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A B S T R A C T

Past research studied how daily work intrusions – unexpected interruptions by other employees 
that suspend ongoing work – reduce interrupted employees' work engagement. We shift per
spectives to employees who interrupt and examine how intrusions may be positively related to job 
resources conducive to interrupting employees' work engagement. In doing so, we differentiate 
between four intrusion types derived from key reasons for intrusions. We expect these intrusion 
types to serve distinct functions for interrupting employees, allowing them to attain different job 
resources. Building on the motivational process of the job demands-resources model, we hy
pothesize that performing intrusions is positively associated with interrupting employees' work 
engagement by contributing to three social job resources: received task support, belongingness, 
and prosocial impact. We report findings from a two-week diary study with two daily measure
ment occasions (N = 390 employees; n = 3383 days). Multilevel path analysis showed that three 
of the four intrusion types were indirectly positively related to interrupting employees' work 
engagement via the three social job resources. Altogether, we contribute to a more nuanced 
understanding of intrusions by studying two important yet overlooked aspects of intrusions: the 
interrupting employees and their reasons for intrusions. Our new approach to examining in
trusions suggests that intrusions can facilitate work engagement.

Daily work intrusions – a type of work interruption referring to unanticipated suspensions of interrupted employees' progress on 
ongoing tasks initiated by other coworkers (Jett & George, 2003) – are widely recognized as job demands harming employees' well- 
being and performance (Leroy et al., 2020; Puranik et al., 2020). Specifically, intrusions keep interrupted employees (interruptees) 
from working on their ongoing tasks, thereby adding time pressure, mental load, and other demands to their workdays (e.g., Freeman 
& Muraven, 2010; Ma et al., 2020). As a result, on days with frequent intrusions, interruptees struggle engaging in their work (Bush 
et al., 2021; Parke et al., 2018). Given these disruptive effects of intrusions on interruptees' work engagement, it is no surprise that 
scholars have frequently advised to remove intrusions from workplaces (e.g., Baethge & Rigotti, 2013; Pachler et al., 2018). However, 
research has started questioning this negative perspective and encouraged exploring desirable facets of intrusions (e.g., Puranik et al., 
2020). Accordingly, scholars began to uncover beneficial aspects of intrusions for interruptees, such as satisfaction of belongingness 
needs (Puranik et al., 2021).

Despite these recent developments, research largely overlooked two essential aspects of work intrusions that might be key for a 
more balanced understanding of how intrusions affect employees' work engagement. First, prior research nearly exclusively studied 
the perspective of those who are interrupted, thereby neglecting that intrusions are interpersonal events that also involve employees 
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initiating intrusions (i.e., interrupters; Jett & George, 2003). Because intrusions occur unexpectedly in the midst of interruptees' work 
tasks (Puranik et al., 2020), intrusions naturally disrupt interruptees' engagement in ongoing tasks (e.g., Parke et al., 2018). In contrast, 
interrupters determine the timing of an intrusion, so that they may interrupt at convenient times that are less disruptive to their own 
work engagement.

Second, past research mainly focused on only one facet of intrusions, namely the disruption of interruptees' work goal progress 
(Puranik et al., 2020). Given this focus on the aversive, goal-disrupting aspect of intrusions, it is no surprise that prior research found 
that intrusions are job demands reducing interruptees' work engagement (Leroy et al., 2020). However, by focusing on the goal- 
disrupting aspects of intrusions, researchers neglected that intrusions are crucial for facilitating social interactions at work (Puranik 
et al., 2021). Social interactions, in turn, stimulate exchanges of resources between employees, such as help on work tasks 
(Cropanzano et al., 2017). Unlike other opportunities for social interactions at work, such as meetings and scheduled breaks, intrusions 
can be flexibly initiated without advance planning, allowing employees to spontaneously discuss topics as needed (Toebben, Wehrt, 
et al., 2025). In addition, intrusions can facilitate discussions on a variety of topics, whereas meetings are usually task-focused (Allen & 
Lehmann-Willenbrock, 2023) and breaks are typically leisure-oriented (von Dreden & Binnewies, 2017).

When focusing on how intrusions facilitate social interactions, it becomes apparent that intrusions are not only goal-disrupting but 
occur for several reasons and affect various goals that employees strive to achieve at work. Studying these different aspects of in
trusions may bring to light potential benefits of intrusions for employees' work engagement. For instance, Bush et al. (2021) argued 
that when intrusions address task-relevant topics, they can create challenge demands that motivate interruptees to engage in their 
work, helping to meet these demands. Going a step further, we expect intrusions to bring about job resources conducive to interrupters' 
work engagement. That is, interrupters may interrupt for good reasons and make use of the social interactions that are part of in
trusions to attain social job resources, such as task support (Toebben, Casper, et al., 2025).

Hence, in this study, we examine how daily intrusions are related to interrupters' work engagement. In doing so, we distinguish 
between four intrusion types based on interrupters' primary reasons for intrusions, as outlined in the interruption-for-a-reason ty
pology (Toebben, Casper, et al., 2025). Specifically, we differentiate between intrusions that serve to discuss task-related versus task- 
unrelated topics, and further distinguish these intrusions by whether they benefit the interrupters versus the interruptees. Drawing on 
the motivational process of the job demands-resources (JD-R) model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), we suggest a model on how these 
intrusion types are linked to interrupters' daily work engagement. We expect the intrusion types to be positively associated with in
terrupters' engagement by contributing to three social job resources: received task support, belongingness, and prosocial impact (see 
Fig. 1 for the research model). Consistent with past intrusion studies (Puranik et al., 2021; Sonnentag et al., 2018), we examine our 
model in a daily diary study to investigate within-person dynamics of initiating daily intrusions.

The current study makes several contributions to the literature. First, we show how interrupters experience daily work intrusions. 
Because intrusions naturally involve an employee initiating them, interrupters are integral to the phenomenon of work intrusions (Jett 
& George, 2003; Wajcman & Rose, 2011). In addition, interrupters may interrupt because they perceive it as beneficial. Hence, 
ignoring the interrupters' perspective may cause organizations to neglect positive sides of intrusions. For these reasons, examining the 
interrupters' perspective is crucial for a more comprehensive understanding of how daily intrusions play out at work (Toebben, Casper, 
et al., 2025). Using a daily diary approach, we examine the lived, daily experiences of interrupters (Beal, 2015), thereby taking an 

Fig. 1. Conceptual model. 
Note. Solid lines show hypothesized paths. Control variables, paths between intrusion types, paths between mediators, and indirect paths are not 
displayed for parsimony. 
MoW = mid-of-work survey; EoW = end-of-work survey.
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important step toward better grasping their perspective.
Second, we move beyond a one-dimensional focus on how intrusions disrupt interruptees' goal progress and suggest a multidi

mensional perspective of how intrusions have several distinct functions for interrupters. As a result, we more accurately address the 
complexities of daily intrusions in actual work life, where they enable social interactions between interrupters and interruptees taking 
various forms. To capture the multifaceted nature of daily intrusions, we distinguish between four intrusion types based on different 
reasons for intrusions (Toebben, Casper, et al., 2025). In addition, we demonstrate how these intrusion types have distinct functions for 
interrupters, helping them to attain different job resources. This multifaceted view on intrusions opens the door for studying positive 
aspects of intrusions, such as how intrusions can enable interrupters to receive social support from interruptees.

Third, we introduce a novel angle on how intrusions relate to work engagement by examining the potential for intrusions to bring 
about job resources for interrupters. Given that prior research has already studied how daily intrusions relate to interruptees' work 
engagement (Bush et al., 2021; Parke et al., 2018), examining how daily intrusions relate to interrupters' work engagement allows us to 
join the conversation with this research. Prior research emphasized that intrusions cause interruptees to disengage from work (Leroy 
et al., 2020) by functioning as job demands (Demerouti et al., 2018; ter Hoeven & van Zoonen, 2015). Challenging these assertions, we 
propose that, when considering the interrupters' perspective, intrusions may be associated with increased work engagement through 
three social job resources – received task support, belongingness, and prosocial impact. Ultimately, we follow recent studies in 
answering calls for a more balanced assessment of the benefits and drawbacks of work intrusions (Bush et al., 2021; Puranik et al., 
2021).

1. Work intrusions from the interrupters' perspective

Jett and George (2003) differentiated between four broad classes of work interruptions: intrusions, distractions, breaks, and dis
crepancies. In this paper, we focus on intrusions, defined as interactions initiated by coworkers that are unexpected for interruptees 
and suspend interruptees' progress on ongoing tasks (Puranik et al., 2020). This definition highlights the interpersonal nature of work 
intrusions, involving both an interrupter and an interruptee (Jett & George, 2003; Puranik et al., 2021). Hence, although interrupters 
and interruptees may experience intrusions differently, both perspectives are integral to the same phenomenon (for similar ap
proaches, see research on incivility and gossip; Gallus et al., 2014; Sun et al., 2023).

Our study focuses on intrusions via synchronous communication channels, namely face-to-face interactions and phone calls 
(O'Conaill & Frohlich, 1995), for two major reasons. First, synchronous intrusions may occur for a broad variety of reasons because 
they facilitate transmitting rich information, such as tone of voice, and involve immediate responses from interaction partners (Ishii 
et al., 2019). Thus, as compared to intrusions via asynchronous channels (e.g., e-mail), synchronous intrusions have greater potential 
for personal interactions that extend beyond task-related topics (Wang et al., 2020). Because we also study intrusions about task- 
unrelated matters, focusing on synchronous channels is especially suitable.

Second, focusing on synchronous intrusions allows us to sample only those interactions that can be considered intrusions. Because 
synchronous intrusions require immediate reactions from interruptees (Nardi & Whittaker, 2002; Nees & Fortna, 2015), interrupters 
know whether they interrupted their coworkers. In contrast, coworkers can shield themselves from getting interrupted via asyn
chronous channels, such as by logging out of their e-mail programs (Latorella, 1999; Wajcman & Rose, 2011). As a result, when 
employees initiate interactions via asynchronous channels, they may not be able to know whether they are actually interrupting their 
coworkers because coworkers can decide when to attend to those interactions.

1.1. Situating initiating work intrusions in the context of proactive workplace behaviors

Before detailing our differentiation between intrusion types and their relationships with work engagement, it is important to clarify 
how initiating work intrusions relates to, but differs from, proactive workplace behaviors. Initiating work intrusions may share features 
with proactive workplace behaviors, such as help seeking, feedback seeking, or proactive help giving. At their core, all of these be
haviors involve employees taking the initiative to seek social support from coworkers or offer it to them (e.g., Lim et al., 2020; 
Spitzmuller & Van Dyne, 2013).

Nevertheless, initiating work intrusions has unique characteristics that differentiate this behavior from proactive workplace be
haviors as traditionally studied. The defining feature of work intrusions is their timing: Intrusions occur while interruptees are 
occupied with work tasks and do not expect to be interrupted (Puranik et al., 2020). In contrast, conceptualizations of proactive 
workplace behaviors have largely neglected temporal aspects, leaving it unspecified when they occur (e.g., Bamberger, 2009; Lim 
et al., 2020; Spitzmuller & Van Dyne, 2013). Given that temporal aspects of behaviors shape their outcomes (Ancona et al., 2001; 
Feldman et al., 2020), the timing of initiating work intrusions creates unique interpersonal dynamics distinguishing intrusions from 
proactive workplace behaviors as studied in earlier research. For instance, interruptees might respond unfavorably to interrupters to 
retaliate the disruption of their on-task activity (Folger & Cropanzano, 2001). At the same time, interrupters might avoid negative 
reactions from interruptees by apologizing, thereby signaling to interruptees that they are valued and respected (Kim et al., 2004; 
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Puranik et al., 2021). Moreover, because intrusions are unexpected for interruptees, interrupters may typically initiate intrusions 
informally and without prior scheduling (Toebben, Casper, et al., 2025). This spontaneity may enable interrupters to address instant 
needs, such as immediately seeking emotional support from coworkers following a negative workplace event.1

1.2. Reasons for intrusions

Building on the interruption-for-a-reason typology (Toebben, Casper, et al., 2025) and prior research on intrusions (Addas & 
Pinsonneault, 2018; Bush et al., 2021), we differentiate between four intrusion types based on key reasons for intrusions. These 
four intrusion types result from combining two intrusion topics (in-role and non-role) and two intrusion foci (self-focused and other- 
focused). In-role intrusions serve to improve employees' work performance (e.g., exchanging task-relevant information), while non- 
role intrusions serve to foster employees' social bonds and improve their affective states (e.g., making a joke that lightens up the 
mood or socializing with coworkers). In addition, self-focused intrusions are directed at benefitting the interrupters themselves, while 
other-focused intrusions are directed at benefitting the interruptees.

Combining these topics and foci leads to four intrusion types: intrusions meant to benefit interrupters regarding task-related 
matters (self-focused in-role intrusions), intrusions meant to benefit interrupters regarding task-unrelated matters (self-focused 
non-role intrusions), intrusions meant to benefit interruptees regarding task-related matters (other-focused in-role intrusions), and 
intrusions meant to benefit interruptees regarding task-unrelated matters (other-focused non-role intrusions).

Originally, the interruption-for-a-reason typology (Toebben, Casper, et al., 2025) followed research on employee motives and 
distinguished non-role intrusions based on whether they serve to foster social bonds (belongingness intrusions) or improve affective 
states (hedonic intrusions; Bindl et al., 2022). Belongingness intrusions and hedonic intrusions overlap in the sense that both aim at 
positively framed social interactions unrelated to work tasks. Accordingly, we combined these conceptually related intrusion topics 
into one overarching non-role intrusion category in the present research. In doing so, we more accurately represent the level of dif
ferentiation in intrusion types relevant to our research and are consistent with prior research distinguishing between whether in
trusions were relevant to work tasks or not (e.g., Addas & Pinsonneault, 2018; Bush et al., 2021; Parker et al., 2024).

2. Mechanisms linking intrusion types to work engagement

Work engagement refers to a positive and fulfilling mental state that is characterized by experiencing vigor, dedication, and ab
sorption with respect to one's work (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Building on research from the interruptees' perspective (Bush et al., 2021; 
Parke et al., 2018), we examine how the four intrusion types relate to interrupters' work engagement. We assume that interrupters 
initiate intrusions for good reasons, using the social interactions during intrusions to gain various job resources that are conducive to 
their work engagement.

According to the JD-R model, job resources – job aspects that help achieving work goals, reduce job demands, or facilitate personal 
growth and development – instigate motivational processes fostering employees' engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Job re
sources have been found to be the most relevant predictors of work engagement (Bakker et al., 2014), underlining the relevance of 
motivational processes for employee work engagement. In addition, job resources originate from various sources, such as the orga
nization, one's leaders, or oneself (Nielsen et al., 2017). Here, we focus on job resources rooted in the social context of work (i.e., social 
job resources; Kaltiainen et al., 2024; Mazzetti et al., 2023). Social job resources are essential for experiencing work engagement given 
the profound impact of the social environment on employees' motivation and well-being (Kahn & Heaphy, 2014; Weigl et al., 2010). 
Focusing on social job resources is particularly suitable when studying how work intrusions relate to work engagement. After all, work 
intrusions are typically interpersonal events (Jett & George, 2003; Puranik et al., 2021), so that interrupters can use the social in
teractions inherent in intrusions to attain social job resources.

Each intrusion type may contribute differently to social job resources, thereby being positively related to interrupters' work 
engagement. We examine the unique relationships between each intrusion type and three job resources: received task support, 
belongingness, and prosocial impact. These three job resources, in turn, should distinctly foster work engagement via extrinsic, 
intrinsic, and prosocial motivational processes (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Grant, 2008a). In the following, we describe the expected 
relationships in detail.

2.1. Linking self-focused in-role intrusions to work engagement via received task support

Interrupters initiate self-focused in-role intrusions to receive benefits on task-related matters. Doing so may often involve in
terrupters seeking task-relevant information or assistance with a specific task from interruptees who are occupied with their work 
(Colbert et al., 2016). Display norms (Gabriel et al., 2020) and norms of civility (Walsh et al., 2012) may encourage interruptees to 
respond favorably to interrupters' task-related requests, even when they feel disturbed (Puranik et al., 2021). In addition, given the 
high task interdependence among team members in modern workplaces (e.g., Zhang et al., 2022), employees are typically dependent 

1 Toebben, Casper, et al. (2025) found correlations ranging from r = 0.07 to r = 0.32 between the intrusion types in the interruption-for-a-reason 
typology and the proactive workplace behaviors of instrumental support seeking, emotional support seeking, task-focused citizenship behavior, and 
person-focused citizenship behavior. Because these correlations were far below r = 0.80, the intrusion types did not show redundancy with proactive 
workplace behaviors (Kline, 2005).
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on supporting each other to perform well (Bamberger, 2009; Van der Vegt & Van de Vliert, 2005). As a result, interruptees might also 
often be interested in helping interrupters with their work tasks when asked. Supporting this reasoning, a qualitative study found that 
interruptees were commonly motivated to offer support when interrupters requested it (Feldman & Greenway, 2021).

Moreover, interrupters may initiate self-focused in-role intrusions more frequently when they expect a high likelihood of receiving 
task support from interruptees. After all, initiating such intrusions may be costly, potentially harming one's reputation and disturbing 
interruptees, so that interrupters may weigh the potential benefits before deciding to interrupt (Leroy et al., 2020; Lim et al., 2020). 
Consequently, on days when interrupters choose to initiate more self-focused in-role intrusions, they may have a greater chance of 
actually receiving the requested task support. In line with this reasoning, frequently seeking task support has commonly been asso
ciated with positive outcomes indicative of successful resource seeking, such as improved work performance (Bamberger, 2009; Lim 
et al., 2020).

Nevertheless, interrupters may not necessarily receive task support immediately after initiating self-focused in-role intrusions 
because helping can be a complex process involving multiple exchanges spread over the entire workday (Grodal et al., 2015). For 
instance, when interrupted in the morning, interruptees may first need to search for information relevant to helping interrupters before 
returning to interrupters in the afternoon to provide task support. Hence, on days when employees frequently initiate self-focused in- 
role intrusions in the morning, they might be more likely to receive task support in the afternoon. Together, we hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 1a. At the day level, self-focused in-role intrusions will be positively related to received task support.

Furthermore, according to the JD-R model, receiving task support constitutes a social job resource that initiates an extrinsic 
motivational process improving employees' work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Job resources that are extrinsically 
motivating are instrumental to achieving work goals. Task support is a crucial job resource that has commonly been found to be 
positively related to work engagement (Christian et al., 2011), also on the daily level (e.g., Xanthopoulou et al., 2008). On days when 
employees frequently receive task support, such as valuable information or help on how to approach a work task, they are likely to 
make progress on their work tasks, leading to heightened work engagement (Jolly et al., 2021; Lim et al., 2020). Therefore, we expect 
that on days when employees receive task support, they will be highly engaged in their work. 

Hypothesis 1b. At the day level, received task support will be positively related to work engagement.

Combining these arguments, we expect that initiating self-focused in-role intrusions will be positively related to interrupters' work 
engagement because these intrusions are positively related to received task support that, in turn, facilitates work engagement. 

Hypothesis 1c. At the day level, self-focused in-role intrusions will have a positive indirect effect on interrupters' work engagement 
via received task support.

2.2. Linking self-focused non-role intrusions and other-focused non-role intrusions to work engagement via belongingness

Non-role intrusions deal with matters that are unrelated to work tasks. We differentiate between two types of non-role intrusions. 
First, interrupters initiate self-focused non-role intrusions to receive benefits on matters that are not task-related. Second, interrupters 
initiate other-focused non-role intrusions to provide benefits to interruptees on matters that are not task-related. The content discussed 
during these task-unrelated intrusions may range from trivial topics, including small talk, to more intimate topics involving self- 
disclosure and emotional support (Methot et al., 2021; Tschan et al., 2004).

Intrusions are popular opportunities for task-unrelated interactions because intrusions typically occur among small groups of 
employees and are spontaneous, fostering private and authentic conversations that address employees' current needs (Bush et al., 
2021; Puranik et al., 2020; Rick et al., 2024). Because task-unrelated conversations are a ritualistic and ubiquitous part of daily 
work life (Methot et al., 2021), rejecting non-role intrusions may violate workplace norms and leave interruptees being perceived as 
unapproachable (Holmes, 2000; Lawler et al., 2014). In contrast, engaging in task-unrelated conversations is crucial for building 
lasting workplace relationships (Martin et al., 2022) that, in turn, are essential for career success (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008). Thus, 
interruptees may typically be inclined to respond favorably to non-role intrusions.

On days when interrupters frequently engage in non-role intrusions, they may experience a sense of connectedness to others at 
work (i.e., belongingness; Baumeister & Leary, 1995). After all, such task-unrelated interactions may create repeated chances for 
interrupters to connect on a personal level that extends beyond task-related matters (Dutton & Heaphy, 2003), even when interacting 
over trivial topics (Methot et al., 2021) or when the interaction is fleeting (Sandstrom & Dunn, 2014). In addition, while self-focused 
non-role intrusions provide interrupters with opportunities to self-disclose about personal topics and other task-unrelated matters, 
other-focused non-role intrusions may offer interrupters opportunities to be recipients of interruptees' self-disclosures and other task- 
unrelated information. Because both the disclosers and the recipients of disclosures typically experience strengthened bonds to each 
other over repeated interactions (Jourard, 1959; Kluger & Itzchakov, 2022; Phillips et al., 2009), we expect both intrusion types to be 
positively related to interrupters' daily belongingness. Therefore, we hypothesize that: 

Hypothesis 2a. At the day level, self-focused non-role intrusions will be positively related to belongingness.

Hypothesis 2b. At the day level, other-focused non-role intrusions will be positively related to belongingness.

Moreover, drawing from the JD-R model, experiencing belongingness represents a social job resource that stimulates an intrinsic 
motivational process conducive to work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Job resources that are intrinsically motivating 
satisfy fundamental psychological needs and thereby contribute to employees' growth and development. Belongingness is a 
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fundamental psychological need whose satisfaction sparks employees' growth and development, fueling their motivation and well- 
being at work (Gagné & Vansteenkiste, 2013; Ryan & Deci, 2000). In addition, belongingness fosters a sense of collective purpose 
and causes employees to identify more strongly with their work goals (Gagné & Deci, 2005). As a result, satisfying the belongingness 
need should contribute to employees' work engagement (Van den Broeck et al., 2008). In line with this reasoning, research showed that 
on days when employees felt like they belonged, they experienced higher work engagement (Bakker & Oerlemans, 2019). Hence, we 
hypothesize the following: 

Hypothesis 2c. At the day level, belongingness will be positively related to work engagement.

Taken together, we hypothesize that initiating self-focused non-role intrusions and other-focused non-role intrusions will be 
positively related to interrupters' work engagement because these intrusions are positively related to belongingness and because 
belongingness should be positively associated with work engagement. 

Hypothesis 2d. At the day level, self-focused non-role intrusions will have a positive indirect effect on interrupters' work engage
ment via belongingness.

Hypothesis 2e. At the day level, other-focused non-role intrusions will have a positive indirect effect on interrupters' work 
engagement via belongingness.

2.3. Linking other-focused non-role intrusions and other-focused in-role intrusions to work engagement via prosocial impact

Other-focused intrusions serve to provide benefits to the interruptees. We distinguish between two types of other-focused in
trusions. First, when interrupters perform other-focused non-role intrusions, they intend to benefit the interruptees on task-unrelated 
matters. These intrusions may involve the interrupters offering emotional support, for instance, by demonstrating compassion or 
giving attention to interruptees (e.g., Dutton et al., 2006). Second, when interrupters perform other-focused in-role intrusions, they 
aim at benefitting interruptees on task-related matters, such as by offering interruptees task-relevant information or guidance on how 
to handle a task (Settoon & Mossholder, 2002).

Upon performing these intrusions, interrupters might regularly leak observable cues signaling their prosocial intentions to inter
ruptees (Bolino, 1999). For instance, interruptees might notice that interrupters offer support in the absence of a supervisor who could 
reward the behavior (Hui et al., 2000). In appreciating the prosocial intentions of interrupters, interruptees might react favorably to 
most other-focused intrusions, such as by showing gratitude toward interrupters – even when the help was unsolicited (Grant et al., 
2009; Lee et al., 2019). Because of the interpersonal and immediate nature of intrusions (Puranik et al., 2020), interrupters can directly 
observe these favorable reactions over multiple interactions and, in turn, experience prosocial impact, defined as the perception that 
they have positively affected their coworkers (Gómez et al., 2024; Grant & Campbell, 2007). As a result, on days when interrupters 
frequently initiate other-focused intrusions, they may experience a heightened sense of prosocial impact. Hence, we hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 3a. At the day level, other-focused non-role intrusions will be positively related to prosocial impact.

Hypothesis 3b. At the day level, other-focused in-role intrusions will be positively related to prosocial impact.

Furthermore, extending the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), we argue that experiencing prosocial impact constitutes a 
social job resource that fuels a prosocial motivational process facilitating work engagement. Job resources that are prosocially 
motivating allow employees to have a positive impact on the lives of their coworkers. Next to extrinsic and intrinsic forms of moti
vation, prosocial motivation – the desire to benefit other people – is another, distinct form of motivation at work (Grant, 2008a). A 
related and influential model on work engagement – the psychological conditions for engagement model (Kahn, 1990, 1992) – strongly 
supports expanding the JD-R model with a prosocial motivational process driving work engagement. According to this model, a crucial 
condition for experiencing work engagement is that employees perceive their work to be meaningful. Prosocially impacting others at 
work, in turn, is a core aspect of experiencing meaningfulness (Kahn & Heaphy, 2014).

Experiencing prosocial impact should have engaging effects because it signals to employees that their work is meaningful and 
valuable to others (Grant, 2007; Kahn, 1990). In addition, employees have a strong desire to benefit others (Bolino & Grant, 2016), and 
fulfilling this desire has commonly been associated with enhanced well-being (Uy et al., 2017) and work engagement more specifically 
(Freeney & Fellenz, 2013). That is, on days when employees helped their coworkers, they were more engaged in their work (Lin et al., 
2020; Zeijen et al., 2020). Therefore, we hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 3c. At the day level, prosocial impact will be positively related to work engagement.

Altogether, we hypothesize that initiating other-focused non-role intrusions and other-focused in-role intrusions will be positively 
related to interrupters' work engagement because these intrusions are positively related to prosocial impact and because prosocial 
impact relates positively to work engagement. 

Hypothesis 3d. At the day level, other-focused non-role intrusions will have a positive indirect effect on interrupters' work 
engagement via prosocial impact.

Hypothesis 3e. At the day level, other-focused in-role intrusions will have a positive indirect effect on interrupters' work engage
ment via prosocial impact.
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3. Methods

3.1. Sample and procedure

We recruited employees from various occupations via advertisements on social media sites, especially on LinkedIn and Facebook. 
To ensure compliance with the daily diary design, we specified several requirements for participation. First, participants had to work at 
least 30 h per week because we aimed for rather dense measurement points with surveys to be completed only on working days. 
Second, participants had to spend half of their working time at a computer with internet connection to facilitate easy access to the 
online surveys and timely responses. Third, self-employed workers and shift workers were not eligible to participate due to their 
varying working times.

As typical in daily diary research due to the effortful data collection (e.g., Gabriel et al., 2019), we recruited participants in multiple 
waves, with each wave beginning the study in another week. Consequently, data collection spanned from November 2021 to June 
2023.2 During this period, some contextual changes may have occurred, particularly with respect to the coronavirus pandemic. 
However, because our hypotheses focus on within-person processes, these contextual changes may have limited implications for our 
results (Beal, 2015).

Upon providing informed consent and completing an online entrance survey, we sent participants two daily online surveys over two 
consecutive workweeks, covering 10 workdays (Monday to Friday). Participants had to fill out one survey during lunchtime (mid-of- 
work survey) and the other survey within an hour of finishing work (end-of-work survey). We sent participants the links to the mid-of- 
work surveys between 11:00 a.m. and 11:30 a.m. and the links to the end-of-work surveys between 3:00 p.m. and 4:00 p.m., depending 
on participants' working hours. The mid-of-work survey was made inaccessible 1 h before participants received the end-of-work 
survey. We compensated participants with 10€ for answering all daily surveys on five or six days, 20€ for answering all daily sur
veys on seven or eight days, and 35€ for answering all daily surveys on nine or 10 days.

A total of 717 persons registered for the study, and 478 persons completed the entrance survey. We removed 33 participants who 
did not provide any daily survey data. Further, we removed 26 mid-of-work surveys and 40 end-of-work surveys because participants 
reported absence from work on those days (e.g., due to illness). Matching the remaining surveys resulted in a dataset of 445 partic
ipants and 3455 days. Consistent with prior daily diary studies (e.g., Gabriel et al., 2018; Puranik et al., 2021), we retained participants 
who provided data on at least three days (N = 390 persons). The final dataset comprised data from 3383 days (3139 mid-of-work 
surveys and 3209 end-of-work surveys).3 On average, participants provided data on 8.67 days.

The final sample included 390 participants (69.0% female). Nineteen percent of the participants were between 18 and 25 years old, 
38.7% were between 26 and 35 years old, 19.5% were between 36 and 45 years old, and 22.8% were 46 or older, corresponding to a 
mean age of approximately 35.3 years. Of all participants, 60.8% held a university degree. With respect to work experience, 35.4% of 
the participants have been practicing their current job for two-and-half or less years, 34.4% for a duration between two-and-half years 
and seven-and-a-half years, and 30.3% for more than seven-and-a-half years. Weekly work hours were less than 35 for 25.4% of the 
participants, between 35 and 45 for 61.3% of the participants, and more than 45 for 13.3% of the participants. Participants worked in 
various occupations, such as financial accounting, customer service, and journalism. In terms of industry, most participants held jobs in 
health and social services (16.7%), public service (12.8%), and science and education (12.8%).

We compared the final sample of 390 participants with the 88 individuals who completed the entrance survey but were not 
included in the final sample. The groups did not differ with respect to gender, χ2(1) = 2.12, p = .146, age, t(237.68) = 0.97, p = .334, 
possession of a university degree, χ2(1) = 0.32, p = .573, work experience, t(121.45) = 0.45, p = .652, and weekly work hours, t 
(127.17) = 0.04, p = .964.

3.2. Measures

We administered all items in German. When scales were only available in English, we employed a translation-backtranslation 
procedure (Brislin, 1970). If not stated otherwise, participants responded to the items on five-point Likert scales (1 = strongly 
disagree; 5 = strongly agree). We assessed the intrusion types in the mid-of-work survey and the mediators and outcome in the end-of- 
work survey. By temporally separating the assessments, we reduce concerns regarding common-method bias and obtain a more 
conservative test of our hypotheses because the effects of the intrusion types in the morning on the job resources may decline 
throughout the afternoon (Podsakoff et al., 2012).

We started each survey by describing to participants that we use the term ‘people’ and ‘others (at work)’ to refer to their colleagues, 
subordinates, and superiors. Table 1 displays the reliabilities, descriptive statistics, intraclass correlation coefficients (ICC), and in
tercorrelations among the variables. The full list of items used in the study can be accessed through the following link: https://osf.io/ 
w7euk/?view_only=0fa15b3b054a4ad384583d35766a4481.

2 This study is the first publication from a larger research project on employee well-being. As part of this larger project, participants completed an 
additional daily survey at the beginning of work. The present study does not include this morning survey.

3 Some end-of-work surveys were not fully completed, resulting in missing values on some variables. Each variable was missing between one and 
four times in total.
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Table 1 
Descriptive statistics of the study variables.

Va
ri

ab
le

 

M
 

SD
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 

11

1. Self-focused in-role 
intrusions (MoW)

2.03 1.02 0.91 0.45 0.97 0.86 0.36*** 0.33*** 0.45*** 0.14*** 0.07*** 0.08*** 0.05* 0.40*** − 0.11*** 0.14***

2. Self-focused non-role 
intrusions (MoW)

1.82 1.01 0.71 0.57 0.99 0.88 0.80*** 0.67*** 0.34*** 0.13*** 0.13*** 0.13*** 0.01 0.34*** − 0.13*** 0.23***

3. Other-focused non-role 
intrusions (MoW)

1.86 1.03 0.75 0.55 0.99 0.89 0.80*** 0.93*** 0.46*** 0.10*** 0.13*** 0.14*** 0.02 0.38*** − 0.12*** 0.26***

4. Other-focused in-role 
intrusions (MoW)

2.06 1.1 0.96 0.47 0.98 0.89 0.86*** 0.77*** 0.82*** 0.11*** 0.10*** 0.13*** 0.07*** 0.43*** − 0.09*** 0.19***

5. Received task support 
(EoW)

2.60 0.95 0.95 0.39 0.98 0.92 0.57*** 0.43*** 0.43*** 0.51*** 0.41*** 0.45*** 0.22*** 0.12*** − 0.04* 0.17***

6. Belongingness (EoW) 3.08 0.97 0.84 0.49 1.00 0.94 0.30*** 0.27*** 0.30*** 0.29*** 0.67*** 0.58*** 0.30*** 0.12*** − 0.04* 0.18***
7. Prosocial impact (EoW) 2.78 0.92 0.83 0.47 0.99 0.90 0.40*** 0.38*** 0.43*** 0.45*** 0.75*** 0.81*** 0.32*** 0.12*** − 0.07*** 0.17***
8. Work engagement (EoW) 3.08 0.73 0.59 0.52 0.98 0.90 0.20*** 0.17*** 0.22*** 0.23*** 0.36*** 0.44*** 0.47*** 0.06** 0.07*** 0.06**
9. Number of intrusions 

(MoW)
2.69 1.51 1.39 0.47 / / 0.54*** 0.44*** 0.46*** 0.58*** 0.40*** 0.28*** 0.35*** 0.14** − 0.04* 0.27***

10. Study day 5.31 2.86 2.77 0.00 / / 0.06 0.02 − 0.01 0.01 0.01 − 0.07 − 0.13* 0.02 0.02 − 0.06***
11. Daily work location 

(MoW)
1.45 0.36 0.35 0.45 / / 0.13** 0.16** 0.17*** 0.14** 0.20*** 0.24*** 0.19*** 0.02 0.31*** − 0.07

Note. Means are at the between-person level. ICC = percentage of variance between individuals. MoW = mid-of-work survey; EoW = end-of-work survey.
SDb = SD at the between-person level; SDw = SD at the within-person level. αb = Cronbach's α at the between-person level; αw = Cronbach's α at the within-person level (Geldhof et al., 2014). Correlations 
below the diagonal refer to the between-person level (N = 390); Correlations above the diagonal refer to the within-person level (n = 3383 days). Range intrusion types: 1 (Never) to 7 (constantly); Range 
number of intrusions: 1 (never) to 11 (10 times or more); Range study day: 1 (Monday of the first week) to 10 (Friday of the second week); Range daily work location: 1 (home office) to 2 (on-site work); Range 
other variables: 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

* p < .05.
** p < .01.
*** p < .001.
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3.2.1. Intrusion types
We measured the intrusion types using the interruption-for-a-reason scale developed by Toebben, Casper, et al. (2025). The item 

stem was: ‘This morning I turned to others while they were occupied with their work and did not expect me…’. This item stem includes 
the two key characteristics of intrusions, namely that they disrupt interruptees' progress on work tasks and that they are unexpected for 
interruptees (Puranik et al., 2020). We assessed self-focused in-role intrusions with four items (e.g., ‘...to ask for support on my work 
tasks’). We measured self-focused non-role intrusions by combining two four-item subscales into an eight-item scale: self-focused 
belongingness intrusions (e.g., ‘…to feel like part of the group’) and self-focused hedonic intrusions (e.g., ‘…to improve my 
mood’). Similarly, we assessed other-focused non-role intrusions by combining two four-item subscales into an eight-item scale: other- 
focused belongingness intrusions (e.g., ‘...to make them feel like part of the group’) and other-focused hedonic intrusions (e.g., ‘…to 
cheer them up’). Moreover, we measured other-focused in-role intrusions with four items (e.g., ‘...to help them get their work tasks 
done’). Prior to answering the items, we instructed participants to focus on encounters that occurred face-to-face and via phone calls. 
Participants responded to the items on a seven-point scale (1 = never to 7 = constantly).

3.2.2. Received task support
We measured received task support using the three-item scale developed by Colbert et al. (2016) that we adapted for use in a daily 

diary format. A sample item is: ‘This afternoon, others helped me get my work done.’

3.2.3. Belongingness
We assessed belongingness using three items from the inclusion subscale of the general belongingness scale developed by Malone 

et al. (2012), which we adapted for use in a daily diary format. We selected the items based on the highest factor loadings reported in 
the confirmatory factor analysis by Malone et al. (2012). To avoid misunderstandings and ensure clarity in the German context, we did 
not administer the item ‘I have a place at the table with others’ and we revised the item ‘I feel included’ to ‘This afternoon, I felt that I 
was part of the group.’

3.2.4. Prosocial impact
We assessed day-specific prosocial impact using the three-item scale developed by Grant (2008b) and adapted for day-level 

assessment by Sonnentag and Grant (2012). We slightly adjusted the item wording so that the items emphasized the prosocial 
impact made by the employees themselves rather than made by their work. A sample item is: ‘This afternoon, I had a positive impact on 
others.’

3.2.5. Work engagement
Following prior day-level studies (Ouweneel et al., 2012; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009), we assessed work engagement using six items 

from the Utrecht work engagement scale (Schaufeli et al., 2006). The scale captures vigor, dedication, and absorption. An example 
item is: ‘This afternoon, I felt strong and vigorous while working.’

3.2.6. Control variables
Following best practices of experience sampling methods (e.g., Beal, 2015; Gabriel et al., 2019), we controlled for several variables 

in our analysis. First, we controlled for the number of intrusions initiated in the morning to demonstrate the unique effects of the 
intrusion types over and above the total number of intrusions. In the mid-of-work survey, participants responded to the item ‘How 
many times this morning have you turned to others while they were occupied with their work and did not expect you?’ on a scale from 
1 (never) to 11 (10 times or more). The item was preceded by an instruction to only consider instances where participants contacted 
others in person or via phone calls.

Second, we controlled for the work location in the morning due to the location's potential impact on how intrusions are initiated 
(Leroy et al., 2021). For example, employees may be more likely to initiate intrusions via face-to-face interactions when working at an 
on-site office as opposed to the home office. In the mid-of work survey, participants indicated where they had worked in the morning 
(1 = home office; 2 = workplace without other people nearby; 3 = workplace with other people nearby; 4 = other). We then grouped par
ticipants' answers into two categories. In the first category, we combined the first, second, and fourth response options that indicated 
that participants had not worked at a workplace with other people nearby. The second category included the third response option 
signifying that participants had worked at a workplace with other people nearby. This grouping resulted in a dichotomous variable that 
indicated whether participants had worked at a workplace with other people nearby (1 = no; 2 = yes).

Third, we controlled for autoregressive effects by adding lagged versions of our mediator and outcome variables (received task 
support, belongingness, prosocial impact, and work engagement) as control variables (Beal, 2015). These lagged versions included 
prior-day values of the variables.

Fourth, to control for temporal dynamics in our variables (Beal & Ghandour, 2011), we included the study day (1 = Monday of the 
first week; 10 = Friday of the second week) as control variable.4 When excluding the control variables from the analysis, results from 

4 We also ran a multilevel path model that controlled for linear and cyclical trends of the weekday by adding a weekday variable (1 = Monday; 5 
= Friday) and the sine and cosine of this variable with a period of one week (Gabriel et al., 2019). Results with respect to hypotheses tests were 
unaffected. However, these results should be interpreted with caution given that the model produced a first-order derivative warning message 
(Asparouhov & Muthén, 2022).
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hypotheses tests were unaffected.

3.3. Construct validity

We performed multilevel confirmatory factor analyses in Mplus 8.7 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2017) to investigate construct 
validity. We applied full information maximum likelihood estimation to deal with missing data (Newman, 2014). We specified a two- 
level measurement model with items loading on ten factors: The six intrusion types (self-focused in-role intrusions, self-focused 
belongingness intrusions, self-focused hedonic intrusions, other-focused in-role intrusions, other-focused belongingness intrusions, 
other-focused hedonic intrusions), received task support, prosocial impact, belongingness, and work engagement. Moreover, we 
specified two higher-order factors at both levels. First, we subsumed the self-focused belongingness intrusion subfactor and the self- 
focused hedonic intrusion subfactor under a higher-order factor representing self-focused non-role intrusions. Second, we subsumed 
the other-focused belongingness intrusion subfactor and the other-focused hedonic intrusion subfactor under a higher-order factor 
representing other-focused non-role intrusions. We constrained four negative residual variances, which were low and non-significant, 
to zero (Muthén & Asparouhov, 2011). The hypothesized model fit the data well, χ2 = 3010.534, df = 1344, p < .001, CFI = 0.978, 
RMSEA = 0.019, SRMR (within) = 0.019, AIC = 276,110.281.5

We tested our hypothesized model against three alternative models: two models that combined conceptually related constructs into 
a single factor and one less restrictive model. Again, negative residual variances, all of which were low and non-significant, were 
constrained to zero. When the Satorra-Bentler scaled χ2− difference test produced negative outcomes, we turned to the AIC for model 
comparison, with lower AIC values signifying better model fit (Hox et al., 2017). Our hypothesized model fit the data slightly better 
than a model that subsumed self-focused in-role intrusions and other-focused in-role intrusions under one factor, χ2 = 7178.587, df =
1357, p < .001, CFI = 0.922, RMSEA = 0.036, SRMR (within) = 0.052, AIC = 281,345.591, Satorra-Bentler Δχ2 (13) = − 2756.000, 
and another model that subsumed prosocial impact and belongingness under one factor, χ2 = 6781.520, df = 1357, p < .001, CFI =
0.927, RMSEA = 0.034, SRMR (within) = 0.036, AIC = 280,801.773, Satorra-Bentler Δχ2 (13) = − 3866.099. Moreover, a less 
restrictive model that did not specify the two higher-order factors for the belongingness and hedonic intrusion types fit the data slightly 
better than our main model, χ2 = 2876.228, df = 1318, p < .001, CFI = 0.979, RMSEA = 0.019, SRMR (within) = 0.016, AIC =
275,986.814, Satorra-Bentler Δχ2 (26) = 126.916, p < .001. Nevertheless, we chose to retain our hypothesized model because it 
demonstrated an overall good model fit with CFI = 0.978 and RMSEA = 0.019 and is consistent with the theoretical rationale of this 
study that does not distinguish between belongingness and hedonic intrusions.

3.4. Analytic strategy

Because day-level data were nested within participants, we employed multilevel path modeling using Mplus 8.7 to test our hy
potheses (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2017). We tried to run a multilevel path model in which we specified random slopes for all hy
pothesized paths (LeBeau et al., 2018): the path from self-focused in-role intrusions to received task support, the path from self-focused 
non-role intrusions to belongingness, the path from other-focused non-role intrusions to belongingness, the path from other-focused 
non-role intrusions to prosocial impact, the path from other-focused in-role intrusions to prosocial impact, and the paths from the three 
mediators to work engagement. We used multiple imputation to deal with missing values (Newman, 2014). However, this model with 
random slopes did not converge. Therefore, we used a random-intercept model with fixed slopes (Beal, 2015).

We specified the hypothesized model at both the within-person level and the between-person level. We used our day-level variables 
as manifest measures in the analysis, specifying a two-level model by partitioning them into within-person and between-person 
components (Preacher et al., 2010). With this approach, we implicitly centered these variables around the person mean, elimi
nating between-person variance from the within-person portion of the model. Hence, with this approach, explicit centering of variables 
is not necessary.

We allowed correlations between the intrusion types and correlations between the mediators (received task support, belongingness, 
and prosocial impact) at both levels. Allowing these correlations ensures that our analyses align with our underlying theoretical 
reasoning and more accurately reflect the nature of the relationships in actual workplace settings (Beal, 2015). Specifically, the 
intrusion types most likely co-occur because interrupters might combine several intrusion types in one intrusion episode. For instance, 
interrupters might simultaneously perform self-focused non-role intrusions and other-focused non-role intrusions because conversa
tions with active participation from both interaction partners may foster stronger bonding (Dutton & Heaphy, 2003). In addition, the 
mediators may co-occur because job resources can reinforce each other (Halbesleben et al., 2014). That is, both receiving task support 
and experiencing prosocial impact may entail positive social interactions that, in turn, foster belongingness (Baumeister & Leary, 
1995). In addition, reciprocity norms emphasize that those who receive social support may also provide social support to others, 
thereby experiencing prosocial impact themselves (Cropanzano et al., 2017).6

5 Model fit of a model where no negative residual variances were constrained to zero is: χ2 = 3010.990, df = 1340, p < .001, CFI = 0.978, RMSEA 
= 0.019, SRMR (within) = 0.019, AIC = 276,113.335. This model had four negative residual variances at the between-person level, estimates 
ranging from − 0.000 (SE = 0.005; p = .977) to − 0.006 (SE = 0.007; p = .376).

6 A multilevel path model that did not allow correlations between the intrusion types or correlations between the mediators at both levels showed 
deteriorated model fit, χ2 = 4864.106, df = 50, p < .001, CFI = 0.489, RMSEA = 0.169, SRMR (within) = 0.115, AIC = 133,470.396. However, 
results from hypotheses tests were unaffected.
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To arrive at reliable estimates for the indirect effects, we additionally specified the direct paths from the intrusion types to work 
engagement at both levels. Regarding control variables, we added the daily number of intrusions as predictor at both levels. At the 
within-person level, we added the work location, the study day, and the lagged versions of the dependent variables. Furthermore, we 
subsumed self-focused belongingness intrusions and self-focused hedonic intrusions under an unweighted higher-order factor that 
represents self-focused non-role intrusions. Similarly, we subsumed other-focused belongingness intrusions and other-focused hedonic 
intrusions under an unweighted higher-order factor that represents other-focused non-role intrusions.7

To test for indirect effects, we used a 1–1–1 mediation model and specified the indirect effects at the within-person level (Preacher 
et al., 2010). We used the Monte Carlo method to create confidence intervals for indirect effects (Selig & Preacher, 2008). Furthermore, 
we applied full information maximum likelihood estimation to deal with missing data (Newman, 2014). Fit of our hypothesized model 
was good, χ2 = 62.432, df = 32, p = .001, CFI = 0.997, RMSEA = 0.017, SRMR (within) = 0.029.

4. Results

Table 2 displays the results for the direct effects, and Table 3 presents the results for the within-person indirect effects. Fig. 2 shows 
the research model, highlighting supported and unsupported paths based on the results of the multilevel path model. Given that all 
hypotheses refer to the within-person level, we report the results at this level. The reported coefficients are unstandardized.

According to Hypothesis 1a, we assumed that self-focused in-role intrusions will have a positive relationship with interrupters' 
received task support. Supporting this hypothesis, self-focused in-role intrusions positively predicted received task support, estimate =
0.076, SE = 0.029, p < .01. Hypothesis 1b stated that interrupters' received task support will be positively related to work engagement. 
In line with this hypothesis, received task support positively predicted work engagement, estimate = 0.041, SE = 0.014, p < .01. 
Hypothesis 1c suggested a positive indirect effect of self-focused in-role intrusions on interrupters' work engagement via received task 
support. We found support for this hypothesis as the indirect effect of self-focused in-role intrusions on work engagement via received 
task support was positive and significant, indirect effect = 0.003, SE = 0.002, 95% CI [0.0005, 0.007].

Hypothesis 2a suggested that self-focused non-role intrusions will have a positive relationship with interrupters' belongingness. In 
line with this hypothesis, self-focused non-role intrusions positively predicted belongingness, estimate = 0.065, SE = 0.031, p < .05. 
Hypothesis 2b stated that other-focused non-role intrusions will have a positive relationship with interrupters' belongingness. We did 
not find support for this hypothesis as other-focused non-role intrusions were unrelated to belongingness, estimate = 0.028, SE =
0.033, ns. According to Hypothesis 2c, belongingness will be positively associated with interrupters' work engagement. In support of 
this hypothesis, belongingness positively predicted work engagement, estimate = 0.110, SE = 0.021, p < .001. Moreover, Hypothesis 
2d proposed a positive indirect of self-focused non-role intrusions on interrupters' work engagement via belongingness. Supporting this 
hypothesis, there was a positive and significant indirect effect of self-focused non-role intrusions on work engagement via belong
ingness, indirect effect = 0.007, SE = 0.004, 95% CI [0.0005, 0016]. Further, according to Hypothesis 2e, we expected that other- 
focused non-role intrusions will be positively associated with interrupters' work engagement via belongingness. We did not find 
support for this hypothesis as the indirect effect of other-focused non-role intrusions on work engagement via belongingness was 
nonsignificant, indirect effect = 0.003, SE = 0.004, 95% CI [− 0.004, 0.010].

Hypothesis 3a suggested that other-focused non-role intrusions will be positively associated with interrupters' prosocial impact. 
However, the results did not align with this hypothesis as other-focused non-role intrusions did not predict prosocial impact, estimate 
= 0.048, SE = 0.036, ns.8 Hypothesis 3b proposed that other-focused in-role intrusions will be positively associated with interrupters' 
prosocial impact. Supporting this hypothesis, other-focused in-role intrusions positively predicted prosocial impact, estimate = 0.052, 
SE = 0.021, p < .05. According to Hypothesis 3c, prosocial impact will be positively related to interrupters' work engagement. In line 
with this hypothesis, prosocial impact positively predicted work engagement, estimate = 0.139, SE = 0.019, p < .001. Hypothesis 3d
stated a positive indirect effect of other-focused non-role intrusions on interrupters' work engagement via prosocial impact. We did not 
find support for this hypothesis as there was no indirect effect of other-focused non-role intrusions on work engagement via prosocial 
impact, indirect effect = 0.007, SE = 0.005, 95% CI [− 0.003, 0.017]. Lastly, Hypothesis 3e proposed that other-focused in-role in
trusions will be positively related to interrupters' work engagement via prosocial impact. In support of this hypothesis, we found an 
indirect positive effect of other-focused in-role intrusions on work engagement via prosocial impact, indirect effect = 0.007, SE =
0.003, 95% CI [0.001, 0.014].

4.1. Results at the between-person level

Although our hypotheses refer to the within-person level, our analysis also provides insight into relationships among study vari
ables at the between-person level (see Table 2). Hence, we examine whether the between-level relationships of our study variables are 
consistent with the respective relationships at the within-person level (i.e., homology; Gabriel et al., 2019). Given the scarcity of 

7 Results from hypotheses tests were robust when using weighted higher-order factors.
8 We performed an additional analysis to further explore the effects of other-focused non-role intrusions in our model. In this analysis, we entered 

other-focused belongingness intrusions and other-focused hedonic intrusions as separate predictors on both levels into our multilevel path model 
rather than combining them into the higher-order category of other-focused non-role intrusions. Results with regard to hypothesis tests stayed 
consistent with our main multilevel path model. Neither other-focused belongingness intrusions nor other-focused hedonic intrusions were 
significantly related to the mediators. Full results can be found in Tables S1 and S2 in the online supplement.
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research on initiating intrusions, examining homology is especially useful to better understand the constructs' pattern across levels of 
analysis.

At the between-person level, only self-focused in-role intrusions were positively related to received task support, estimate = 0.711, 
SE = 0.167, p < .001. All other between-person paths were not significant. Accordingly, all between-person indirect effects were not 
significant. Overall, the results at the between-person level differ from the results at the within-person level.

4.2. Additional analyses

While we studied the intrusion types in isolation, they may frequently co-occur in daily work life. For instance, within the same 
intrusion episode, an interrupter might simultaneously perform self-focused non-role intrusions and other-focused non-role intrusions 
because a mutual engagement in the conversation by both interaction partners is particularly effective in fostering social connection 
(Dutton & Heaphy, 2003). Thus, initiating both intrusion types together may promote a stronger sense of belongingness than initiating 
either intrusion type alone. In other words, the intrusion types might not only have independent effects but might also interact in 

Table 2 
Results of multilevel path analysis of main model.

Received task support (EoW) Belongingness (EoW) Prosocial impact (EoW) Work engagement (EoW)

Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE

Within-person predictors
Self-focused in-role intrusions (MoW) 0.076** 0.029 − 0.010 0.020 − 0.013 0.023 0.015 0.015
Self-focused non-role intrusions (MoW) 0.100** 0.035 0.065* 0.031 0.045 0.037 − 0.031 0.024
Other-focused non-role intrusions (MoW) − 0.060 0.036 0.028 0.033 0.048 0.036 − 0.021 0.024
Other-focused in-role intrusions (MoW) 0.032 0.024 0.015 0.021 0.052* 0.021 0.023 0.014
Received task support (EoW) 0.041** 0.014
Belongingness (EoW) 0.110*** 0.021
Prosocial impact (EoW) 0.139*** 0.019
Control variables

Number of intrusions (MoW) 0.021 0.016 0.034* 0.014 0.021 0.014 0.002 0.011
Study day − 0.004 0.007 − 0.007 0.006 − 0.015* 0.006 0.016*** 0.004
Daily work location 0.342*** 0.050 0.364*** 0.049 0.305*** 0.048 − 0.021 0.033
Prior received task support 0.158*** 0.023
Prior belongingness 0.139*** 0.023
Prior prosocial impact 0.093*** 0.024
Prior work engagement 0.136*** 0.024

Residual variance 0.995*** 0.044 0.771*** 0.037 0.760*** 0.033 0.343*** 0.016

Between-person predictors
Self-focused in-role intrusions (MoW) 0.711*** 0.167 0.333 0.183 0.047 0.169 − 0.072 0.197
Self-focused non-role intrusions (MoW) − 0.187 0.204 − 0.303 0.207 − 0.220 0.197 − 0.167 0.167
Other-focused non-role intrusions (MoW) − 0.009 0.222 0.377 0.231 0.317 0.224 0.156 0.176
Other-focused in-role intrusions (MoW) − 0.091 0.174 − 0.201 0.192 0.193 0.183 0.101 0.169
Received task support (EoW) 0.009 0.148
Belongingness (EoW) 0.124 0.100
Prosocial impact (EoW) 0.250 0.141
Control variables

Number of intrusions (MoW) 0.041 0.031 0.074 0.038 0.057 0.033 − 0.028 0.025
Residual variance 0.269*** 0.038 0.511*** 0.051 0.426*** 0.045 0.263*** 0.032

Note. N = 390; n = 3383. Estimates are unstandardized. Results are from one overall analysis.
MoW = mid-of-work survey; EoW = end-of-work survey.

* p < .05.
** p < .01.
*** p < .001.

Table 3 
Within-person indirect effects.

Estimate SE 95% CI

Self-focused in-role intrusions (MoW) → received task support (EoW) → work engagement (EoW) 0.003 0.002 [0.0005, 0.007]
Self-focused non-role intrusions (MoW) → belongingness (EoW) → work engagement (EoW) 0.007 0.004 [0.0005, 0.016]
Other-focused non-role intrusions (MoW) → belongingness (EoW) → work engagement (EoW) 0.003 0.004 [− 0.004, 0.010]
Other-focused non-role intrusions (MoW) → prosocial impact (EoW) → work engagement (EoW) 0.007 0.005 [− 0.003, 0.017]
Other-focused in-role intrusions (MoW) → prosocial impact (EoW) → work engagement (EoW) 0.007 0.003 [0.001, 0.014]

Note. Estimates are unstandardized. Monte Carlo method (Selig & Preacher, 2008) was used to create confidence intervals.
MoW = mid-of-work survey; EoW = end-of-work survey. CI = confidence interval.

L. Toebben and S. Sonnentag                                                                                                                                                                                        Journal of Vocational Behavior 168 (2026) 104268 

12 



affecting the job resources examined in our study.
To study how the co-occurrences of the intrusion types relate to the job resources, we examined interaction effects between 

intrusion types that share a similar topic (in-role or non-role) or direction (self-focused or other-focused). Given their related contents, 
these intrusion types might be especially likely to co-occur. Accordingly, we examined four interaction effects: 1) self-focused in-role 
intrusions x self-focused non-role intrusions, 2) other-focused in-role intrusions x other-focused non-role intrusions, 3) self-focused in- 
role intrusions x other-focused in-role intrusions, and 4) self-focused non-role intrusions x other-focused non-role intrusions.

In an additional analysis, we extended our main multilevel path model by including the four interaction terms as additional 
manifest predictors at the within-person level. We created the interaction terms using person-mean centered variables to remove 
between-person variance (Enders & Tofighi, 2007). Analysis showed that none of the interaction terms were significant, so that we did 
not run simple slope tests. Full results can be found in Table S3 in the online supplement.

5. Discussion

In this daily diary study, we examined the relationship between daily work intrusions and interrupters' work engagement. In doing 
so, we differentiated between four intrusion types, grounded in the interruption-for-a-reason typology (Toebben, Casper, et al., 2025). 
Building on the motivational process of the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), we expected that these intrusion types would 
allow interrupters to obtain three social job resources conducive to their work engagement: received task support, belongingness, and 
prosocial impact. In line with our hypotheses, intrusions that served to benefit the interrupters themselves on task-related topics were 
positively related to interrupters' daily work engagement via received task support. In addition, on days when interrupters initiated 
intrusions to receive benefits on task-unrelated matters, they were more engaged in their work because they experienced heightened 
belongingness to their coworkers. Furthermore, intrusions initiated to benefit the interruptees on task-related topics were positively 
related to interrupters' prosocial impact, thereby being positively associated with their daily work engagement.

Contrary to our expectations, intrusions initiated to benefit interruptees on task-unrelated matters were neither related to in
terrupters' belongingness nor to their prosocial impact and were, thus, also unrelated to interrupters' daily work engagement. In other 
words, on days when interrupters initiated other-focused non-role intrusions, they did not experience gains in the social job resources 
we studied. An explanation could be that interrupters may struggle to accurately assess whether interruptees actually need support 
with belongingness or emotional well-being (Hall et al., 2016), potentially leading them to offer help that is unnecessary or poorly 
timed. Alternatively, to save interruptees' face on sensitive topics, such as belongingness and emotional states, interrupters may offer 
support through other-focused non-role intrusions so subtly that interruptees may not notice it (Bolger et al., 2000; Mason et al., 2022). 
In both cases, interrupters may not receive appreciative responses from interruptees, thereby not experiencing heightened belong
ingness or prosocial impact (Lee et al., 2019). Thus, approaching others by other-focused non-role intrusions may not be a successful 
strategy to increase one's work engagement. In-role intrusions and self-focused non-role intrusion appear to be better ways to boost 
one's work engagement.

Fig. 2. Conceptual model highlighting supported and unsupported paths from multilevel path model. 
Note. All lines show hypothesized paths. Solid lines indicate supported paths and dashed lines indicate unsupported paths based on the within- 
person level effects of the multilevel path model. Control variables, paths between intrusion types, paths between mediators, and indirect paths 
are not displayed for parsimony. 
MoW = mid-of-work survey; EoW = end-of-work survey.
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5.1. Theoretical implications

We advance theory on intrusions in several ways. First, we demonstrate the value of studying the interrupters' perspective. As 
became evident in our study, intrusions are impactful daily events for interrupters that are associated with organizationally relevant 
constructs. Hence, prior research's focus on the interruptees' perspective cannot fully address how daily intrusions unfold at work. By 
studying daily intrusions from the interrupters' perspective, we provide a fuller understanding of work intrusions.

Second, we account for the multidimensionality of daily work intrusions by differentiating between four intrusion types based on 
Toebben, Casper, et al.'s (2025) interruption-for-a-reason typology. Whereas prior research mainly considered how intrusions hinder 
interruptees' goal progress, intrusions are in fact more complex due to the rich social interactions in which they are embedded. We 
capture these complexities by examining the different reasons for intrusions. The intrusion types had distinct relationships with social 
job resources, which emphasizes the importance of distinguishing between them for understanding the interrupters' perspective.

Third, whereas past research focused on how intrusions disrupt interruptees' engagement (Beck et al., 2017; Parke et al., 2018), 
shifting perspectives onto the interrupters and their reasons for intrusions enabled us to demonstrate how intrusions can be positively 
related to work engagement. In this process, we uncovered the social-resource mechanisms by which intrusions relate to interrupters' 
work engagement. Prior research focused on the job demands associated with intrusions and subsequently concluded that intrusions 
are harmful for employees (e.g., Leroy et al., 2020). In contrast, we found that intrusions are not exclusively harmful but can also result 
in social job resources that are beneficial for employees. This insight is crucial because it emphasizes that recommendations to 
minimize intrusions (Baethge & Rigotti, 2013; Pachler et al., 2018) may inadvertently result in counterproductive outcomes, elimi
nating the beneficial effects that work intrusions have for interrupters. Our research offers a more nuanced perspective on the positive 
and negative sides of intrusions, fostering more effective strategies for their management.

Finally, we expand research on the JD-R model by showing how a seemingly established job demand, namely work intrusions 
(Demerouti et al., 2018; Kirmeyer, 1988; ter Hoeven & van Zoonen, 2015), can also contribute to job resources. Hence, it is not always 
possible to clearly classify job characteristics as either demands or resources, particularly job characteristics in the social context of 
work (Mazzetti et al., 2023). After all, job characteristics involve complexities and can have opposing effects depending on the 
perspective from which they are examined. Therefore, researchers should practice greater care when labelling job characteristics as 
demands or resources, for instance, by specifying under which conditions and from which perspective they attach which label.

5.2. Limitations and suggestions for future research

Our research is not without limitations. First, we used a daily diary approach to study the cumulative effects of daily intrusion 
types. A daily diary design provides several advantages, such as the study of day-level, within-person processes (Beal, 2015). However, 
this approach may yield less nuanced insights compared to zooming in on individual intrusion episodes. Hence, in future studies, 
researchers could apply an episodic approach that allows them to study specific attributes of an individual intrusion (Puranik et al., 
2020). For instance, employees may interrupt their supervisors for different reasons than befriended coworkers. In addition, the length 
and timing of an intrusion episode might be influential. That is, coworkers might react negatively to a long, non-role intrusion at times 
when they want to focus on their work. However, these coworkers might still welcome a short, non-role intrusion because such an 
interaction can help them rejuvenate (e.g., Zacher et al., 2014). Moreover, because our daily diary approach covered a limited time 
frame (i.e., two workweeks), we could not assess long-term effects of work intrusions. Nevertheless, some consequences of work in
trusions may take time to emerge (Keller et al., 2020). For instance, because intrusions are routine in most offices (Puranik et al., 2020), 
employees who frequently interrupt may initially go unnoticed. However, as their intrusions accumulate over time, interrupters might 
gradually be perceived as disruptive, potentially leading to interpersonal conflicts.

Second, another limitation of our research is that we relied on self-report measures, which might have produced biases, such as 
those pertaining to socially desirable responding (Podsakoff et al., 2012). For instance, participants might have underreported initi
ating non-role intrusions because interruptees might perceive these intrusion types as particularly disturbing (Bush et al., 2021). At the 
same time, participants might have overreported their perceived prosocial impact (Allen et al., 2000). However, because we analyzed 
our data at the within-person level, a person's general tendency to respond in a socially desirable way cannot explain our findings (Beal, 
2015). In addition, to further reduce concerns resulting from using self-report measures, future research could sample reports from 
other people at work (Chan, 2009). For example, researchers could obtain reports from interruptees to assess the intrusion types, 
thereby avoiding socially desirable responses from interrupters. In addition, future studies could further reduce method biases by using 
observational methods to record intrusion episodes or experimentally manipulate the initiation of intrusions (Podsakoff et al., 2012).

Third, we examined intrusions via synchronous channels (i.e., face-to-face interactions and phone calls) but not via asynchronous 
channels, such as e-mails. Because communication channels impact the content and consequences of intrusions (Nees & Fortna, 2015; 
Rick et al., 2024), future research should next investigate how interrupters initiate intrusions via asynchronous channels. Interrupters 
might use asynchronous channels to exchange task-relevant information, but potentially less often for personal, task-unrelated 
communication (Wang et al., 2020). Nevertheless, it might be methodologically challenging to only study those asynchronous in
teractions that classify as intrusions. For instance, when an employee initiates an interaction via e-mail but the contacted coworker 
keeps their e-mail program closed, the event does not classify as intrusion. To overcome this methodological challenge, scholars should 
apply approaches that allow them to also get insight into the contacted coworkers' actions, such as by studying whole teams working 
together.

Fourth, we focused on how intrusions relate to social resources conducive to interrupters' work engagement. Nevertheless, in
trusions might also bring about job demands that impair interrupters' work engagement. Given that intrusions can disturb others 
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(Leroy et al., 2020), employees who frequently interrupt might face several social costs. For instance, coworkers may perceive frequent 
intrusions as rude, potentially leading to interpersonal conflicts (Feldman, 1984; Folger & Cropanzano, 2001). In addition, interrupters 
themselves might feel guilty for disrupting others, thereby experiencing emotional exhaustion (Ogunfowora et al., 2023). Moreover, 
frequently interrupting others might also hinder interrupters from progressing on their own work tasks. That is, interrupters might 
procrastinate working on their primary tasks by engaging in non-role intrusions (Mark et al., 2015). Relatedly, employees who 
frequently initiate non-role intrusions might have less time and cognitive resources available for their work tasks, reducing their ability 
to cognitively engage in their work (Methot et al., 2021). We encourage future research to simultaneously examine both the job re
sources and job demands associated with initiating intrusions, thereby accounting for both the positive and negative sides of intrusions 
for interrupters' work engagement. Gaining a more nuanced understanding of how interrupters experience intrusions is essential for 
developing a balanced perspective on the effects of intrusions in workplaces.

Fifth, we did not examine boundary conditions affecting the relationships between intrusion types and job resources, which may 
have led to an overly positive portrayal of how interrupters experience intrusions. In fact, several factors might prevent intrusions from 
resulting in the job resources examined in this study. For instance, in workplaces with low task interdependence, mutual coordination 
and information exchange may be less relevant for task completion, making it unlikely that initiating self-focused in-role intrusions 
brings about useful task support (Lim et al., 2020). In addition, in workplaces characterized by low interpersonal trust, self-focused 
non-role intrusions may not be conducive to belongingness because employees may worry that the shared personal information 
could be used against them (Schoorman et al., 2007). Future research should examine these boundary conditions to develop a more 
nuanced understanding of when interrupters do – or do not – gain job resources from intrusions.

Sixth, future research could examine how initiating intrusions plays out across job types, thereby addressing the generalizability of 
our research. For instance, the frequency of intrusions might differ depending on the workplace setting. In fast-paced jobs, such as in 
customer service or healthcare, intrusions by other people might accumulate to the point that they are considered a routine part of the 
job (Baethge et al., 2015; Grundgeiger et al., 2016). In these settings, there might be little room for intrusions that do not relate to 
solving immediate work tasks, such as non-role intrusions (Rivera, 2014). In contrast, knowledge workers in slower-paced jobs might 
feel less overloaded by intrusions from other people. As a result, these employees might welcome intrusions as opportunities to get into 
contact with coworkers, even when these intrusions involve task-unrelated conversations (Methot et al., 2021; Puranik et al., 2021).

Seventh, in our main analysis, we studied the intrusion types in isolation to disentangle their unique effects on the job resources. In 
addition to the test of interaction effects reported in our supplemental analysis, future research could use alternative study designs and 
analytic approaches to examine how the intrusion types co-occur and how these co-occurrences affect interrupters. For example, an 
episodic approach would allow researchers to study individual intrusion episodes in detail and explore how different intrusion types 
are combined within single events. In addition, deploying a person-centered approach, researchers could uncover latent profiles of how 
the intrusion types are typically combined (Lubke & Muthén, 2005).

Lastly, future research could explore the consequences of initiating other-focused non-role intrusions. Contrary to our hypotheses, 
this intrusion type was not indirectly related to interrupters' work engagement via belongingness and prosocial impact. To better 
understand this finding, it might be helpful to shift perspectives back to the interruptees and examine how they experience this 
intrusion type. For instance, interruptees might perceive other-focused non-role intrusions as unsolicited support because intrusions 
are unexpected for interruptees, typically occurring without their request (Lee et al., 2019; Puranik et al., 2020). Unsolicited support, 
in turn, may threaten interruptees' self-esteem by implying they are dependent and unable to cope on their own (Nadler & Fisher, 
1986). This self-esteem threat may be particularly pronounced for other-focused non-role intrusions that address sensitive topics 
central to one's self-image, including belongingness and emotional states (Nadler, 2015; Newsom & Schulz, 1998). In addition, 
interruptees might suspect that interrupters offer unsolicited support not out of genuine helpfulness but driven by self-serving motives, 
such as impression management (Landis et al., 2022). For these reasons, interruptees might not always react favorably to other-focused 
non-role intrusions, thereby depriving interrupters from experiencing the potential benefits of initiating these intrusions (Deelstra 
et al., 2003; Lee et al., 2019).

5.3. Practical implications

To protect employees' engagement, scholars frequently suggested minimizing intrusions at work (e.g., Baethge & Rigotti, 2013). 
After all, intrusions can jeopardize interruptees' work engagement by burdening them with job demands, such as time pressure (Ma 
et al., 2020). However, by focusing on the interrupters' perspective and their reasons for intrusions, our study shows that these rec
ommendations may backfire, depriving employees from opportunities to increase their work engagement. After all, intrusions enable 
employees to get in touch with each other and attain job resources via the resulting social interactions.

Instead of recommending the elimination of intrusions from workplaces, we suggest that organizations acknowledge both the 
interrupters' and the interruptees' perspective in managing intrusions. That is, organizations should allow interrupters to benefit from 
intrusions, and workplaces should be designed in such a way that they facilitate spontaneous interactions between employees. At the 
same time, organizations should instruct interrupters to be considerate of the potential negative effects of intrusions for interruptees. 
For instance, interrupters should refrain from interrupting when interruptees indicate that they do not want to be interrupted, such as 
when their office door is closed (Keller et al., 2020).

Moreover, organizations may adopt different strategies tailored to the intrusion types. In-role intrusions may be particularly 
valuable for organizations given that these intrusions aim to improve employees' work performance. However, although self-focused 
non-role intrusions could help employees improve their belongingness, non-role intrusions may overall not as directly affect orga
nizational performance as in-role intrusions. Therefore, organizations might facilitate in-role intrusions while limiting non-role 
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intrusions, for instance, by discouraging non-role intrusions at certain times of the workday.
Furthermore, while initiating intrusions may be an effective – and sometimes necessary – way to initiate proactive workplace 

behaviors, such as seeking or providing help, organizations should offer employees alternative ways to perform these behaviors 
without disrupting others. For instance, organizations may enable employees to flexibly schedule meetings by implementing a shared 
online calendar where employees can check each other's availability (Toebben, Casper, et al., 2025). In addition, organizations may 
create dedicated areas for social interactions, such as communal spaces or break rooms, to encourage spontaneous social exchanges 
among employees.

Lastly, our research offers important practical implications for vocational behavior and career development. We found positive 
associations between initiating intrusions and outcomes that can facilitate career success. Specifically, initiating intrusions was 
positively associated with the social job resources of belongingness and prosocial impact that both reflect the development of re
lationships and the deepening of social connections (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Bolino et al., 2002). Obtaining these social resources 
may help interrupters build social capital essential for career success (Ng & Feldman, 2014). In addition, initiating intrusions was 
positively related to received task support, which may provide interrupters with information and feedback crucial for career devel
opment (Lim et al., 2020). Moreover, initiating intrusions was indirectly positively associated with work engagement via these job 
resources. Work engagement, in turn, is a key factor for career success (Hakanen et al., 2021; Ng & Feldman, 2014) by motivating 
employees to invest in their work and develop themselves (Bakker, 2022). Overall, our results suggest that thoughtfully initiating 
intrusions for good reasons may provide opportunities to boost one's career.

5.4. Conclusion

Past research portrayed intrusions as job demands harming interruptees' work engagement. However, this research neglected that 
intrusions are complex interpersonal phenomena that also involve an interrupter initiating intrusions for various reasons. To account 
for these complexities of intrusions, we expanded the research focus onto the interrupters and their reasons for interrupting. The results 
of our daily diary study showed that intrusions were positively associated with interrupters' work engagement because they 
contributed to the three social job resources received task support, belongingness, and prosocial impact. Altogether, our study allows 
for a better understanding of intrusions by acknowledging the interrupters' perspective, the multidimensionality of intrusions, and the 
positive aspects of intrusions.

Author note

A preliminary version of this paper was presented at the Academy of Management Conference 2024 in Chicago. This research was 
supported by a grant from the German Research Foundation within the Priority Program “Intentional Forgetting in Organisations” 
(SPP 1921; SO 295/10-2) to Sabine Sonnentag. This grant is gratefully acknowledged. We thank Daniel Arh, Tara Duus, Kevin Eng
lowski, and Gian Wiget for their support in data collection.

CRediT authorship contribution statement

Leon Toebben: Writing – review & editing, Writing – original draft, Visualization, Project administration, Methodology, Inves
tigation, Formal analysis, Data curation, Conceptualization. Sabine Sonnentag: Supervision, Project administration, Funding 
acquisition.

Declaration of competing interest

The authors declare the following financial interests/personal relationships which may be considered as potential competing in
terests: Sabine Sonnentag reports financial support was provided by German Research Foundation. If there are other authors, they 
declare that they have no known competing financial interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to influence the work 
reported in this paper.

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2026.104268.

Data availability

Data will be made available on request.

L. Toebben and S. Sonnentag                                                                                                                                                                                        Journal of Vocational Behavior 168 (2026) 104268 

16 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2026.104268


References

Addas, S., & Pinsonneault, A. (2018). E-mail interruptions and individual performance: Is there a silver lining? MIS Quarterly, 42(2), 381–406. https://doi.org/ 
10.25300/MISQ/2018/13157

Allen, J. A., & Lehmann-Willenbrock, N. (2023). The key features of workplace meetings: Conceptualizing the why, how, and what of meetings at work. Organizational 
Psychology Review, 13(4), 355–378. https://doi.org/10.1177/20413866221129231

Allen, T. D., Barnard, S., Rush, M. C., & Russell, J. E. A. (2000). Ratings of organizational citizenship behavior: Does the source make a difference? Human Resource 
Management Review, 10(1), 97–114. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-4822(99)00041-8

Ancona, D. G., Goodman, P. S., Lawrence, B. S., & Tushman, M. L. (2001). Time: A new research lens. Academy of Management Review, 26(4), 645–663. https://doi. 
org/10.5465/amr.2001.5393903

Asparouhov, T., & Muthén, B. (2022). First-order derivative warning message, condition number, and non-identification [Technical note]. Mplus. Retrieved from https:// 
www.statmodel.com/download/ConditionNumber.pdf.

Baethge, A., & Rigotti, T. (2013). Interruptions to workflow: Their relationship with irritation and satisfaction with performance, and the mediating roles of time 
pressure and mental demands. Work and Stress, 27(1), 43–63. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2013.761783

Baethge, A., Rigotti, T., & Roe, R. A. (2015). Just more of the same, or different? An integrative theoretical framework for the study of cumulative interruptions at 
work. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 24(2), 308–323. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432x.2014.897943

Bakker, A. B. (2022). The social psychology of work engagement: State of the field. Career Development International, 27(1), 36–53. https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-08- 
2021-0213

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2007). The job demands-resources model: State of the art. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 22(3), 309–328. https://doi.org/10.1108/ 
02683940710733115

Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Sanz-Vergel, A. (2014). Burnout and work engagement: The JD–R approach. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and 
Organizational Behavior, 1(1), 389–411. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091235

Bakker, A. B., & Oerlemans, W. G. M. (2019). Daily job crafting and momentary work engagement: A self-determination and self-regulation perspective. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 112, 417–430. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.12.005

Bamberger, P. (2009). Employee help-seeking: Antecedents, consequences and new insights for future research. In D. B. Smith, & R. W. Holz (Eds.), Vol. 28. Research in 
personnel and human resources management (pp. 49–98). Emerald Group Publishing Limited. https://doi.org/10.1108/S0742-7301(2009)0000028005. 

Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong. Psychological Bulletin, 117(3), 497–529. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497
Beal, D. J. (2015). ESM 20: State of the art and future potential of experience sampling methods in organizational research. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology 

and Organizational Behavior, 2(1), 383–407. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032414-111335
Beal, D. J., & Ghandour, L. (2011). Stability, change, and the stability of change in daily workplace affect. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 32(4), 526–546. https:// 

doi.org/10.1002/job.713
Beck, J. W., Scholer, A. A., & Hughes, J. (2017). Divergent effects of distance versus velocity disturbances on emotional experiences during goal pursuit. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 102(7), 1109–1123. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000210
Bindl, U. K., Parker, S. K., Sonnentag, S., & Stride, C. B. (2022). Managing your feelings at work, for a reason: The role of individual motives in affect regulation for 

performance-related outcomes at work. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 43(7), 1251–1270. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2628
Bolger, N., Zuckerman, A., & Kessler, R. C. (2000). Invisible support and adjustment to stress. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 79(6), 953–961. https://doi. 

org/10.1037/0022-3514.79.6.953
Bolino, M. C. (1999). Citizenship and impression management: Good soldiers or good actors? Academy of Management Review, 24(1), 82–98. https://doi.org/10.5465/ 

amr.1999.1580442
Bolino, M. C., & Grant, A. M. (2016). The bright side of being prosocial at work, and the dark side, too: A review and agenda for research on other-oriented motives, 

behavior, and impact in organizations. The Academy of Management Annals, 10(1), 599–670. https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2016.1153260
Bolino, M. C., Turnley, W. H., & Bloodgood, J. M. (2002). Citizenship behavior and the creation of social capital in organizations. Academy of Management Review, 27 

(4), 505–522. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2002.7566023
Brislin, R. W. (1970). Back-translation for cross-cultural research. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 1(3), 185–216. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 

135910457000100301
Bush, J. T., Baer, M. D., Welsh, D. T., Outlaw, R., Garud, N., & Sessions, H. (2021). To what do I owe this visit? The drawbacks and benefits of in-role and non-role 

intrusions. Journal of Management, 48(7), 1888–1917. https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063211015288
Chan, D. (2009). So why ask me? Are self-report data really that bad? In C. E. Lance, & R. J. Vandenberg (Eds.), Statistical and methodological myths and urban legends: 

Doctrine, verity and fable in the organizational and social sciences (pp. 309–336). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203867266-22. 
Chiaburu, D. S., & Harrison, D. A. (2008). Do peers make the place? Conceptual synthesis and meta-analysis of coworker effects on perceptions, attitudes, OCBs, and 

performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(5), 1082–1103. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.5.1082
Christian, M. S., Garza, A. S., & Slaughter, J. E. (2011). Work engagement: A quantitative review and test of its relations with task and contextual performance. 

Personnel Psychology, 64(1), 89–136. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2010.01203.x
Colbert, A. E., Bono, J. E., & Purvanova, R. K. (2016). Flourishing via workplace relationships: Moving beyond instrumental support. Academy of Management Journal, 

59(4), 1199–1223. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.0506
Cropanzano, R., Anthony, E. L., Daniels, S. R., & Hall, A. V. (2017). Social exchange theory: A critical review with theoretical remedies. The Academy of Management 

Annals, 11(1), 479–516. https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2015.0099
Deelstra, J. T., Peeters, M. C. W., Schaufeli, W. B., Stroebe, W., Zijlstra, F. R. H., & van Doornen, L. P. (2003). Receiving instrumental support at work: When help is not 

welcome. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(2), 324–331. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.2.324
Demerouti, E., Xanthopoulou, D., & Bakker, A. B. (2018). How do cynical employees serve their customers? A multi-method study. European Journal of Work and 

Organizational Psychology, 27(1), 16–27. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2017.1358165
Dutton, J. E., & Heaphy, E. D. (2003). The power of high-quality connections. In J. E. Dutton, R. E. Quinn, & K. S. Cameron (Eds.), Positive organizational scholarship: 

Foundations of a new discipline (pp. 263–278). Berrett-Koehler Publishers. 
Dutton, J. E., Worline, M. C., Frost, P. J., & Lilius, J. (2006). Explaining compassion organizing. Administrative Science Quarterly, 51(1), 59–96. https://doi.org/ 

10.2189/asqu.51.1.59
Enders, C. K., & Tofighi, D. (2007). Centering predictor variables in cross-sectional multilevel models: A new look at an old issue. Psychological Methods, 12(2), 

121–138. https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.12.2.121
Feldman, D. C. (1984). The development and enforcement of group norms. Academy of Management Review, 9(1), 47–53. https://doi.org/10.2307/258231
Feldman, E., & Greenway, D. (2021). It's a matter of time: The role of temporal perceptions in emotional experiences of work interruptions. Group & Organization 

Management, 46(1), 70–104. https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601120959288
Feldman, E., Reid, E. M., & Mazmanian, M. (2020). Signs of our time: Time-use as dedication, performance, identity, and power in contemporary workplaces. Academy 

of Management Annals, 14(2), 598–626. https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2018.0148
Folger, R., & Cropanzano, R. (2001). Fairness theory: Justice as accountability. In J. Greenberg, & R. Cropanzano (Eds.), Advances in organizational justice (pp. 1–55). 

Stanford University Press. 
Freeman, N., & Muraven, M. (2010). Don’t interrupt me! Task interruption depletes the self’s limited resources.  Motivation and Emotion, 34(3), 230–241. https://doi. 

org/10.1007/s11031-010-9169-6
Freeney, Y., & Fellenz, M. R. (2013). Work engagement, job design and the role of the social context at work: Exploring antecedents from a relational perspective. 

Human Relations, 66(11), 1427–1445. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726713478245

L. Toebben and S. Sonnentag                                                                                                                                                                                        Journal of Vocational Behavior 168 (2026) 104268 

17 

https://doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2018/13157
https://doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2018/13157
https://doi.org/10.1177/20413866221129231
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-4822(99)00041-8
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2001.5393903
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2001.5393903
https://www.statmodel.com/download/ConditionNumber.pdf
https://www.statmodel.com/download/ConditionNumber.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2013.761783
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432x.2014.897943
https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-08-2021-0213
https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-08-2021-0213
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940710733115
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940710733115
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091235
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0742-7301(2009)0000028005
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032414-111335
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.713
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.713
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000210
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2628
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.79.6.953
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.79.6.953
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1999.1580442
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1999.1580442
https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2016.1153260
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2002.7566023
https://doi.org/10.1177/135910457000100301
https://doi.org/10.1177/135910457000100301
https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063211015288
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203867266-22
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.5.1082
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2010.01203.x
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.0506
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2015.0099
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.2.324
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2017.1358165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-8791(26)00062-X/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-8791(26)00062-X/rf0160
https://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.51.1.59
https://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.51.1.59
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.12.2.121
https://doi.org/10.2307/258231
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601120959288
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2018.0148
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-8791(26)00062-X/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-8791(26)00062-X/rf0190
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-010-9169-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-010-9169-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726713478245


Gabriel, A. S., Koopman, J., Rosen, C. C., Arnold, J. D., & Hochwarter, W. A. (2020). Are coworkers getting into the act? An examination of emotion regulation in 
coworker exchanges. Journal of Applied Psychology, 105(8), 907–929. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000473

Gabriel, A. S., Koopman, J., Rosen, C. C., & Johnson, R. E. (2018). Helping others or helping oneself? An episodic examination of the behavioral consequences of 
helping at work. Personnel Psychology, 71(1), 85–107. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12229

Gabriel, A. S., Podsakoff, N. P., Beal, D. J., Scott, B. A., Sonnentag, S., Trougakos, J. P., & Butts, M. M. (2019). Experience sampling methods: A discussion of critical 
trends and considerations for scholarly advancement. Organizational Research Methods, 22(4), 969–1006. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428118802626
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