: How are leaders impacted by the provision of support? 

1. How has supporting your employees with work and nonwork issues influenced 
your… 

a. Health, well-being? Sleep? (probe for both positive and negative 
b. Performance at work? (probe for both positive and negative) 
c. Your own work-life balance? (probe for both positive and negative) 
d. Anything I might be missing? 

2. How does your health influence the way you’re able to support your employees 
with work and nonwork demands? 

 
Aim 3: What barriers do leaders face toward providing effective support? What 
supports do they need? 

1. Can you tell me about any obstacles you run up against when trying provide 
support? (Probe for nonwork life if they don’t bring up) 

2. How could the organization make it more likely that you provide support? (Probe 
for nonwork life if they don’t bring up)  

a. If they bring up support from their own leaders 
i. Why do you believe you stopped getting support from your own 

leader?  
ii. How did this change your life?  
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iii. At what point in your career progression would you say you 
stopped seeing the support? 

iv. Where are you getting support then? In other words, who is 
supporting you? 

v.  If they don’t bring up support from their own leaders… Do you 
feel adequately supported by your leader? (If no, then go to 
questions above) 

3. What could your direct reports do that would make it more likely that you provide 
support? (Probe for nonwork life if they don’t bring up) 

 
[Extra Questions]  

1. Overall, what are the upsides to providing support? Downsides? (Probe for the 
report and for them) 

2. Would you say providing support to your direct reports is more of a positive or 
negative experience? (probe for nonwork life if they don’t bring it up) 

3. Is there something about you specifically that you believe makes you a natural at 
being a leader and supporting your employees? 

4. Do you feel like there are instances in which you can provide too much or too 
little support? (Probe nonwork life if they don’t bring up) 

a. (If yes) Can you describe them to me? What good or bad things happen 
when you don’t hit that sweet spot? 

5. Do you feel like you have to make sacrifices as a leader? (Probe about nonwork 
life if they don’t bring up)  

6. Can you tell me about a time when you put the needs of your direct reports before 
your own needs? 

7. In your eyes, what does a resilient leader look like in today’s world as they 
navigate the work and nonwork needs of our current workforce?  

8. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about your experience working as a 
leader?  

 
Conclusion: 

• That wraps up the questions I had for you. Do you have anything else you’d like 
to add, or is there anything I did not touch on that you’d like to share?  

• And do you have any questions for me? 
• Thank you for being so generous with your time today. It’s possible that as we 

review the interviews other questions might arise. If this happens, would you 
mind if I reach out to you with additional questions? 
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Appendix C: Reflexivity Statements  
 

Kay has over a decade’s worth of experience in service, leadership, creative production, 
entrepreneurship, consultation and coaching industries. Kay is a white, female, 
undergraduate senior Honors Psychology major at Portland State University. Kay has 
newly developing research interests in Afrocentric Worldview, leadership dynamics, and 
early adult development.  
 
Sam is a first-year graduate student studying Industrial-Organizational psychology at 
Portland State University. Her interest in leadership was sparked by observations of close 
friends and family members who have held middle-management roles. While she didn’t 
work at the same organizations as these loved ones, she always knew what was going on 
at work because the stress almost always found a way to spillover to family time. She 
learned that in many in these roles, when salaried, you are almost never working only 40 
hours. Because of these personal experiences, she is motivated to study the dark side of 
leadership, specifically from the perspective of the leader. 
 
Jennifer is a Mexican-American, cisgender, neurodiverse woman who has had experience 
in a variety of leadership roles within the restaurant industry. These experiences, prior to 
graduate school, have allowed her to understand the demands leader must juggle at 
different levels of the organization. Within her graduate training, she obtained general 
knowledge of the responsibilities and importance have on the success of an organization. 
A majority of her expertise examines this research from the lens of DEI, with a particular 
interest about the experiences of women and racial and ethnic minorities. Particularly, 
through professional and personal experience, minority leaders must juggle both job-
related, nonwork-related, and identity-related stressors that may contribute to negative 
health outcomes of leaders. As such, she examines these interviews from the perspective 
of her previous experiences in leadership roles, as well as driven through her personal 
experiences as a minority. 
 
Jordyn is a white, cisgender woman who has had five years of specialized training and 
experience studying leadership in the workplace as a graduate student in Industrial-
Organizational psychology at Portland State University. Her interest in leadership came 
from personal family experiences where she saw her parents struggle with managing 
work-life demands as they were both leaders in their positions (i.e., front-line manager 
and business owner). She also has had years of her own experience as a leader in various 
industries where supporting employees, direct reports, or colleagues was a key part of her 
role. She is passionate about improving processes within the workplace to subsequent 
improve the quality of life for working people. Specifically, she understands that leader 
support is critical for navigating conflicts between work and nonwork demands but is 
particularly fervent about ensuring that work processes are improved for everyone (even 
the leader). 
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Appendix D: Member-Checking Document 
 

Thank you again for participating in our study! We appreciate your willingness to 
collaborate with us to ensure that the results we obtained are representative of your 
experience as a leader. Please review the following results (supported by quotes from 
interviews) and tell us your thoughts by responding to the four questions at the end of this 
document. We will also provide a supplementary summary table at the end of this 
document for your convenience. If you have any questions or concerns, please reach out 
to the principal investigator (PI), Jordyn Leslie, by sending an email to 
leaderstudypdx@gmail.com.   
 
Theme #1: Support structure breakdown 
 Definition: Leaders felt as though they did not have support from their own 
 leaders or the  broader organization. As a result, they felt they were less likely to 
 provide support to their employees.  
 Supporting Quote: “It was just impossible and unrealistic and hard for me to be 
 able to  meet that happy place where I felt like, okay, yeah, I was able to give you 
 all the support you needed. I tried my best to give the attention they needed. But I 
 know that it wasn’t enough. And it’s just because I didn’t even get the attention I 
 needed. It’s difficult to be doing your job and not let it kind of seep into your 
 subconscious and be like, “Wait, hold up! But where’s like my support?””  
Theme #2: Navigating tensions between roles or demands 
 Definition: Leaders often felt as though supporting employee needs or the 
 organizational  goals were at odds with one another. In addition, leaders 
 experienced difficulty meeting performance expectations in their competing roles 
 as individual contributor and a supporter of employees. These tensions resulted in 
 leader experiencing difficulties providing support to employees.    

Supporting Quote: “My performance was affected in the fact that I had to spend a 
 lot more time at work. Meaning that my other job responsibilities, whether it was 
 budgetary or other corporate requirements, were always back burnered. Because 
 of the importance of working with the employees and having the leadership aspect 
 part of it. That was my main focus and so I always dealt with those things first 
 and foremost. And then my other job responsibilities always took the back 
 burner.” 
Theme #3: Importance of the employee 
 Definition: Leaders felt that their employees could help them provide better 
 support by being more communicative about stressors they are experiencing as 
 well as by providing the leader with feedback on whether their support is 
 sufficient. Leaders also thought that providing support to employees who were 
 less trusting and had strict lines between their  work and nonwork lives was 
 difficult.  
 Supporting Quote: “A big problem is when people are not vulnerable about 
 [nonwork], but it’s clearly affecting their work. That’s really problematic, 
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 because I can’t necessarily ask or know to ask or want to pinpoint that for 
 somebody. But then you’re like, “Okay, something’s going on, and I don’t know 
 what it is, and  you’re missing work a lot, or you’re not able to focus”. It’s just 
 very hard to feel in the dark about that stuff because it creates a barrier. So yeah, 
 I think disclosing more to your supervisors is better.” 
Theme #4: Leader tenure 
 Definition: Leaders believed that the more experience they had in their leader 
 position, the better they were able to support their employees adequately. 
 Supporting Quote: “I got better with time because I was learning how to manage 
 the team and again manage people. Different skill sets, strong suits, personalities 
 and how to use that as a strategy mindset like, okay, “this person’s good with  
 this”. I feel like it was just really hard for me to be able to really, really, 
 ultimately find that sweet spot, but it got better over time.” 
Theme #5: Health and well-being impairment 
 Definition: Leaders described that, as a result of supporting their employees, they 
 were often worried in the evenings and early mornings which impacted their 
 ability to obtain healthy sleep. In addition, leaders described how feeling 
 empathetic for their employees often took a toll on their health and well-being. 
 Supporting Quote: “I think when you open yourself up to being empathic towards 
 a number of people, the cost is that you are exposed to the human condition in a 
 lot of ways. When you hear the worst days of people on your team, day in and day 
 out, it can take a toll on you. When they take that “risk” to connect with me, and 
 tell me about what matters to them, I have empathy for them. And I care about 
 them deeply, I want them to live healthy and fulfilling lives. And if they’re not 
 getting a chance to do that, I think that can weigh on my heart a little bit. I’ve had 
 to see my staff mourn, grieve, struggle with loss, or with let down and 
 disappointment. That can be really difficult, that certainly weighs on my heart, or 
 can sit in my mind.” 
Theme #6: Motivating leader appraisals of support 
 Definition: Leaders described feeling fulfilled by being able to see employee 
 successes and attributing that to the support they were able to provide to a given 
 employee. In addition, leaders acknowledged that there were costs associated with 
 providing support, but that the positive benefits outweighed any negatives they 
 might experience. 
 Supporting Quote: “I love my people. I love everybody that I get to work with and 
 if they’re struggling, I want to help get them to a good point. It takes a toll on you, 
 but I think that’s okay. I think that’s a sacrifice that I’m willing to make.” 
 
Questions: 
1) After reading through the findings, what are your general thoughts?  
2) How accurately do you feel the findings captured your thoughts/experiences?  
3) What could be added to the findings to capture your experiences better?  
4) If there is anything you would like removed, what would that be and why? 
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Appendix E: Survey 
 

Dissertation Survey 

 
 

Start of Block: Consent & Inclusion Criteria 
 
CONSENT FORM You are being asked to participate for a research study that is being 
conducted by Principal Investigators Jordyn Leslie, M.S., and Dr. Tori Crain, from the 
Department of Psychology at Portland State University. This form will explain the 
research study and will explain the possible risks as well as possible benefits to you. This 
research study is interested in the experiences of leaders. If you agree to participate, you 
will first be asked to complete a pre-screening survey to determine your eligibility to be 
involved in the study. If you are determined to be eligible, you will be contacted by the 
research team to schedule a 60-minute interview with the principal investigator in which 
you will be asked questions about your experiences as a leader. 
 
Key Information for You to Consider: 
 • Voluntary Consent. You are being asked to volunteer for a research study. Please be 
aware that you are not required to participate in this research. You may omit any items 
you prefer not to answer and can discontinue participation at any time. 
 • Duration. Your participation in the pre-screening survey will take approximately 10 
minutes. If eligible, the interview portion of the study will take approximately 60 
minutes. 
 • Risks. Some possible risks associated with participation in this study include the 
possibility that you may have thoughts or emotions that arise when answering the 
questions. You may also experience a certain level of inconvenience associated with 
taking the time to complete the survey and interview. 
 • Benefits. There will be no direct benefits for participating in this study, but the 
researchers hope to learn more about the experiences of leaders in the workplace to 
improve their working experience. 
 
What happens to the information collected? 
If you are an eligible participant, any personal contact information we collect from you 
will be for compensation purposes only and will be disconnected from your responses. 
The records of this study will be kept strictly confidential. Research records will be kept 
on a restricted access computer.  
 
What happens if I am not eligible to participate? 
Any and all information that you provide in the pre-screening survey will be immediately 
and securely deleted. The principal investigator will contact you to let you know of your 
ineligibility for the study if appropriate.  
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How will I and my information be protected? 
We will take extensive measures to protect your privacy. All responses will be secured on 
a restricted access computer. The interview will be audio recorded to aid in transcription 
and analysis. Although we require video to be on for the duration of the interview, the 
video will not be recorded. None of the information you provide to the research staff will 
be shared with anyone external to the research team, including your current or former 
employer. Any information that could be used to identify you will be removed from the 
research staff and all data will be presented in an aggregated, de-identified form. Despite 
taking steps to protect your privacy, we can never fully guarantee that your privacy will 
be protected. 
 
What if I want to stop being in this research? 
You do not have to take part in this study, but if you do, you may stop at any time. You 
have the right to choose not to join in any study activity or completely stop your 
participation at any point without penalty or loss of benefits you would otherwise get. 
Your decision whether or not to take part in research will not affect your relationship 
with the researchers or Portland State University. 
 
Will it cost me money to take part in this research?  
 There is no cost to taking part in this research, beyond your time. 
 
Will I be paid for taking part in this research?  
You will be compensated $20 upon completion of the interview. 
 
Who can answer my questions about this research? 
 If you have any questions regarding this study or would like to be informed of the results 
when the study is completed, please feel free to contact the primary investigator and 
research team at leaderstudypdx@gmail.com. 
 
Who can I speak to about my rights as a research participant? 
If you have any concerns regarding the manner in which the study is conducted, you may 
contact the Portland State University Institutional Review Board (IRB). The IRB is a 
group of people who review research studies to make sure the rights and welfare of the 
people who take part in research are protected. The Office of Research Integrity is the 
office at Portland State University that supports the IRB. If you have questions about 
your rights, or wish to speak with someone other than the research team, you may 
contact: Office of Research Integrity PO Box 751 Portland, OR 97207-0751 Phone: (503) 
725-5484 Toll Free: 1 (877) 480-4400 Email: psuirb@pdx.edu 
 
Consent Statement:  I have had the chance to read and think about the information in this 
form. I have asked any questions I have, and I can make a decision about my 
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participation. I understand that I can ask additional questions anytime while I take part in 
the research. 

5. I agree to take part in this study  (1)  
6. I do NOT agree to take part in this study  (4)  

 
 
 
Q53 Please verify 
 
 
 
Q49 Screening questions  
 
Please note, there will be multiple questions that are designed to determine if you are 
paying attention. You may not be selected if you are found to be careless. 
 
 
 
Age What is your age? 

 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
 

Years () 
 

 
 
 
 
U.S.  Do you live and work in the United States? 

7. No  (1)  
8. Yes  (2)  

 
 
 
Work hours Do you work at least 20+ hours a week? 

9. No  (1)  
10. Yes  (2)  
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Direct reports Do you have at least one direct report (i.e., an employee that works directly 
under you)? 

11. No  (1)  
12. Yes  (2)  

 
 
 
Job sector Do you work within one of the following categories? 

13. Public relations  (1)  
14. Accounting  (2)  
15. Tax preparation  (3)  
16. Computer systems design  (4)  
17. Architecture  (5)  
18. Engineering  (6)  
19. Creative services (E.g., graphic design)  (7)  
20. IT services  (8)  
21. Lawyers  (9)  
22. Management and other consultants  (10)  
23. Science  (11)  
24. Advertising/Marketing  (12)  
25. Unsure and will describe job category below  (13) 

__________________________________________________ 
26. No  (14)  

 
 
 
Work model What work model do you currently work under? 

27. In-person only  (1)  
28. Hybrid (in person + remote)  (2)  
29. Remote only  (3)  

 

End of Block: Consent & Inclusion Criteria 
 

Start of Block: Block 5 
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Q43 How m@ny year$ o|d are you? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
End of Block: Block 5 

 
Start of Block: Work Model Questions 
 
% Remote What percent of time do you work remotely? 

 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
 

% of time spent working remotely () 
 

 
 
 
% Remote Interaction What percent of the interactions with your direct reports are 
remote?  

 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
 

% of time interactions with direct 
reports are remote ()  

 
 
In person interaction: On a typical week, how many times do you interact in-person with 
a given direct report? 

 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
 

# of in person interactions with direct 
report(s) ()  

 
 
 
 
Average hours  How many hours do you work per week on average? 

 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
 

Hours () 
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End of Block: Work Model Questions 
 

Start of Block: Leadership Questions 
 
Job title What is your job title? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Leader tenure What is your tenure as a leader, in ANY organization? 

 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
 

Years () 
 

 
 
 
 
Org tenure What is your tenure as a leader at your CURRENT organization? 

 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
 

Years () 
 

 
 
 
 
# of employees ever What is the maximum number of employees you have ever 
supervised? 

 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
 

# of direct reports () 
 

 
 
 
 
# of employees now What is the maximum number of employees you supervise 
currently? 

 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
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# of direct reports () 

 
 
 
End of Block: Leadership Questions 

 
Start of Block: Demographics 
 
Gender How do you describe yourself? 

30. Man  (1)  
31. Woman  (2)  
32. Transgender  (3)  
33. Nonbinary  (4)  
34. Agender  (5)  
35. Gender queer  (6)  
36. Other  (7)  
37. Prefer not to disclose  (8)  

 
 
 
Race Choose one or more races that you consider yourself to be 

3. White or Caucasian  (1)  
4. Black or African American  (2)  
5. American Indian/Native American or Alaska Native  (3)  
6. Asian  (4)  
7. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander  (5)  
8. Other  (6)  
9. Prefer not to say  (7)  

 
 
 
Children How many children do you have? 

 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 
 

Number of children () 
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Children at home How many children do you have living at home under the age of 18? 

 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 
 

Number of children () 
 

 
 
 
 
Dis. children Do you have any children living at home with a developmental disability or 
sickness? 

38. No  (1)  
39. Yes  (2)  

 
 
 
Eldercare Are you caring for elderly or adult dependents at least 3 hours per week? 

40. No  (1)  
41. Yes  (2)  

 
 
 
Marital status What is your current marital status? 

42. Married  (1)  
43. Living with a partner  (2)  
44. Widowed  (3)  
45. Divorced/Separated  (4)  
46. Never been married  (5)  

 
 
 
Zip Code What is the ZIP code of your primary residence? Enter a 5 digit code. 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Income What was your total household income before taxes during the past 12 months? 
47. Less than $25,000  (1)  
48. $25,000-$49,999  (2)  
49. $50,000-$99,999  (3)  
50. $100,000-$199,999  (4)  
51. More than $200,000  (5)  

 
 
 
Q28 Do you identify with having a disability? 

52. No  (1)  
53. Yes  (2)  

 
 
 
Sexual Orientation What best describes your sexual orientation? 

54. Asexual  (1)  
55. Bisexual or pansexual  (2)  
56. Gay or lesbian  (3)  
57. Heterosexual  (4)  
58. Prefer to self describe  (5)  
59. Prefer not to respond  (6)  

 
 
 
Education What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

60. Some high school or less  (1)  
61. High school diploma or GED  (2)  
62. Some college, but no degree  (3)  
63. Associates or technical degree  (4)  
64. Bachelor’s degree  (5)  
65. Graduate or professional degree (MA, MS, MBA, PhD, JD, MD, DDS etc.)  (6)  
66. Prefer not to say  (7)  
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Femininity  Rate the extent to which each of the statements below describe you: 

 Never 
(1) 

Rarely 
(2) 

Occasionally 
(3) 

Sometimes 
(4) 

Often 
(5) 

Very 
Often 

(6) 

Always 
(7) 

Affectionate  67.  68.  69.  70.  71.  72.  73.  

Gentle  74.  75.  76.  77.  78.  79.  80.  

Loyal  81.  82.  83.  84.  85.  86.  87.  

Sensitive to 
the needs of 

others 
88.  89.  90.  91.  92.  93.  94.  

Understanding 95.  96.  97.  98.  99.  100.  101.  

 
 
 

 
 
Email If you are eligible, what is the best email address to contact you in order to 
schedule the paid interview portion of this study? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

 
 
Confirm Email Please confirm your email.  

________________________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: Demographics 
 

Start of Block: Block 4 
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Q44 What is the last month of the year? 
102. January  (1)  
103. March  (2)  
104. December  (3)  
105. Winter  (4)  
106. April  (5)  

 
 
 
Q45 Cat is to kitten, as dog is to ___ 

107. Bat  (1)  
108. Serpent  (2)  
109. Puppy  (3)  
110. Cub  (4)  
111. Baby  (5)  

 
 
 
Q46 What year were you born? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Q51 What is your favorite movie? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Q54 Ignore the rest of the content in this passage and please choose slightly agree for this 
answer. 
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I like when the temperature outside is cold.  
 

112. Disagree  (4)  
113. Slightly disagree  (5)  
114. Neutral  (6)  
115. Slightly agree  (7)  
116. Agree  (8)  

 
End of Block: Block 4 
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