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Abstract
Existing literature presents two inconsistent perspectives—family-encumbered
and compensatory—on how negative family events influence effective leadership
behavior cross-domain at the within-individual level. This paper introduces
cross-domain leadership identity theory and, through two experience sampling
method studies, finds that: at the within-individual level, leaders’ experiences
of negative family events produce, on the one hand, a family-encumbered ef-
fect that reduces leadership identity and effective leadership behavior through
ego depletion; on the other hand, they also produce a compensatory effect that
enhances leadership identity and effective leadership behavior through compen-
sation. When leaders possess high levels of extraversion, negative family events
experienced at the within-individual level enhance leadership identity and pro-
mote effective leadership behavior. When leaders possess low levels of extraver-
sion, negative family events experienced at the within-individual level reduce
leadership identity and decrease effective leadership behavior. This research
deepens understanding of how negative family events affect effective leadership
behavior, enriches knowledge regarding the role of extraversion in leadership,
and expands antecedent research on leadership identity.
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Abstract
Existing literature presents two contradictory perspectives on how negative fam-
ily events influence effective leadership behaviors at the within-person level: the
“trapped-by-family” effect and the “compensation effect.” This paper integrates
these inconsistent views by introducing cross-domain leader identity theory.
Through two experience sampling studies, we find that at the within-person
level, leaders’ daily negative family events simultaneously produce both effects.
On one hand, they generate a trapped-by-family effect, reducing leader identity
and effective leadership behaviors through ego depletion. On the other hand,
they produce a compensation effect, enhancing leader identity and effective lead-
ership behaviors through compensatory mechanisms. When leaders have high
extraversion, negative family events increase leader identity and promote effec-
tive leadership behaviors at the within-person level. Conversely, when leaders
have low extraversion, negative family events decrease leader identity and reduce
effective leadership behaviors. These findings deepen our understanding of how
negative family events affect effective leadership behaviors, enrich our knowl-
edge of extraversion’s role in leadership, and expand research on antecedents of
leader identity.

Keywords: negative family events, effective leadership behavior, initial struc-
ture, transformational leadership, leader identity, extraversion

1. Introduction
1.1 Negative Family Events, Trapped-by-Family Effect, and Compen-
sation Effect

Family and work represent the two most important domains in life that fre-
quently influence each other across boundaries (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000;
Xu et al., 2022). This paper focuses on how negative family events in the fam-
ily domain affect effective leadership behaviors in the work domain. Because
both family events and leadership behaviors exhibit significant within-person
variance (Lin et al., 2021; McClean et al., 2019), we examine the within-person
effects of negative family events on effective leadership behaviors.

Existing literature offers two contradictory views on how leaders’ negative fam-
ily events affect their effective leadership behaviors at the within-person level,
which we term the “trapped-by-family effect” and the “compensation effect.”
The trapped-by-family effect posits that negative family events reduce need ful-
fillment in the family domain (Lin et al., 2021), generate negative emotions
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(Carlson et al., 2011), and deplete self-control resources (Greenhaus & Powell,
2006), leaving leaders unable to enact effective leadership behaviors at work
(Barnes et al., 2015). Therefore, this effect predicts a negative relationship
between negative family events and effective leadership behaviors at the within-
person level. Most empirical studies support this perspective (Courtright et
al., 2016; Lin et al., 2021). For example, Courtright et al. (2016) found that
at the within-person level, leaders’ perceived work-family conflict increased ego
depletion, which in turn led to abusive supervision toward subordinates.

The compensation effect, conversely, suggests that after experiencing negative
family events, leaders actively seek meaning, rewards, or psychological comfort
in other domains to compensate for deficiencies in the family domain (Edwards
& Rothbard, 2000; Zedeck, 1992). The more negative the family events and the
more meaningful and rewarding the work domain, the stronger the motivation
to invest in work to compensate for family deficiencies and ensure overall ben-
efits (Edwards, 1992; Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). Thus, this effect predicts a
positive relationship between negative family events and effective leadership be-
haviors at the within-person level. Early discussions of the compensation effect
primarily appeared in theoretical work on family-work interaction, though re-
cent empirical studies have begun to provide support. For instance, Ganster et
al. (2023) found that at the within-person level, partner incivility at home may
prompt employees to engage in more helping behaviors at work to compensate
for family deficiencies.

Clearly, the trapped-by-family effect and compensation effect make opposite
predictions about how negative family events influence effective leadership be-
haviors. To integrate these inconsistent perspectives, we introduce cross-domain
leader identity theory (Hammond et al., 2017) to examine leader identity as a
mediator between negative family events and effective leadership behaviors, as
well as boundary conditions that determine which effect emerges. This theory
focuses on how events in non-work domains influence leader identity and lead-
ership behaviors across domains, making it applicable to both between-person
and within-person research.

1.2 Negative Family Events and Leader Identity: The Moderating
Role of Extraversion

Leader identity refers to the extent to which individuals define themselves as
leaders (Day et al., 2009; DeRue & Ashford, 2010). While previous research
has focused on how leader identity emerges, changes, and functions within the
work domain, relatively little attention has been paid to how experiences in non-
work domains affect leader identity. In reality, leaders do not exist in isolation,
and events in other domains influence their leader identity and corresponding
leadership behaviors (Blanchard, 1999; Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2015). Hammond
et al. (2017) extended leader identity theory to non-work domains, proposing
cross-domain leader identity theory to explain how events in other domains
affect effective leadership behaviors through leaders’ psychological and cognitive
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processes.

Cross-domain leader identity theory suggests that whether an event in a non-
work domain enhances or diminishes leader identity and effective leadership
behaviors depends on how leaders interpret the relationship between that event
and their leader identity. Different interpretations lead to different identity
work, causing changes in leader identity that ultimately affect leadership en-
actment in the workplace (Hammond et al., 2017). Leaders’ interpretations
are often multifaceted, potentially including various perspectives (Crawford et
al., 2019; Hammond et al., 2017). In our research context, on one hand, neg-
ative family events consume substantial resources, and if leaders focus on the
challenges and stresses of their leader identity—believing it will further deplete
their scarce resources (Campbell et al., 2006; Lanaj et al., 2019)—they will re-
duce their leader identity, producing the trapped-by-family effect. On the other
hand, negative family events often signify deficiencies in the family domain, and
if leaders emphasize the positive valence and benefits of their leader identity—
viewing it as an opportunity to compensate for family deficiencies—they will
increase their leader identity, producing the compensation effect.

Cross-domain leader identity theory further posits that how leaders interpret
the relationship between non-work domain events and leader identity is influ-
enced by stable personal dispositions such as personality traits (Hammond et
al., 2017). Which specific trait serves as a boundary condition depends on the
research context. We focus on extraversion as a key personality characteristic.
Highly extraverted individuals exhibit high reward sensitivity, high sociability,
and high energy levels, whereas low extraversion individuals show high punish-
ment sensitivity, low sociability, and low energy levels (Ashton et al., 2002;
Grant, 2013). We focus on extraversion for two reasons. First, both negative
family events and leadership primarily involve interpersonal and social interac-
tions, making traits that reflect interpersonal tendencies particularly relevant
as boundary conditions. Second, and more importantly, the literature indicates
that high and low extraversion individuals differ significantly in how they inter-
pret external environments and how these environments affect them, providing
a basis for integrating the trapped-by-family and compensation effects.

We argue that high extraversion leads leaders to interpret their leader identity
as compensation for family deficiencies, whereas low extraversion leads them to
interpret it as further depletion of already scarce resources. Specifically: First,
leaders’ sensitivity to rewards versus punishments influences their interpretation
tendencies. Reward-sensitive, highly extraverted leaders are more likely to value
the positive valence and meaning of leader identity, believing its benefits can
compensate for family losses (Bataille & Vough, 2022; Dutton et al., 2010; Ed-
wards & Rothbard, 2000). In contrast, punishment-sensitive, low extraversion
leaders are more likely to focus on the challenges and risks of leadership roles,
believing they will further deplete resources already diminished by coping with
negative family events (Ashton et al., 2002; Lanaj et al., 2019).

Second, leaders’ sociability levels affect interpretation tendencies. Highly socia-
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ble extraverted leaders believe they can better handle leadership demands and
derive more positive emotions and benefits from social situations (Ashton et al.,
2002; Judge & Zapata, 2015). Consequently, they are more likely to view leader
identity as compensation for family deficiencies. Conversely, low extraversion
leaders have low sociability, fewer social skills needed for leadership, difficulty
appreciating the meaning of leader identity, and must expend substantial re-
sources to handle these unfamiliar tasks (Ashton et al., 2002; Costa & McCrae,
1992). Thus, they are more likely to view leader identity as further depleting
their limited resources.

Third, leaders’ energy levels influence interpretation tendencies. Research sug-
gests that after resource loss in one domain, individuals may either conserve re-
maining resources by reducing consumption in other domains or seek to acquire
new resources elsewhere, with the choice depending on their overall resource
level (Halbesleben et al., 2014; Xu et al., 2022). Energy represents a crucial
resource (Halbesleben et al., 2014; Quinn et al., 2012). High-energy, highly
extraverted leaders, when experiencing resource depletion from negative family
events, are more inclined to acquire new resources, viewing leader identity as
an opportunity to gain resources that compensate for family losses and thus
choosing to identify with their leader role (Lilius, 2012; Parker et al., 2013).
In contrast, low-energy, low extraversion leaders, after negative family events,
are more inclined to conserve their limited remaining resources, viewing leader
identity as further depleting their scarce resources and thus being less willing
to identify with their leader role (Halbesleben et al., 2014; Parker et al., 2013).

In summary, we propose that extraversion serves as an important boundary
condition determining whether the trapped-by-family effect or compensation
effect emerges in the relationship between negative family events and leader
identity. Therefore, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 1: Leaders’ extraversion moderates the within-person relationship
between negative family events and leader identity. Specifically, for highly ex-
traverted leaders, negative family events positively affect leader identity at the
within-person level; for low extraversion leaders, negative family events nega-
tively affect leader identity at the within-person level.

1.3 Leader Identity and Effective Leadership Behavior

Effective leadership behavior refers to leadership behaviors most likely to posi-
tively influence subordinates’ and teams’ attitudes, behaviors, and performance
(DeRue et al., 2011; Yukl, 2012). Following Kotter’s (2001) widely used di-
chotomy, we categorize effective leadership behavior into management and lead-
ership functions, represented by initial structure and transformational leader-
ship behaviors (Rosen et al., 2019). Initial structure encompasses routine man-
agement behaviors such as clarifying expectations, planning, task prioritization,
monitoring, and providing feedback (Stogdill et al., 1962). Transformational
leadership involves inspiring employees to transcend self-interest and instru-

chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202312.00269 Machine Translation

https://chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202312.00269


mental considerations, demonstrating confidence and enthusiasm for achieving
organizational goals (Bass, 1985).

Identity is a key driver of behavior (Markus & Wurf, 1987). Higher leader iden-
tity means that leadership role demands have greater priority and importance
in leaders’ minds compared to other options (Hammond et al., 2017). We ar-
gue that on days when leader identity is higher, leaders will exhibit more initial
structure and transformational leadership behaviors. First, leader identity influ-
ences behavioral choices. On days with higher leader identity, leaders are more
likely to enact effective leadership behaviors consistent with their role—namely,
initial structure and transformational leadership (Lanaj et al., 2021; Lord et al.,
2010). Second, leader identity affects information processing (Markus & Wurf,
1987). On days with higher leader identity, leaders view leadership demands
more positively, psychologically amplifying the benefits of effective leadership
behaviors while relatively ignoring potential costs, thus being more motivated to
engage in initial structure and transformational leadership (Ashford & DeRue,
2012; Cunningham et al., 2023). Conversely, on days with lower leader iden-
tity, leaders engage less in role-consistent leadership behaviors and focus more
on potential personal costs, thereby exhibiting fewer initial structure and trans-
formational leadership behaviors. Recent research provides empirical evidence
for the positive within-person effect of leader identity on effective leadership
behaviors (Lanaj et al., 2021; 2022). Therefore, we propose:

Hypothesis 2: At the within-person level, leader identity positively affects (a)
initial structure and (b) transformational leadership.

Cross-domain leader identity theory suggests that leaders with different per-
sonality traits may interpret the relationship between events in other domains
and leader identity differently, resulting in varying levels of leader identity and
ultimately different effects on leadership behaviors (Hammond et al., 2017).
Based on this theory, we propose a moderated mediation hypothesis. Specifi-
cally, for highly extraverted leaders, negative family events are more likely to be
interpreted as compensation for family losses and deficiencies, producing a com-
pensation effect whereby negative family events positively affect initial structure
and transformational leadership through increased leader identity. For low ex-
traversion leaders, negative family events are more likely to be interpreted as
further depletion of resources already diminished by coping with family events,
producing a trapped-by-family effect whereby negative family events negatively
affect initial structure and transformational leadership through decreased leader
identity. Thus, we integrate the existing debate between trapped-by-family and
compensation effects. We hypothesize:

Hypothesis 3: Extraversion moderates the within-person indirect effect of
negative family events on (a) initial structure and (b) transformational lead-
ership through leader identity. For highly extraverted leaders, negative family
events positively affect initial structure and transformational leadership through
increased leader identity; for low extraversion leaders, negative family events
negatively affect initial structure and transformational leadership through de-
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creased leader identity.

2 Study 1
2.1.1 Sample and Procedure

Study 1 aimed to test our hypotheses. Because we focused on within-person rela-
tionships among variables, we employed a time-lagged interval-based experience
sampling method (ESM) to collect data. Participants were middle-level leaders
(including branch managers and department heads) from three state-owned com-
mercial banks in three cities in East China. We selected this sample for two
reasons. First, bank middle managers work long hours, face high work intensity,
and often spend after-work time on business entertainment. As leaders, they
are expected to be “ideal employees” who devote themselves wholeheartedly to
work, which affects family management and harmonious family relationships,
making them more likely to experience negative family events (Dahm et al.,
2015; Humberd et al., 2015). Second, commercial banks face intense competi-
tion and performance pressure, requiring both routine basic work and responses
to challenging goals and dynamic environments, making both initial structure
and transformational leadership essential components of effective leadership.
Thus, commercial bank middle managers represent an appropriate sample.

After obtaining approval and support from senior bank management, we intro-
duced the research purpose and procedures to 113 middle managers via WeChat.
Participants completed one baseline survey and daily surveys three times per day
for two weeks (10 workdays). To enhance participation, we provided immediate
rewards via WeChat red packets for each completed survey, with participants
receiving approximately 200 RMB total upon completion. We also offered cash
prizes through a lottery for those completing all 30 daily surveys (two first
prizes of 1,000 RMB each and five second prizes of 300 RMB each). Of the 113
managers, 110 agreed to participate.

All surveys were distributed throughWenjuanxing, with research assistants send-
ing questionnaire links at scheduled times. In the first week, participants com-
pleted the baseline survey measuring between-person variables including demo-
graphics, extraversion, and manager self-efficacy. All 110 participants completed
the baseline survey. Subsequently, 110 participants entered the two-week daily
survey phase (10 consecutive workdays). To reduce common method bias, we
separated the survey into three time points (Gabriel et al., 2019; Podsakoff et
al., 2003). Based on participants’ typical work schedules and existing research
practices (Foulk & Lanaj, 2022; Sherf et al., 2019), we determined survey dis-
tribution and closing times. Time point 1 measured negative family events,
positive family events, sleep quality, positive affect, and negative affect between
11:00-15:00. Our preliminary interviews revealed that middle managers need
morning time for preparation and morning meetings, making this timeframe
optimal for clear recall of the previous evening’s family events. Time point 2
measured leader identity between 16:30-19:00. Time point 3 measured initial
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structure and transformational leadership between 20:00-00:00, as middle man-
agers frequently work late. On average, time point 1 surveys were completed at
13:35, time point 2 at 18:21, and time point 3 at 21:49.

To control for autoregressive effects, we controlled for the previous day’s leader
identity, initial structure, and transformational leadership. Therefore, if a par-
ticipant’s data for day t-1 were missing, day t data were also excluded. We
retained only participants who completed three or more full days of daily sur-
veys (Gabriel et al., 2019). After matching across three time points and applying
these criteria, our final sample comprised 461 observations from 67 participants
(average 6.88 observations per participant). We conducted non-response bias
tests comparing the final sample with missing data on six variables (age, gen-
der, education, departmental tenure, management level, and managerial posi-
tion tenure), finding no significant differences, indicating no non-response bias.
Among the 67 participants, the average age was 34.12 years (SD = 6.44), 68.66%
were male, and average departmental tenure was 3.88 years (SD = 4.43).

2.1.2 Measures

All English scales were translated into Chinese following Brislin’s (1986)
translation-back-translation procedure. All scales used 7-point Likert formats
measuring participants’ agreement with each item.

Negative family events were measured using Lin et al.’s (2021) 5-item scale
(e.g., “Yesterday after work, I had a fierce argument with my family members”;
“Yesterday after work, I wanted to share something important with my family,
but they showed no interest”). Within-person 𝛼 = 0.95.

Leader identity was measured using Lee et al.’s (2016) 4-item scale (e.g., “This
afternoon, being a leader felt important to me”; “This afternoon, I saw myself
as a leader”). Within-person 𝛼 = 0.92.

Initial structure was measured using Stogdill’s (1963) 10-item scale (e.g.,
“This afternoon, I decided what should be done and how it should be done”;
“This afternoon, I encouraged the use of uniform procedures”). Within-person
𝛼 = 0.96.

Transformational leadership was measured using Tepper et al.’s (2018) 4-
item brief scale covering four dimensions (idealized influence, inspirational mo-
tivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration), with one
item per dimension. This brief version comprehensively measures transforma-
tional leadership while reducing participant burden, making it suitable for ESM
research requiring multiple daily responses. Items included “This afternoon, I
articulated a very appealing picture of the future for our team” and “This af-
ternoon, I inspired others with my plans for the future.” Within-person 𝛼 =
0.92.

Extraversion was measured using the Big Five scale from Donnellan et
al. (2006), with extraversion as one dimension comprising 4 items (e.g., “I am
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the life of the party”; “At parties, I talk to many people”). Within-person
𝛼 = 0.62. The relatively low reliability may be attributed to two factors.
First, reliability coefficients are affected by sample size, with larger samples
yielding higher coefficients. Our study collected extraversion data from only 67
individuals, which is relatively small and may have reduced reliability. Second,
fewer items decrease 𝛼 values. We used Donnellan et al.’s (2006) 20-item Big
Five scale, with extraversion comprising items 1, 6, 11, and 16. Scale shortening
reduces reliability coefficients (Raykov, 2007). Despite reduced reliability, the
scale remains practical and reliable for several reasons. First, given the time
constraints of ESM data collection and the fact that long questionnaires cause
participant fatigue and response distortion (Donnellan et al., 2006), using
a shortened version reduces participant burden, consistent with ESM best
practices (Uy et al., 2016). Second, Donnellan et al. (2006) validated that their
20-item scale measures similar content as the original 50-item version without
sacrificing explanatory validity. Finally, our extraversion 𝛼 value remains
within an acceptable range (> 0.6).

Control variables. At the within-person level, we controlled for positive affect,
negative affect, sleep quality, and positive family events. Positive and negative
affect were measured using Kercher’s (1992) PANAS scale with 10 items to-
tal. Positive affect included “excited,” “enthusiastic,” “alert,” “inspired,” and
“determined” (within-person 𝛼 = 0.71). Negative affect included “distressed,”
“upset,” “afraid,” “nervous,” and “scared” (within-person 𝛼 = 0.91). Controlling
for affect follows ESM best practices and helps address potential false positives
and common method variance from same-source data (Gabriel et al., 2019). Ad-
ditionally, controlling for affect rules out affect as an alternative explanatory
mechanism (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996; Lin et al., 2021). Following Lin et al.’s
(2021) practice of controlling for negative family events when examining positive
family events, we controlled for positive family events using Lin et al.’s (2021)
5-item scale rated at time point 1 (e.g., “Yesterday after work, I participated
in fun activities with my family”; “Yesterday after work, I had an inspiring
discussion with my family about something”). Within-person 𝛼 = 0.97. Sleep
quality was measured using Barnes et al.’s (2015) 4-item scale (e.g., “Last night,
I had trouble falling asleep”; “This morning when I woke up, I felt exhausted”).
Within-person 𝛼 = 0.89. We reverse-coded sleep quality scores for easier inter-
pretation. Previous research indicates that leaders’ sleep quality significantly
affects their effective leadership behaviors (Barnes et al., 2015; Courtright et
al., 2016), and controlling for it rules out alternative explanatory mechanisms.

Following ESM best practice recommendations (Gabriel et al., 2019), we also
controlled for autoregressive effects and within-person variable trends and cycles
across the week. For autoregressive effects, we controlled for the previous day’s
leader identity, initial structure, and transformational leadership. For trends
and cycles, we controlled for day of week, sine, and cosine. Day of week referred
to Monday through Friday, as surveys were only distributed on workdays. Sine
and cosine were calculated following Liu and West (2016): sine = sin(2𝜋t/7),
cosine = cos(2𝜋t/7), where t represents the day of the week.
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At the between-person level, we controlled for manager self-efficacy and work-
family segmentation preference. Manager self-efficacy was measured using Fast
et al.’s (2014) scale in the baseline survey (e.g., “As a manager, I can accomplish
most goals I set for myself”; “As a manager, when facing difficult tasks, I am
very confident I will complete them”). 𝛼 = 0.97. We also administered a one-
time measure of work-family segmentation preference using Paustian-Underdahl
et al.’s (2013) 4-item scale (e.g., “I don’t like to think about work when I get
home”; “I prefer to keep my personal life out of my work”). 𝛼 = 0.85.

2.1.3 Analysis Strategy

Given the multilevel nested structure (daily data nested within individuals),
we conducted multilevel confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using Mplus 8.3
(Muthén & Muthén, 2010) to examine the validity of key variables. Table 1
shows that the five-factor model fit best: �2 = 1230.06, df = 534, �2/df = 2.30
(< 5), RMSEA = 0.05 (< 0.08), CFI = 0.91 (> 0.9), TLI = 0.90 (> 0.9),
within-person SRMR = 0.03 (< 0.08), between-person SRMR = 0.07 (< 0.08).

Table 1. Multilevel Confirmatory Factor Analysis (Study 1)

Model �2 df �2/df Δ�2(Δdf) RMSEACFI TLI
SRMR
(within)

SRMR
(between)

1.
Five-
factor:
NFE,
LI,
IS,
TFL,
E

1230.06534 2.30 — 0.05 0.91 0.90 0.03 0.07

2.
Four-
factor:
NFE,
LI,
IS+TFL,
E

1744.00541 3.22 513.94(7)***0.07 0.85 0.84 0.06 0.09

3.
Three-
factor:
NFE,
LI+IS+TFL,
E

2763.36546 5.06 1019.35(5)***0.10 0.73 0.71 0.10 0.13
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Model �2 df �2/df Δ�2(Δdf) RMSEACFI TLI
SRMR
(within)

SRMR
(between)

4.
Two-
factor:
NFE+LI,
IS+TFL+E

2917.43548 5.32 154.07(2)***0.10 0.71 0.69 0.11 0.14

Note: N_{within} = 461, N_{between} = 67. NFE = negative family events,
LI = leader identity, IS = initial structure, TFL = transformational leadership,
E = extraversion. Δ�2(Δdf) compares each model to the previous model, all p
< 0.001.

Similarly, we used multilevel path analysis (Preacher et al., 2010) to test hy-
potheses. A prerequisite for within-person analysis is sufficient within-person
variance in daily measures. We therefore calculated within-person variance (𝜎2),
between-person variance (𝜏00), and the proportion of within-person variance
[𝜎2/(𝜎2+𝜏00)] (Podsakoff et al., 2019), reported in Table 2 . Negative fam-
ily events, leader identity, initial structure, transformational leadership, pos-
itive affect, negative affect, positive family events, and sleep quality showed
within-person variance proportions of 26.26%, 34.33%, 36.50%, 44.64%, 38.13%,
33.33%, 61.00%, and 41.40%, respectively—sufficient for multilevel path analy-
sis.

Table 2. Within-Person Variance Proportions (Study 1)

Variable
Within-person
variance (𝜎2)

Between-person
variance (𝜏00)

Within-person variance
proportion [𝜎2/(𝜎2+𝜏00)]

1.
Nega-
tive
fam-
ily
events

0.42 1.18 26.26%

2.
Leader
iden-
tity

0.45 0.86 34.33%

3.
Ini-
tial
struc-
ture

0.53 0.92 36.50%
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Variable
Within-person
variance (𝜎2)

Between-person
variance (𝜏00)

Within-person variance
proportion [𝜎2/(𝜎2+𝜏00)]

4.
Trans-
for-
ma-
tional
lead-
er-
ship

0.56 0.69 44.64%

5.
Posi-
tive
affect

0.31 0.50 38.13%

6.
Nega-
tive
affect

0.26 0.52 33.33%

7.
Posi-
tive
fam-
ily
events

1.22 0.78 61.00%

8.
Sleep
qual-
ity

0.59 0.83 41.40%

Note: N_{within} = 461, N_{between} = 67.

2.2 Results

Descriptive statistics and correlations for Study 1 variables appear in Table 3 .
At the within-person level, negative family events showed a significant negative
correlation with initial structure (r = –0.11, p = 0.02), while leader identity
showed significant positive correlations with both initial structure (r = 0.40, p
< 0.001) and transformational leadership (r = 0.32, p < 0.001).

Table 3. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations (Study 1)
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VariableMeanSD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
Within-
person
level
1.
Nega-
tive
fam-
ily
events

2.97 1.27— –
0.11*

–
0.15**

–
0.36***

–
0.81***

–
0.25***

–
0.25***

0.47***–
0.14**

0.47***0.93***0.41***0.11*0.21***0.36***0.15**

2.
Leader
iden-
tity

4.51 1.05 –
0.21***

— 0.40***0.32***0.17***0.65***0.28***–
0.20***

–
0.17**

0.13**0.33***0.54***0.55***0.41***0.27***0.15**

3.
Ini-
tial
struc-
ture

4.51 1.20 –
0.25***

0.19**— 0.66***0.21***–
0.23***

0.09*0.15**0.40***0.32***0.17***0.65***0.28***–
0.20***

–
0.17**

0.13**

4.
Trans-
for-
ma-
tional
lead-
er-
ship

5.08 1.00 –
0.24**

0.15**0.44***— 0.11*–
0.18*

0.15**0.050.040.21**0.08 0.14**0.48***0.12*0.05 0.07

5.
Posi-
tive
affect

3.75 0.80 –
0.42***

0.13**0.33***0.54***— 0.55***0.41***–
0.13**

–
0.11*

0.11*–
0.32***

–
0.34***

–
0.14**

0.45***0.92***0.98***

6.
Nega-
tive
affect

3.58 0.90 0.37***–
0.24***

–
0.27***

–
0.26***

–
0.95***

— 0.36***–
0.17***

0.54***0.16***–
0.24***

0.44***0.98***0.92***0.24***–
0.21***

7.
Posi-
tive
fam-
ily
events

3.87 1.41 –
0.23***

0.30***0.39***0.12**0.56***0.21***— –
0.21***

–
0.16***

0.35***0.21***0.56***0.94***0.28***0.22***0.52***

8.
Sleep
qual-
ity

4.72 1.11 –
0.53***

0.21***0.25***0.20***0.50***0.27***0.29***— 0.25***0.27***0.24***0.26***0.17***0.21***0.17***0.19***
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VariableMeanSD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
9.
Leader
iden-
tity
(pre-
vious
day)

4.51 1.05 –
0.17***

0.53***0.49***0.32***–
0.26***

0.34***0.11*0.27***— 0.17***0.21***0.25***0.14**0.27***0.39***0.16**

10.
Ini-
tial
struc-
ture
(pre-
vious
day)

4.51 1.20 –
0.12**

0.30***0.99***0.44***–
0.25***

0.39***0.12**0.25***0.17***— 0.66***0.21***–
0.24***

0.10*0.13**0.15**

11.
Trans-
for-
ma-
tional
lead-
er-
ship
(pre-
vious
day)

5.08 1.00 –
0.25***

0.22***0.44***0.91***–
0.24***

0.29***0.28***0.20***0.21***0.44***— 0.11*–
0.28***

–
0.28***

0.30***0.15**

12.
Day
of
week

3.01 1.41 –
0.14*

0.12*0.19***0.23***0.19***–
0.24***

0.29***0.16**0.12*0.19***0.23***— –
0.58***

–
0.95***

–
0.46***

–
0.92***

13.
Sine

0.00 0.71 –
0.12*

0.12*0.21***0.24***0.21***–
0.24***

0.28***0.18**0.12*0.21***0.24***0.69***— 0.27***0.28***0.25***

14.
Co-
sine

–
0.07

0.71 –
0.12*

0.13*0.20***0.19***0.17***–
0.21***

0.25***0.16**0.13*0.20***0.19***0.27***0.99***— 0.21***0.23***

Between-
person
level
15.
Ex-
traver-
sion

4.51 1.05 –
0.17***

0.30***0.22***0.21***0.14**–
0.24***

0.10*0.13**0.27***0.39***0.16**0.13**0.15**0.15**— 0.54***
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VariableMeanSD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
16.
Man-
ager
self-
efficacy

5.19 0.95 –
0.18***

0.35***0.21***0.17***0.09*–
0.28***

0.10*0.14**0.21***0.17***0.19***0.29***0.25***0.21***0.54***—

Note: N_{within} = 461, N_{between} = 67. Within-person correlations reflect
within-person variables after group-mean centering. Between-person correlations
reflect within-person variables aggregated to the between-person level correlated
with other between-person variables. Correlations above the diagonal are between-
person; below the diagonal are within-person. p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p <
0.001.*

Multilevel path analysis results appear in Table 4 . Models 2 and 3 show that the
main effect of negative family events on leader identity was non-significant (𝛽 =
–0.06, ns), while extraversion positively moderated the relationship (𝛽 = 0.25, p
< 0.001), indicating that the effect of negative family events on leader identity
depends on extraversion. Figure 2 [Figure 2: see original paper] illustrates this
interaction. Simple slope analyses revealed that for highly extraverted leaders,
the relationship between negative family events and leader identity was signifi-
cantly positive (slope = 0.18, p = 0.02). In contrast, for low extraversion leaders,
the relationship was significantly negative (slope = –0.33, p < 0.001). The dif-
ference between these slopes was significant (d = 0.52, p < 0.001). Hypothesis
1 was supported.

Table 4. Multilevel Path Analysis Results (Study 1)

Predictor Leader Identity Initial Structure Transformational Leadership
Within-person level
Day of week 0.04 (0.02) 0.05 (0.03) 0.03 (0.03)
Leader identity (previous day) 0.11 (0.09) 0.08 (0.06) 0.07 (0.05)
Initial structure (previous day) — 0.44*** (0.11) 0.07 (0.07)
Transformational leadership (previous day) — 0.11 (0.06) 0.39** (0.11)
Positive family events –0.09* (0.04) 0.04 (0.03) 0.05 (0.04)
Negative family events –0.06 (0.08) –0.09* (0.04) –0.13* (0.05)
Leader identity — 0.19** (0.06) 0.21** (0.08)
Between-person level
Manager self-efficacy 0.15** (0.05) 0.12* (0.05) 0.13** (0.05)
Work-family segmentation preference –0.18* (0.08) –0.05 (0.05) –0.04 (0.06)
Negative family events × Extraversion 0.25*** (0.06) — —
Residual variances
Within-person residual 0.42 0.53 0.56
Between-person residual 0.86 0.92 0.69
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Predictor Leader Identity Initial Structure Transformational Leadership
Pseudo R2 0.11 0.36 0.45

Note: N_{within} = 461, N_{between} = 67. p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p <
0.001.*

Figure 2. Moderating Effect of Extraversion on the Relationship Be-
tween Negative Family Events and Leader Identity (Study 1)

Hypotheses 2a and 2b proposed effects of leader identity on initial structure and
transformational leadership. As shown in Models 5 and 7 of Table 4 , leader
identity significantly and positively affected both initial structure (𝛽 = 0.19, p
< 0.01) and transformational leadership (𝛽 = 0.21, p < 0.01). Hypotheses 2a
and 2b were supported.

Table 5 presents the moderated mediation analysis results. When extraversion
was low, the indirect effect of negative family events on initial structure through
leader identity was significantly negative, with a 95% confidence interval of [–
0.12, –0.02] that did not include zero. When extraversion was high, the indirect
effect was significantly positive, with a 95% confidence interval of [0.0002, 0.08]
that did not include zero. The difference between these indirect effects was
significant, with a 95% confidence interval of [0.03, 0.18] that did not include
zero. Hypothesis 3a was supported. Similarly, when extraversion was low, the
indirect effect on transformational leadership was significantly negative [–0.14,
–0.01]; when extraversion was high, it was significantly positive [0.0001, 0.09].
The difference was significant [0.03, 0.21]. Hypothesis 3b was supported.

Table 5. Moderated Mediation Analysis Results (Study 1)

Path Extraversion Level Indirect Effect 95% CI
Negative
family
events
→
Leader
iden-
tity →
Initial
struc-
ture
High
extraver-
sion

0.03 (0.02) [0.0002, 0.08]
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Path Extraversion Level Indirect Effect 95% CI
Low
extraver-
sion

–0.06 (0.03) [–0.12, –0.02]

Difference 0.10 (0.04) [0.03, 0.18]
Negative
family
events
→
Leader
iden-
tity →
Trans-
forma-
tional
leader-
ship
High
extraver-
sion

0.04 (0.02) [0.0001, 0.09]

Low
extraver-
sion

–0.07 (0.04) [–0.14, –0.01]

Difference 0.11 (0.05) [0.03, 0.21]

Note: Confidence intervals estimated using Monte Carlo method with 20,000
parameter draws. Bolded intervals are significant at 95% level. p < 0.05, ** p
< 0.01, *** p < 0.001.*

2.3.1 Long-Term Effect Analysis

Study 1 found that for highly extraverted leaders, negative family events posi-
tively affected leader identity and effective leadership behaviors at the within-
person level. Does this imply that highly extraverted leaders should or could
create more negative family events to enhance leader identity and effective lead-
ership? A common approach in the literature to address this concern is to
examine differences between short-term and long-term effects (Ju et al., 2019;
Qin et al., 2018). It is therefore necessary to explore whether the positive effect
of negative family events on effective leadership exists only in the short term
(i.e., daily, as in our study) or also in the long term. If our findings exist only
in the short term, we cannot conclude that highly extraverted leaders should
create more negative family events.

We focused on the effect of previous-day negative family events on same-day
effective leadership behaviors, with both trapped-by-family/compensation ef-
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fects and extraversion moderation representing short-term dynamic effects. We
hypothesized that long-term exposure to high levels of negative family events
would continuously deplete leaders’ personal resources, leaving them in a state
of chronic resource depletion (Courtright et al., 2016; ten Brummelhuis et al.,
2014), such that even highly extraverted leaders would lack sufficient resources
for leader identity. Therefore, we expected extraversion’s moderating effect to
be non-significant in the long term.

We employed three analytical approaches to examine this issue. First, we aver-
aged daily negative family events and leader identity across days and conducted
between-person regression. Results showed non-significant effects of negative
family events on leader identity (𝛽 = 0.19, ns) and non-significant moderation
by extraversion (𝛽 = 0.01, ns). Second, we averaged negative family events
and examined their effect on the final day’s leader identity. Results again
showed non-significant main (𝛽 = 0.21, ns) and interaction (𝛽 = 0.03, ns) ef-
fects. Third, following Xu et al. (2022), we averaged daily negative family events
and leader identity as between-person long-term data while simultaneously an-
alyzing within-person short-term effects and between-person long-term effects,
plus extraversion’s cross-level moderation. Results showed that within-person
effects and extraversion’s cross-level moderation remained consistent with our
main analyses. At the between-person level, average negative family events did
not significantly affect long-term leader identity (𝛽 = –0.12, ns), nor did the
interaction between average negative family events and extraversion (𝛽 = –0.08,
ns). However, long-term leader identity significantly predicted long-term initial
structure (𝛽 = 0.35, p < 0.001) and long-term transformational leadership (𝛽 =
0.35, p < 0.001). All three approaches supported our hypothesis that extraver-
sion does not moderate the relationship between negative family events and
leader identity in the long term. Therefore, we cannot conclude that “highly ex-
traverted leaders should or could create more negative family events to enhance
leader identity and effective leadership.”

2.3.2 Analysis Without Control Variables

Following best practices for control variable usage (Bernerth & Aguinis, 2016),
we conducted multilevel path analysis without control variables. Results showed
that extraversion’s moderation of the negative family events–leader identity re-
lationship (𝛽 = 0.24, p < 0.001) and leader identity’s positive effects on initial
structure (𝛽 = 0.17, p < 0.01) and transformational leadership (𝛽 = 0.20, p <
0.05) remained significant and consistent with our hypotheses, supporting the
robustness of our findings.

3 Study 2
Study 2 aimed to test the trapped-by-family and compensation mechanisms
through which negative family events affect leader identity, providing a founda-
tion for our introduction of moderating variables. Based on cross-domain leader
identity theory and work-family interaction theory, we selected ego depletion
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to reflect the trapped-by-family effect. Ego depletion refers to a state where
individuals have expended limited self-control resources in previous activities or
experiences, leaving insufficient resources for subsequent self-control demands
(Baumeister et al., 2007; Hagger et al., 2010). Following Rodell (2013), we
used compensation to reflect the compensation effect. Originally developed to
measure how people compensate through volunteering when lacking meaning
at work, we adapted this measure to reflect leaders’ desire to compensate for
family deficiencies through work after experiencing negative family events.

3.1.1 Sample and Procedure

We contacted middle and senior managers from multiple companies who invited
their middle and lower-level managers to participate. The sample comprised
managers from various companies across East and Southwest China, with 72
managers agreeing to participate. Participants completed daily surveys twice
per workday for two consecutive weeks. All surveys were distributed via Wen-
juanxing, with participants clicking links to respond. Each workday, surveys
were administered at two time points: Time 1 measured negative family events
from the previous evening after work, plus current ego depletion, compensation,
and leader identity, sent at 7:00 AM and remaining open until 12:30 PM; Time
2 measured leader identity, initial structure, and transformational leadership,
sent at 8:00 PM and remaining open until midnight. Average completion times
were 9:07 AM for morning surveys and 22:42 PM for evening surveys.

To control for autoregressive effects, we controlled for the previous evening’s
leader identity, initial structure, and transformational leadership. Therefore,
if day t-1 data were missing, day t data were excluded. We retained only
participants completing three or more full days of surveys, resulting in a final
sample of 307 observations from 42 managers.

3.1.2 Measures

All English scales were translated following Brislin’s (1986) translation-back-
translation procedure. All scales used 7-point Likert formats. Negative family
events, leader identity, initial structure, and transformational leadership used
the same scales as Study 1, with within-person 𝛼 values of 0.84, 0.92, 0.94, and
0.89, respectively.

Ego depletion was measured using Twenge et al.’s (2004) 5-item scale, adapted
for within-person research. Items included “Right now, I feel mentally ex-
hausted” and “Right now, I need great effort to concentrate on one thing.”
Within-person 𝛼 = 0.94.

Compensation was measured using Rodell’s (2013) scale, adapted for our re-
search context. The 5-item scale included “Right now, I want to explore what
is missing in my family by taking on my leader identity” and “Right now, I
want to compensate for deficiencies in my family through my leader identity.”
Within-person 𝛼 = 0.98.
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Control variables. Following ESM best practices, we controlled for the previ-
ous evening’s leader identity, initial structure, and transformational leadership
to address autoregressive and baseline effects, plus day of week, sine, and cosine
to control for trends and cycles.

3.1.3 Analysis Strategy

We conducted multilevel CFA using Mplus 8.3. Table 6 shows that the six-factor
model fit best: �2 = 1797.64, df = 915, �2/df = 1.96, RMSEA = 0.06, CFI =
0.91, TLI = 0.89, within-person SRMR = 0.04, between-person SRMR = 0.09.

Table 6. Multilevel Confirmatory Factor Analysis (Study 2)

Model �2 df �2/df Δ�2(Δdf) RMSEACFI TLI
SRMR
(within)

SRMR
(between)

1.
Six-
factor:
NFE,
ED,
C,
LI,
IS,
TFL

1797.64915 1.96 — 0.06 0.91 0.89 0.04 0.09

2.
Five-
factor:
NFE+ED,
C,
LI,
IS,
TFL

2768.65925 2.99 971.01(10)***0.08 0.82 0.80 0.08 0.13

3.
Four-
factor:
NFE+ED+C,
LI,
IS,
TFL

4037.12933 4.33 1268.47(8)***0.10 0.70 0.68 0.11 0.15

4.
Three-
factor:
NFE+ED+C+LI,
IS,
TFL

4453.85939 4.74 416.73(2)***0.11 0.65 0.63 0.13 0.16
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Model �2 df �2/df Δ�2(Δdf) RMSEACFI TLI
SRMR
(within)

SRMR
(between)

5.
Two-
factor:
NFE+ED+C,
LI+IS+TFL

4474.17943 4.74 20.32(2)***0.11 0.65 0.63 0.13 0.16

Note: N_{within} = 307, N_{between} = 42. NFE = negative family events,
ED = ego depletion, C = compensation, LI = leader identity, IS = initial
structure, TFL = transformational leadership. Δ�2(Δdf) compares each model
to the previous model, all p < 0.001.

As Table 7 shows, negative family events, ego depletion, compensation, leader
identity, initial structure, and transformational leadership exhibited within-
person variance proportions of 31.36%, 43.41%, 30.20%, 36.99%, 24.50%, and
30.99%, respectively—sufficient for multilevel path analysis.

Table 7. Within-Person Variance Proportions (Study 2)

Variable
Within-person
variance (𝜎2)

Between-person
variance (𝜏00)

Within-person variance
proportion [𝜎2/(𝜎2+𝜏00)]

1.
Nega-
tive
fam-
ily
events

0.48 1.05 31.36%

2.
Ego
de-
ple-
tion

0.76 0.99 43.41%

3.
Com-
pen-
sa-
tion

0.43 1.00 30.20%

4.
Leader
iden-
tity

0.58 0.99 36.99%
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Variable
Within-person
variance (𝜎2)

Between-person
variance (𝜏00)

Within-person variance
proportion [𝜎2/(𝜎2+𝜏00)]

5.
Ini-
tial
struc-
ture

0.38 1.17 24.50%

6.
Trans-
for-
ma-
tional
lead-
er-
ship

0.48 1.07 30.99%

Note: N_{within} = 307, N_{between} = 42.

3.2 Results

Descriptive statistics and correlations for Study 2 appear in Table 8 . At the
within-person level, negative family events showed significant positive correla-
tions with ego depletion (r = 0.38, p < 0.001) and compensation (r = 0.31, p
< 0.001). Compensation showed a significant positive correlation with leader
identity (r = 0.60, p < 0.001). Leader identity showed significant positive
correlations with initial structure (r = 0.26, p < 0.001) and transformational
leadership (r = 0.25, p < 0.001).

Table 8. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations (Study 2)

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
Within-
person
level
1. Neg-
ative
family
events

2.67 1.22 — 0.38***0.31***0.21***0.19***0.50***0.27***0.28***0.25***0.22***0.29***0.25***0.16**0.18**

2. Ego
deple-
tion

2.97 1.31 0.58***— 0.52***–
0.10*

0.09*0.44***0.56***0.52***0.98***0.48***0.41***0.52***0.28***0.71***
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Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
3.
Com-
pensa-
tion

2.75 1.36 0.44***0.56***— 0.49***0.18*0.09*0.60***0.30***0.29***0.33***0.92***0.25***0.20***0.21***

4.
Leader
iden-
tity

3.01 1.25 0.21***–
0.12*

0.60***— 0.26***0.25***0.21***0.23***0.19***0.29***0.25***0.16**0.18**0.29***

5.
Initial
struc-
ture

3.87 1.20 0.19***0.09*0.18*0.26***— 0.50***0.21***0.23***0.19***0.29***0.25***0.16**0.18**0.29***

6.
Trans-
forma-
tional
leader-
ship

4.72 1.01 0.18***0.08 0.17*0.25***0.50***— 0.21***0.23***0.19***0.29***0.25***0.16**0.18**0.29***

7. Ego
deple-
tion
(previ-
ous
day)

2.97 1.31 0.27***0.44***0.09*–
0.12*

0.09*0.08— 0.52***0.98***0.48***0.41***0.52***0.28***0.71***

8.
Com-
pensa-
tion
(previ-
ous
day)

2.75 1.36 0.21***0.09*0.44***0.23***0.09*0.08 0.52***— 0.48***0.41***0.52***0.28***0.71***0.98***

9.
Leader
iden-
tity
(previ-
ous
day)

3.01 1.25 0.21***0.23***0.33***0.48**0.21***0.20***0.48***0.41***— 0.17***0.21***0.23***0.19***0.29***
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Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
10.
Initial
struc-
ture
(previ-
ous
day)

3.87 1.20 0.19***0.09*0.18*0.26***0.99***0.50***0.09*0.09*0.21***— 0.50***0.21***0.23***0.19***

11.
Trans-
forma-
tional
leader-
ship
(previ-
ous
day)

4.72 1.01 0.18***0.08 0.17*0.25***0.50***0.91***0.08 0.08 0.20***0.50***— 0.21***0.23***0.19***

12.
Day of
week

3.01 1.41 0.12*–
0.12*

0.12*–
0.14*

–
0.12*

–
0.12*

–
0.12*

–
0.12*

–
0.14*

–
0.12*

–
0.12*

— –
0.58***

–
0.95***

13.
Sine

0.00 0.71 –
0.12*

0.12*0.12*–
0.14*

–
0.12*

–
0.12*

–
0.12*

–
0.12*

–
0.14*

–
0.12*

–
0.12*

0.69***— 0.27***

14.
Cosine

–
0.07

0.71 –
0.12*

0.13*0.13*–
0.14*

–
0.12*

–
0.12*

–
0.12*

–
0.12*

–
0.14*

–
0.12*

–
0.12*

0.27***0.99***—

Note: N_{within} = 307, N_{between} = 42. Within-person correlations reflect
within-person variables after group-mean centering. Between-person correlations
reflect within-person variables aggregated to the between-person level correlated
with other between-person variables. Correlations above the diagonal are between-
person; below the diagonal are within-person. p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p <
0.001.*

We conducted multilevel path analysis using Mplus 8.3 (Preacher et al., 2010).
Results in Table 9 show that negative family events increased ego depletion (𝛽 =
0.30, p = 0.02) and compensation (𝛽 = 0.39, p = 0.04). Ego depletion decreased
leader identity (𝛽 = –0.10, p = 0.04), while compensation increased leader
identity (𝛽 = 0.49, p < 0.001). These two mechanisms mediated the relationship
between negative family events and leader identity in opposite directions, with
the direct effect non-significant (𝛽 = 0.21, ns), supporting the existence of both
trapped-by-family and compensation effects. Leader identity positively affected
initial structure (𝛽 = 0.18, p = 0.04) and transformational leadership (𝛽 = 0.17,
p = 0.05), replicating Study 1’s findings.

Table 9. Multilevel Path Analysis Results (Study 2)
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Predictor Leader Identity Initial Structure Transformational Leadership
Within-person level
Day of week 0.07 (0.12) 0.09 (0.10) 0.07 (0.11)
Negative family events 0.21 (0.18) — —
Ego depletion –0.10* (0.05) — —
Compensation 0.49*** (0.09) — —
Leader identity — 0.18* (0.09) 0.17* (0.09)
Between-person level
Intercept 2.67*** (0.17) 3.01** (1.10) 2.75** (1.04)
Residual variances
Within-person residual 0.74 1.27 1.19
Between-person residual 1.27 3.01 2.75
Pseudo R2 0.11 0.36 0.45

Note: Unstandardized coefficients reported, standard errors in parentheses.
N_{within} = 307, N_{between} = 42. p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p <
0.001.*

We further tested the mediating effects of ego depletion and compensation using
R 4.0.3. Table 10 shows that the indirect effect through ego depletion was nega-
tive [–0.08, –0.0002], while the indirect effect through compensation was positive
[0.01, 0.39], both excluding zero. These results provide empirical support for
integrating trapped-by-family and compensation effects.

Table 10. Mediation Analysis Results for Ego Depletion and Com-
pensation (Study 2)

Path Indirect Effect 95% CI
Negative
family events
→ Ego
depletion →
Leader
identity

–0.03 (0.02) [–0.08, –0.0002]

Negative
family events
→ Compensa-
tion →
Leader
identity

0.18 (0.09) [0.01, 0.39]

Note: Confidence intervals estimated using Monte Carlo method with 20,000
parameter draws. Bolded intervals are significant at 95% level.
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4 Discussion and Conclusion
How do leaders’ negative family events influence their work-domain leadership
behaviors? Existing literature proposes two contradictory perspectives: the
trapped-by-family effect and the compensation effect. Drawing on cross-domain
leader identity theory and introducing extraversion as a moderator, our two
experience sampling studies of middle managers from diverse regions and in-
dustries reveal that at the within-person level, negative family events simulta-
neously produce both trapped-by-family and compensation effects, influencing
leader identity and effective leadership behaviors through distinct mechanisms.
When leaders are highly extraverted, negative family events produce a compen-
sation effect, enhancing effective leadership behaviors (including both initial
structure and transformational leadership) by increasing leader identity. When
leaders are low in extraversion, negative family events produce a trapped-by-
family effect, suppressing both initial structure and transformational leadership
by decreasing leader identity.

4.1 Theoretical Contributions

First, our most important theoretical contribution is integrating inconsistent
perspectives in the literature by identifying leaders’ extraversion as a crucial
boundary condition, thereby advancing understanding of how negative family
events affect effective leadership behaviors. Existing literature presents contra-
dictory views on the within-person effect of negative family events on effective
leadership (Courtright et al., 2016; Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). By introducing
cross-domain leader identity theory, we identify extraversion as a key boundary
condition. We find that the trapped-by-family effect is more likely among low
extraversion leaders, while the compensation effect is more likely among high
extraversion leaders. Furthermore, we demonstrate that although negative fam-
ily events can have positive effects on effective leadership for highly extraverted
leaders, these effects exist only in the short term, not long term.

Second, we extend research on how personality traits influence leadership be-
haviors. Previous research has found that among the Big Five, extraversion
most strongly predicts effective leadership, suggesting that extraverted leaders
better handle work challenges (Judge et al., 2002; 2009). Our study provides a
new explanation: extraversion also helps leaders respond to family problems in
more constructive ways at work. At least in the short term, highly extraverted
leaders can transform “family grief” into “work strength.”

Third, we contribute to research on within-person variation in effective lead-
ership behaviors and its antecedents. Since McClean et al. (2019) called for
greater attention to temporal dynamics in leadership, increasing research has
examined dynamic changes in effective leadership and work-external factors,
particularly family events, that enhance or impair it (Lin et al., 2021; McClean
et al., 2021). These studies generally conclude that effective leadership is driven
by positive family events while negative family events only reduce it. Our find-
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ings reveal that for highly extraverted leaders, negative family events can also
serve as a short-term driver of effective leadership, enriching understanding of
the relationship between family experiences and effective leadership.

Fourth, we extend research on antecedents of leader identity. Existing empiri-
cal studies have focused on work-domain situational factors (Zhang et al., 2020)
and leader personal factors (Lanaj et al., 2022). We extend this research in
two ways. First, we shift antecedents from work-domain to non-work-domain
situational factors (negative family events). Second, rather than examining per-
sonal or situational factors separately, we introduce extraversion as a moderator
to examine the interactive effect of personal and situational factors on leader
identity.

4.2 Practical Implications

Our findings offer important guidance for organizational family support policies
and practices. First, organizations should prioritize implementing family sup-
port policies for leaders. Second, rather than uniformly managing all leaders
who have experienced negative family events, organizations should adopt differ-
entiated approaches. They need only pay special attention to low extraversion
leaders, implementing measures to help them reduce negative family events or
mitigate resource depletion from such events. This enhances management speci-
ficity and reduces costs. Third, organizational family support policies should
emphasize timeliness to be more effective and avoid long-term negative effects,
imposing higher demands on implementation. Additionally, our findings suggest
that highly extraverted leaders need not over-worry about short-term negative
impacts of negative family events on effective leadership, while low extraversion
leaders should strive for work-family balance, improve family communication
and emotional connections to reduce negative family events, and when such
events occur, actively employ cognitive and behavioral strategies to reduce re-
source depletion and trapped-by-family effects.

4.3 Limitations and Future Directions

Our study has several limitations. First, although the time-lagged ESM design
reduces common method variance, it cannot eliminate it completely (Gabriel
et al., 2019; Podsakoff et al., 2003). Future research could follow McClean
et al. (2021) by collecting subordinate ratings of leaders’ effective leadership
behaviors in addition to time-separated leader self-reports. Second, while our
final samples of 67 and 42 managers are not large, this is common in lead-
ership ESM research given the difficulty of collecting leadership data in real
organizations. However, as noted, the smaller sample did affect extraversion
reliability. We recommend future research recruit more diverse leaders through
platforms like MTurk or Wenjuanxing to test our conclusions with larger sam-
ples. Third, because we focused on the effect of previous-day negative family
events on same-day leader identity and effective leadership, following method-
ological recommendations (Gabriel et al., 2019) we did not control for morning
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baseline values of leader identity, initial structure, and transformational leader-
ship, consistent with many ESM studies (e.g., Ganster et al., 2023; Yu & Duffy,
2021). Moreover, Study 2 showed that morning leader identity was already af-
fected by negative family events, making control of morning values inappropri-
ate. Nevertheless, we recommend future research examine changes in mediators
and outcomes by controlling for same-day baseline values to leverage ESM’s
advantage in capturing within-day fluctuations. Fourth, due to practical con-
straints, we selected survey times based on participants’ work schedules, which,
while common in ESM research (Foulk & Lanaj, 2022; Sherf et al., 2019), could
be improved. Future research should ideally measure negative family events
before work and leader identity within one hour after starting work.

We addressed inconsistent literature by introducing a moderator. Researchers
could also resolve inconsistencies by examining sub-dimensions of core variables,
testing curvilinear relationships, or conducting multi-level studies (Lin, 2019).
Future research could examine whether different types of negative family events
have different effects, test for curvilinear effects of negative family events on ef-
fective leadership, or simultaneously employ within-person and between-person
designs to examine whether different mechanisms operate at different levels.

We examined leader identity as the mechanism explaining how negative fam-
ily events affect effective leadership from a cross-domain perspective. Future
research could explore other mechanisms to enrich our understanding. For ex-
ample, negative family events may reflect leaders’ inadequate abilities to handle
certain situations, create ego depletion that reduces perceived work competence,
or decrease self-efficacy through negative experiences and signals, thereby reduc-
ing effective leadership. We recommend future research examine mechanisms
from the perspective of work competence or perceived competence.

Our study found short-term positive effects of negative family events for highly
extraverted leaders. Future research could further explore other individual and
situational factors that differentiate or integrate trapped-by-family and compen-
sation effects, and identify other conditions under which negative family events
produce positive outcomes. We suspect that timing of negative events may be
a critical situational factor. For instance, negative family events may be influ-
enced by previous events. When someone experiences an extremely negative
family event one evening followed by a moderately negative event the next, the
relative reduction in negativity may trigger positive responses.

Finally, while we propose that extraversion moderates by influencing leaders’
interpretations of the relationship between negative family events and leader
identity, it is unlikely the only moderator. Future research could examine other
variables affecting this interpretation process or identify moderators affecting
other stages of how non-work domain events influence leader identity.
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