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Prior research links leader traits and employee health outcomes, but the processes 

connecting leaders’ other-oriented perfectionism (LOOP) to employee presenteeism—

particularly through work–family conflict—are not well understood. Integrating 

Conservation of Resources theory and the scarcity hypothesis, we propose that 

employees’ work–family conflict mediates the relationship between team-level 

perceptions of LOOP and presenteeism. The hypothesis was tested using a multilevel 

mediation model based on a three-wave longitudinal survey collected over six months 

from 483 employees nested within 102 teams. Supporting predictions, shared team 

perceptions of LOOP were positively related to employees’ work–family conflict, 

which, in turn, was positively linked to employees’ presenteeism. These effects were 

observed even after accounting for baseline work–family conflict and presenteeism, 

and other controls (negative affect, general health, workload, job control, and 

demographics). Findings contribute to occupational health psychology, indicating that 

LOOP extends its influence beyond the workplace, impacting employee health and 

family outcomes. 

Keywords: other-oriented perfectionism; work–family conflict; presenteeism; 

conservation of resources theory; multilevel mediation 
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Introduction 

Perfectionism is a personality trait characterised by striving for flawlessness and setting 

exceptionally high standards (Frost et al., 1990). Although often viewed as beneficial in 

achievement contexts (Ozbilir et al., 2015), it is also associated with stress, burnout, and 

impaired wellbeing (Harari et al., 2018; Hill & Curran, 2015). In organisational settings, such 

tendencies shape not only self-regulation but also how individuals evaluate others, reflecting 

the multidimensional nature of perfectionism. Self-oriented perfectionism involves high 

personal standards, whereas other-oriented perfectionism entails imposing unrealistically high 

standards on others and evaluating them critically when those standards are unmet (Hewitt & 

Flett, 1991; Shoss et al., 2015). Despite its relevance in hierarchical relationships (Stoeber et 

al., 2013; Stoeber, 2015), including those analogous to leader–follower exchanges, other-

oriented perfectionism has received comparatively limited attention in organisational research 

(Stoeber, 2015), particularly within leadership contexts (Otto et al., 2021), which is surprising 

given leaders’ central role in shaping expectations and performance norms. 

We therefore examine leaders’ other-oriented perfectionism (LOOP), conceptualised as 

a leader trait, expressed through consistent perfectionistic behaviours toward employees. 

LOOP involves imposing high standards, criticising shortcomings, and maintaining difficult-

to-satisfy expectations (Hewitt & Flett, 1991; Shoss et al., 2015). We measure LOOP at the 

team level, as it captures shared perceptions of leaders’ perfectionistic behaviours and the 

resulting team climate. Shared perceptions are more predictive of employee outcomes than 

isolated experiences (Braun et al., 2013; Sanders & Schyns, 2006), particularly in team 

settings where members share leaders and work environments, fostering consensus about job 

characteristics (Bakker et al., 2023; Demerouti et al., 2001). 

Prior research on LOOP has focused largely on work-based outcomes, such as 

engagement and unethical behaviour (Jiang et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2025), overlooking 
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spillover into non-work domains. This is a critical gap, as work and family are central life 

domains (Mihelič & Tekavčič, 2014), and interference between these roles—work–family 

conflict (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985)—constitutes a hindrance demand that undermines 

individual health, wellbeing, and functioning (Amstad et al., 2011; Brandão & Matias, 2024). 

Leaders shape organisational norms and can foster cultures that value employees’ personal 

lives (Sanz-Vergel & Rodríguez-Muñoz, 2017), reducing the likelihood of work–family 

clashes. Although employees’ own perfectionism predicts work–family conflict (Deuling & 

Burns, 2017; Mitchelson, 2009), less is known about how LOOP shapes experiences across 

domains. We therefore focus on work–family conflict as a key spillover mechanism through 

which resource-draining leader demands extend beyond the workplace and disrupt 

employees’ non-work lives. 

Work–family conflict may, in turn, trigger self-endangering responses to work 

demands, further impairing individual health and wellbeing (Dettmers et al., 2016; Knecht et 

al., 2017). One such outcome is presenteeism, defined as working despite illness (Ruhle et al., 

2020), a prevalent phenomenon (Lohaus & Habermann, 2019) that, although less visible than 

traditional outcomes, has important consequences for productivity and long-term health 

(Arnold, 2016; Skagen & Collins, 2016) and is shaped by leader-driven norms (Dietz et al., 

2020; Whysall et al., 2025). We examine presenteeism as a behavioural, health-related 

outcome through which cross-domain strain reverberates back into the workplace. Together, 

work–family conflict and presenteeism capture a spillover–backloop process through which 

the effects of LOOP unfold across domains. 

Drawing on Conservation of Resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989, 1998, 2001) and 

the scarcity hypothesis (Goode, 1960), we explain how collective perceptions of LOOP 

shapes employees’ experiences across work and home contexts. The COR model outlines the 

principle of resource loss to explain the stress generated by perfectionistic demands (e.g. 
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Deuling & Burns, 2017; Flaxman et al., 2012), while the scarcity hypothesis suggests that 

energy invested in one area (e.g. work), once depleted, is no longer available for other roles 

(e.g. in the home domain; Goode, 1960). We propose that team-level LOOP depletes 

employees’ resources, contributing to higher work–family conflict, which subsequently 

reverberates back into the workplace as self-endangering behaviour in the form of 

presenteeism (Dettmers et al., 2016; Miraglia & Johns, 2016). If LOOP indirectly determines 

working while ill via work–family conflict, it may place employees and their families at risk, 

underscoring the need for healthier and more sustainable workplaces. 

We aim to contribute to leadership literature in three ways. First, we advance leadership 

theory by conceptualising LOOP as a distinct interpersonal trait reflecting leaders’ tendency 

to impose exceptionally high standards on others (Hewitt & Flett, 1991; Shoss et al., 2015). 

While the effects of self-oriented perfectionism have been widely examined (Stoeber, 2015), 

other-oriented perfectionism in leadership contexts remains underexplored (Otto et al., 2021). 

Responding to Ocampo et al.’s (2020) call for an interpersonal approach to perfectionism in 

supervisor–subordinate dynamics, our examination of LOOP offers a more precise 

interpersonal mechanism for understanding how leaders influence employee experiences 

across work and home domains. 

Second, we extend leadership research by conceptualising LOOP as a resource-

depleting interpersonal demand that operates across domains. Integrating COR theory 

(Hobfoll, 1989, 1998, 2001) and the scarcity hypothesis (Goode, 1960), we test a spillover–

backloop process whereby collective perceptions of LOOP deplete resources, spill over into 

the home domain to generate work–family conflict and subsequently loop back into the 

workplace as health-related attendance behaviours. In doing so, we move beyond prior 

research focused largely on individual and job-related predictors of work–family conflict and 
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presenteeism (Johns, 2011; Miller et al., 2022), highlighting team-level LOOP as an 

underexplored driver of cross-domain strain and its spillover–backloop dynamics. 

Third, using a three-wave multilevel design, we investigate how team-level perceptions 

of LOOP (Time 1) shape individual employees’ work–family conflict (Time 2) and 

presenteeism (Time 3). Examining team-level LOOP responds to calls for multilevel 

approaches to workplace stress that recognise leaders as key drivers of collective demands, 

resources, and coping (Bakker et al., 2023; Sanz-Vergel & Rodríguez-Muñoz, 2017), and 

extends research on social antecedents of health-related attendance behaviours (Miraglia & 

Johns, 2021; Patel et al., 2023), moving beyond the field’s traditional individual-level focus 

(Bakker et al., 2023). 

Theoretical framework and hypotheses 

LOOP is expressed through critical evaluations and high-pressure demands, frequently 

resulting in employees being criticised for imperfections (Hewitt & Flett, 1991; Song et al., 

2022; Stoeber, 2015). Other-oriented perfectionists often exhibit narcissistic and antisocial 

tendencies, such as low helping, low collaboration, and a lack of empathy (Stoeber, 2015), 

which in leadership contexts may contribute to employee resource depletion (Xu et al., 2022). 

Hill and Curran (2015) found perfectionistic tendencies were associated with increased 

employee fatigue and stress. Research further indicates that negative leader characteristics can 

drain employees’ energy and resources (Al-Hawari et al., 2020; Carlson et al., 2012).  

According to COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989), individuals strive to acquire and retain 

resources that aid goal achievement, and experience stress when resources are lost or 

threatened. Resources include energy, time, skills or support (Hobfoll, 2001). Resource loss 

or threat prompts defensiveness and efforts to protect remaining resources (Halbesleben et al., 

2014). Resource scarcity makes individuals more vulnerable to further losses, potentially 

resulting in escalating “resource loss spirals” (Hobfoll, 1998; Hobfoll et al., 2018). COR 
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theory is an established framework used to explain work–family conflict, since resources 

such as energy or time are lost in the process of juggling work and family responsibilities 

(Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999).  

We propose that team-level perceptions of LOOP serve as a workplace stressor that 

depletes employees’ resources, triggering a loss spiral that extends into the home domain. 

Following Goode’s (1960) scarcity hypothesis, which emphasises the finite nature of 

resources allocated across roles, we argue that the high demands associated with LOOP 

intensify competition between work and family roles, increasing the likelihood of inter-role 

conflict when resources are limited (MacEwen & Barling, 1994; Williams et al., 1991). 

Striving to meet leaders’ excessively high standards consumes substantial resources, leaving 

employees with insufficient capacity to fulfil family responsibilities. Moreover, to avoid 

negative evaluations, employees may prioritise work over family, further constraining 

resources available for non-work roles and exacerbating work–family conflict. This pattern 

reflects spillover from work to family, whereby resource depletion in the work domain 

undermines functioning in non-work roles. Consistent with this reasoning, demands in one 

domain hinder functioning in another, generating work–family conflict (Carlson et al., 2012; 

Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). 

H1: Team-level LOOP (T1) positively relates to employees’ work–family conflict (T2). 

Work–family conflict is associated with psychological distress, life dissatisfaction, 

depressive symptoms, anxiety (Amstad et al., 2011; Kinnunen et al., 2004), and a range of 

strain-based health outcomes (Allen et al., 2000), including fatigue (Jansen et al., 2003), 

somatic complaints (Adams & Jex, 1999), and overall physical ill-health (Grandey & 

Cropanzano, 1999). Such deterioration in health and wellbeing may feed back into the 

workplace and trigger presenteeism from a health-impairment perspective (Demerouti et al., 

2009; Miraglia & Johns, 2016). In other words, strain spilling over from the work–family 
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interface back into the work domain may increase susceptibility to illness and the likelihood 

of working while ill. Reduced recovery associated with sustained work–family conflict may 

further deplete resources and reinforce this process (Demerouti et al., 2013). 

This resource depletion process can be further explained by COR theory (Hobfoll, 

1989), widely used to explain the antecedents and outcomes of presenteeism (Chen et al., 

2021; Demerouti et al., 2009). Employees experiencing resource loss feel unable to cope with 

additional demands and may feel compelled to work while ill to avoid further losses, such as 

workload build-up, job loss, or disappointing others, including the supervisor (Lu et al., 2013; 

McGregor et al., 2016). In other words, work–family conflict drains personal resources, and 

resource scarcity (Goode, 1960) may elicit protective strategies such as presenteeism, 

whereby employees go to work to manage outstanding tasks and prevent further disruption to 

their job or private life (Lack, 2011). While presenteeism may help protect immediate work-

related goals, it is a maladaptive coping strategy that can be detrimental to health and long-

term work capacity (Dettmers et al., 2016). This helps explain why work–family conflict 

precedes presenteeism: when work and family demands compete, employees first experience 

strain as resources become depleted. Subsequently, they are likely to adopt behavioural 

coping responses, such as attending work while ill, in an attempt to regain resources in the 

work domain (Dettmers et al., 2016; Knecht et al., 2017). Empirical and meta-analytic 

evidence confirms higher levels of work–family conflict results in greater presenteeism 

(Miraglia & Johns, 2016; Robertson et al., 2012): 

H2: Employees’ work–family conflict (T2) positively relates to employees’ 

presenteeism (T3). 

Consistent with COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989), team-level LOOP operates as a workplace 

stressor that accelerates resource loss, as the pressure to meet leaders’ excessively high 

standards consumes employees’ time, energy, and emotional resources (Al-Hawari et al., 
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2020; Carlson et al., 2012). This may leave insufficient resources for family responsibilities, 

heightening work–family conflict (Amstad et al., 2011; Kinnunen et al., 2004) and reflecting 

a spillover effect consistent with Goode’s (1960) role strain argument. This cross-domain 

resource depletion increases employees’ vulnerability to experiencing resource loss spirals 

(Hobfoll, 1998, 2001). Under such conditions, employees may continue working while ill 

(i.e. engage in presenteeism) to avoid further resource loss (e.g. reduced job security or 

supervisor dissatisfaction), especially in the case of highly demanding leaders (Lu et al., 

2013; McGregor et al., 2016), illustrating a backloop into workplace behaviour. Accordingly:  

H3: Employees’ work–family conflict (T2) mediates the positive relationship between 

team-level LOOP (T1) and employees’ presenteeism (T3). 

Methods 

Procedure 

Data were collected from part-time and full-time administrative and clerical teams at 

UK universities and colleges, characterised by customer-focused roles, high service demands, 

and frequent employee–team leader interactions. A three-wave survey design at three-month 

intervals (February–August 2024) spaced measurements to reduce common method bias and 

minimise attrition (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Of eighteen organisations approached, five agreed 

to participate. We ensured confidentiality and anonymity of the data and gained approval 

from the Human Resources (HR) departments. Eligible teams were well-established, worked 

towards common goals and had a co-located manager or team leader. Participants received an 

individualised code to facilitate matching responses across waves. 

Participants 

With the assistance of HR departments, we initially contacted 135 teams comprising 

650 employees. At Time 1, 616 employees responded (response rate = 94%), and at Time 2, 

564 employees completed the survey (response rate = 91%). Independent two-tailed t-tests 
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comparing employees who completed both Time 1 and Time 2 with those who dropped out 

after Time 1 revealed no significant differences in LOOP (t(302) = –0.28, p = .59) or work–

family conflict (t(363) = 0.77, p = .44). 

At Time 3, responses were obtained from 502 employees who had also participated at 

Time 1 and Time 2 (response rate = 89%). Independent t-tests and chi-square tests comparing 

employees who participated at Time 3 with those who did not revealed no significant 

differences in age (t(543) = 0.75, p = .45), gender (χ²(1, N = 564) = 0.12, p = .72), team 

tenure (t(415) = –0.33, p = .74), parental status (χ²(1, N = 494) = 0.72, p = .39), negative 

affect (t(414) = 0.56, p = .58), workload (t(328) = –0.98, p = .33), job control (t(406) = 1.52, 

p = .22), general health (t(522) = –0.41, p = .81), or presenteeism (t(231) = –0.38, p = .25). 

Additionally, Little’s (1988) omnibus test was non-significant (χ²(9) = 5.33, p = .14), 

suggesting attrition did not bias the analyses. 

When matching responses across three waves and teams, we excluded participants who 

transitioned into leadership roles, teams with leadership changes, employees missing Time 1 

leader perfectionism data, and employees who changed teams. The final sample comprised 

483 employees nested within 102 teams with complete data across all three waves. 

Teams ranged from four to five employees, with an average participation of 3.7 

members per team (minimum of three required for reliable aggregation). Mean participant 

age was 38.4 years (SD = 7.7); team tenure 2.33 years (SD = 1.88); and occupational tenure 

6.4 years (SD = 3.2). Participants worked an average of 38.6 hours per week (SD = 5.4), 91% 

on permanent contracts; 57% were female and 64% had at least one child. Roles included 

Student Recruitment Coordinator, International Student Compliance Administrator, and Visa 

and Immigration Officer. 
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Measures 

LOOP (Time 1) 

An adapted version of Hewitt and Flett’s (1991) five-item scale replaced “I” with “my 

leader” to capture employees’ perceptions of LOOP.  Sample items included: “My leader has 

high expectations for the people who are important to him/her” and “My leader cannot be 

bothered with people who will not strive to better themselves.” Items were rated on a 7-point 

Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).  

The LOOP variable represents employees’ collective perceptions of their leader’s 

perfectionism at team level. To justify aggregation, we calculated intraclass correlations 

(ICC(1) and ICC(2)) and the reliability of team means (Bliese, 2000), rwg(j) as a measure of 

agreement within teams (James et al., 1984), and F-tests indicating whether average scores 

differed significantly across teams. Results supported aggregation: reliability was high at both 

the individual-level (α = .92) and group-level (α = .88), ICC(1) = .14, F (113, 578) = 2.33, p 

< .001, ICC(2) = .76, and rwg = .88 (range = .82–.94). ICC(1) values ≥ .05 and ICC(2) values 

≥ .70 indicate sufficient between-group variability and reliability (LeBreton & Senter, 2008), 

supporting the aggregation of LOOP at the team level. 

Work–family conflict (Time 1 and Time 2) 

Nine items from Carlson et al. (2000) measured work–family conflict at Time 1 and 

Time 2. Sample items included: “My work keeps me from my family activities more than I 

like” and “When I get home from work, I am often too frazzled to participate in family 

activities/responsibilities.” Participants indicated agreement with each item on a 5-point 

Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha for 

the work–family conflict scale were .90 at Time 1 and .93 at Time 2. 
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Presenteeism (Time 2 and Time 3) 

Presenteeism was measured at Time 2 and Time 3 using a single item, “Over the last 3 

months how many working days have you been coming to work through illness or injury?” 

following established approaches in the literature (Johns, 2011; Ruhle et al., 2020). We 

utilised a 3-month period to enhance memory recall (Ruhle et al., 2020) and align with the 

survey interval. 

Control variables (Time 1) 

We controlled for age (in years), gender (0 = female, 1 = male), and team tenure, as 

these variables have shown meta-analytic associations with presenteeism (Miraglia & Johns, 

2016). Given that work–family conflict is influenced by family responsibilities (Michel et al., 

2011), parental status (0 = no children, 1 = has children) was also included as a control 

variable. To account for dispositional negativity that may bias employees’ perceptions of 

leader perfectionism, we controlled for negative affect using 10 items from the Positive and 

Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988). Participants rated the extent to 

which each adjective described their general affective state on a 5-point Likert scale ranging 

from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely). Sample items included “distressed,” “upset,” and 

“irritable.” The scale demonstrated good reliability (Cronbach’s α = .88). 

We further controlled for team-level workload and job control, as variation in these 

factors may explain the LOOP–presenteeism relationship (Miraglia & Johns, 2016). 

Workload was measured using a 5-item scale from Spector and Jex (1998) on a 5-point Likert 

scale ranging from 1 (less than once per month or never) to 5 (several times per day). A 

sample item is: “How often does your job leave you with little time to get things done?” The 

scale showed good reliability (α = .87) and justified aggregation to the team level: ICC(1) = 

.11, F (104, 455) = 2.66, p < .001, ICC(2) = .71. 
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Job control was measured using a 3-item scale based on Karasek’s (1985) Job Content 

Instrument, rated on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (almost never) to 4 (very often). A 

sample item is: “On my job, I have freedom to decide how I do my work.” The scale 

demonstrated acceptable reliability (α = .77) and supported aggregation to the team-level: 

ICC(1) = .18, F (122, 482) = 2.11, p < .001, ICC(2) = .77. 

Finally, general health was included, as poor health at Time 1 may influence 

presenteeism at Time 3 independently of LOOP. A single item was taken from the 

Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire (Pejtersen et al., 2010): “In general, how would you 

say your health is?”, rated on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent). 

Analysis 

To ensure the temporal precedence of team-level LOOP and employees’ work–family 

conflict over employees’ presenteeism, we controlled for work–family conflict at Time 1 and 

presenteeism at Time 2. Group-level variables like LOOP were aggregated using the full 

dataset, requiring at least three responses per group.  

The data had a nested structure, that is, employees (Level 1) nested within teams (Level 

2). Therefore, we assessed if multilevel model is justified based on our data. For this purpose, 

we calculated ICC(1) values (LeBreton & Senter, 2008), which indicated small to medium 

effects of team membership on work–family conflict at Time 2 (ICC(1) = .14, F(115, 633) = 

1.83, p < .05) and presenteeism at Time 3 (ICC(1) = .10, F(103, 488) = 1.67, p < .05). Given 

the effects of team membership on work–family conflict and presenteeism of this study, 

multilevel analysis is deemed acceptable (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). Multilevel analysis 

was conducted using Mplus 7.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2015). 

Hypotheses were tested via a cross cluster-level mediation model with a 2-1-1 design 

(Pituch & Stapleton, 2012), which examined the impact of a Level 2 variable (i.e. LOOP) on 

a Level 1 mediator (i.e. work–family conflict), which in turn is related to a Level 1 outcome 
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(i.e. presenteeism). This approach accounts for the nested structure of the data and allows us 

to test how team-level LOOP shapes a shared team climate, which in turn influences 

individual-level outcomes such as work–family conflict and presenteeism. The model 

assumes that the paths a1 and a2 are equal, which facilitates the differentiation between the 

within-team indirect effect (denoted by ab1) and the unique between-team indirect effect (also 

referred to as the contextual effect, denoted by ab2; Pituch & Stapleton, 2012).  

The theoretical model emphasises the within-team indirect effect (cross-cluster 

mediation), suggesting that LOOP influences absolute levels of presenteeism through 

absolute levels of work–family conflict. We also report the between-team indirect effect for 

transparency (see Figure 1). 

[Insert Figure 1 about here] 

The model included LOOP as a between-level predictor, work–family conflict as the 

mediator, and presenteeism as the outcome. Between-level controls were team workload, 

team job control, and average team tenure, with the team aggregate of work–family conflict 

at Time 2 (𝑀̅ij) included to capture between-team effects. Within-level variables included 

work–family conflict at Time 1 and Time 2 (Mij), presenteeism at Time 2 and Time 3 (Yij), 

and controls for age, gender, parental status, negative affect, and general health. 

Before conducting the analyses, all Level 2 variables (i.e. LOOP, workload, job control, 

and team tenure) were grand-mean centred (Aiken & West, 1991). In line with 

recommendations by Enders and Tofighi (2007) for models focusing on Level 2 predictors, 

all continuous Level 1 variables (i.e. work–family conflict, presenteeism, age, negative affect, 

and general health) were also grand-mean centred. Binary variables (i.e. gender and parental 

status) were left uncentred. This approach allowed us to estimate the Level 2 effect of LOOP 

while accounting for individual differences at Level 1 (i.e. cross-cluster effects on employee 

presenteeism). Given the non-normal continuous nature of the outcome (Johns, 2011), we 
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used robust weighted least squares mean- and variance-adjusted (WLSMV) estimator with 

full information in Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2015), which is appropriate for mixed 

measurement scales and non-normal data (e.g. Nielsen et al., 2019). 

Results 

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations for all study variables. 

As expected in this three-wave design, the focal constructs showed moderate temporal 

stability: work–family conflict and presenteeism were significantly correlated across adjacent 

waves (work–family conflict T1–T2: r = .41, p < .05; presenteeism T2–T3: r = .39, p < .05). 

Team-level LOOP at Time 1 was positively related to employees’ work–family conflict at 

Time 2 (r = .27, p < .01), and work–family conflict at Time 2 was positively related to 

presenteeism at Time 3 (r = .48, p < .05). 

[Insert Table 1 about here] 

Results of the multilevel path model 

Details of the multilevel confirmatory factor analyses are provided in supplemental 

material (Table S1). The hypothesised three-factor model demonstrated good fit to the data 

(χ² = 255.19, df = 88, p < .01, CFI = .94, TLI = .91, RMSEA = .05) and fit the data 

significantly better than the alternative one- and two-factor models.  

Table 2 presents the multilevel path analysis results. Autoregressive paths were 

significant (work–family conflict T1 → T2: γ = .40, p < .01; presenteeism T2 → T3: γ = .35, 

p < .001), indicating that prior levels predicted subsequent levels. All Time 1 control 

variables were included in the models; of these, workload (γ = .13, p < .05), negative affect (γ 

= .14, p < .05), and general health (γ = –.17, p < .01) showed significant associations with 

presenteeism at Time 3. Team-level LOOP at Time 1 positively predicted employees’ work–

family conflict at Time 2 (γ = .47, p < .01, 95% CI [0.21, 0.66]), supporting Hypothesis 1. 

[Insert Table 2 about here] 
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Controlling for Time 1 variables, work–family conflict at Time 2 positively predicted 

presenteeism at Time 3 (γ = .36, p < .001, 95% CI [0.15, 0.73]), supporting Hypothesis 2. The 

within-team indirect effect of LOOP on presenteeism via work–family conflict was 

significant (γ = .17, p < .05, 95% CI [0.06, 0.33]), confirming work–family conflict as a 

mediator and supporting Hypothesis 3. 

As a robustness check, we tested a reverse model in which presenteeism (T2) predicted 

work–family conflict (T3). This relationship was not significant (γ = .13, SE = .21, p = .10), 

providing no support for the reverse pathway and supporting the hypothesised direction. 

Discussion 

This multilevel study examined how team-level perceptions of LOOP trigger a 

spillover–backloop process, in which resource depletion spills over into work–family conflict 

and subsequently feeds back into the workplace as presenteeism. Findings suggest that shared 

perceptions of leaders’ perfectionist behaviours toward employees are associated with higher 

work–family conflict and, in turn, presenteeism, highlighting the broader interpersonal 

impact of LOOP on employees’ personal lives and wellbeing. 

Our research advances leadership theory by positioning LOOP as a distinct and 

underexplored interpersonal leadership trait. Unlike dark-side traits and leadership styles that 

rely on dominance, self-focused motives, or control (e.g. authoritarian, narcissistic, or 

abusive leadership; Schaubroeck et al., 2017; Schyns & Schilling, 2013; Tepper, 2000), 

LOOP operates through perfectionistic demands directed toward employees, expressed via 

excessive standards, criticism, and dissatisfaction with others’ performance (Hewitt & Flett, 

1991; Shoss et al., 2015). By conceptualising LOOP as an interpersonal driver of workplace 

dynamics, this study extends leadership theory beyond traditional power- or motivation-based 

frameworks and highlights how LOOP is associated with employee-level outcomes. The 

present study contributes to a relational view of leadership (Ocampo et al., 2020) by showing 



17 
 

how collective perceptions of LOOP reflect an interpersonal dynamic that is expressed and 

experienced in leader–follower relationships. 

Grounded in COR theory and the scarcity hypothesis, this study identifies team-level 

LOOP as an indirect predictor of employees’ presenteeism via work–family conflict, 

uncovering a cross-domain spillover–backloop process linking work and home domains. 

Consistent with COR theory (Hobfoll, 1998), team-level perceptions of LOOP are associated 

with resource loss and a spiral of depletion among employees (Hobfoll et al., 2018). As 

employees invest substantial energy in meeting these high standards, fewer resources remain 

available for family responsibilities (Goode, 1960), which is linked to higher work-family 

conflict. This reflects a spillover process, whereby strain originating in the work domain 

extends into employees’ non-work lives. In turn, to protect remaining work-related 

resources—such as maintaining performance or avoiding negative evaluations from 

supervisors—employees may engage in self-endangering behaviours, such as attending work 

while ill (Dettmers et al., 2016; Knecht et al., 2017), illustrating a backloop process in which 

strain from the work–family interface feeds back into workplace behaviour. Accordingly, 

work–family conflict operates as a mediating mechanism between team-level LOOP and 

individual presenteeism. In doing so, we respond to calls for deeper examination of how 

leader behaviours—and the underlying traits, such as LOOP—influence employee wellbeing 

(Inceoglu et al., 2018), highlighting the role of work–family dynamics in cross-domain 

processes. 

Our study also advances leadership research methodologically and conceptually by 

employing a multilevel framework (Bakker et al., 2023; Sanz-Vergel & Rodríguez-Muñoz, 

2017) to examine associations between shared team-level perceptions of LOOP and 

individual employees’ work–family conflict and presenteeism. Leadership processes unfold 

within collective contexts, yet prior meta-analyses on work–family conflict have rarely 
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accounted for team-level factors or leader traits (Michel et al., 2011; Miller et al., 2022). 

While previous research has shown that transformational (Hammond et al., 2015) and servant 

(Tang et al., 2016) leadership are linked to lower work–family conflict, our findings extend 

this by indicating that LOOP tendencies are associated with higher levels of employee work–

family conflict and subsequent presenteeism. By adopting a multilevel design, this study 

responds to calls within leadership research (Bliese et al., 2002; Yammarino & Dansereau, 

2008) to examine how leaders relate to shared team climates and their associations with 

individual experiences and health-related outcomes. 

Finally, our findings contribute to research on leadership and presenteeism, extending 

the study of social antecedents of health-related attendance behaviours (Miraglia & Johns, 

2021; Patel et al., 2023). Prior work links presenteeism to leaders’ attendance behaviour 

(Dietz et al., 2020), leadership styles (Miraglia & Johns, 2016; Nielsen & Daniels, 2016), and 

leader–follower relationships (Wang et al., 2018). Our results indicate that shared perceptions 

of high expectations and critical demands toward others are associated with presenteeism via 

work–family dynamics, suggesting that presenteeism is shaped not only by supervisor 

modelling (Dietz et al., 2020) or direct pressure (Nielsen & Daniels, 2016; Wang et al., 2018), 

but also by broader relational and spillover processes. 

Practical implications 

The study highlights unintended negative effects of LOOP on employees’ work–family 

conflict and presenteeism. Organisations should use 360-degree leadership assessments to 

identify leaders with LOOP traits and support them with training to tolerate errors, encourage 

experimentation, deliver constructive feedback, and foster a safe, motivating environment 

(Xu et al., 2022). Training on work–family dynamics can help leaders model positive 

behaviours and reduce work-life conflict (Sanz-Vergel & Rodríguez-Muñoz, 2017). 

Additionally, leaders prone to LOOP should be encouraged to take microbreaks for relaxation 
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and socialising to help manage irrational beliefs and reduce perfectionist rumination (Kim et 

al., 2018). 

To address presenteeism, organisational policies can encourage employees to prioritise 

health via wellness programs, mental health initiatives, and clear communication about the 

importance of sick leave (Kinman & Grant, 2021). Policies should discourage a presenteeism 

culture that promotes an “always on” mentality, rather than facilitating disclosure of illness 

and taking sick leave when needed (Ruhle & Süß, 2020). Targeted interventions, including 

stress management workshops and resilience training, can further support employees most 

affected by LOOP to mitigate negative effects and enhance employee wellbeing. 

Limitations and directions for future research 

Some limitations should be noted. First, all variables were self-reported, which may 

introduce common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). To mitigate, we employed a three-

wave longitudinal design. Future research could incorporate multiple data sources—e.g. 

supervisors’ self-ratings of LOOP and peer or supervisor assessments of employee 

presenteeism. Second, presenteeism was assessed using a single self-report item over a 3-

month period. While this approach shows acceptable reliability (r = .79; Miraglia & Johns, 

2016) and may reduce recall bias compared to longer timeframes (Johns, 2010), the optimal 

recall period is unclear (Ruhle et al., 2020). Future research could explore the effects of 

different timeframes. Third, we did not measure employees’ self-oriented perfectionism, 

which may inflate relationships between key variables. We partially addressed this by 

controlling for negative affect (Hummel et al., 2023; Stoeber et al., 2014) and aggregating 

LOOP to the team level. Particularly, examining team-level LOOP contributes to reduce 

individual biases and capture shared perceptions of leadership. Future research should assess 

employees’ self-oriented perfectionism and explore potential moderators, such as coworker or 

team support. Fourth, although LOOP is a distinct leader trait reflecting externally directed 
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perfectionistic standards, its behaviours (e.g. criticism or pressure) may resemble other 

negative leadership constructs, such as abusive supervision or authoritarian leadership. Future 

research could directly compare these constructs to clarify LOOP’s incremental validity and 

conceptual distinctiveness. Finally, the sample may limit generalisability. Future research 

could examine high-stress sectors (e.g. healthcare, IT, or finance), where pressure may 

augment LOOP and its negative effects. 

Conclusion 

This study indicates that team-level perceptions of LOOP deplete employees’ resources, 

which is linked to higher presenteeism via work–family conflict. The findings suggest that 

other-oriented perfectionism is not only an interpersonal leadership trait but also has broader 

implications for employees’ family lives, reflecting spillover from work to non-work domains 

and a subsequent loop back into health-related attendance behaviours. Organisations can 

mitigate these effects through targeted leader interventions and employee stress management 

support, thereby reducing work–family conflict and promoting healthier workplaces. 

Acknowledgements 

Financial support from the authors’ institution facilitated this research. For the purpose of 

open access, the author has applied a CC BY public copyright licence to any Author Accepted 

Manuscript version arising from this submission. 

Disclosure statement 

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors. 

Funding 

This research received internal institutional funding. 

Data availability statement 

Data supporting the findings of this study are available from the authors upon reasonable 

request. 



21 
 

References 

Adams, G. A., & Jex, S. M. (1999). Relationships between time management, control, work–

family conflict, and strain. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 4(1), 72–

77. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.4.1.72 

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and interpreting interactions. 

Sage Publications. 

Al-Hawari, M. A., Bani-Melhem, S., & Quratulain, S. (2020). Do frontline employees cope 

effectively with abusive supervision and customer incivility? Testing the effect of 

employee resilience. Journal of Business and Psychology, 35(2), 223–

240. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-019-09621-2  

Allen, T. D., Herst, D. E. L., Bruck, C. S., & Sutton, M. (2000). Consequences associated 

with work-to-family conflict: A review and agenda for future research. Journal of 

Occupational Health Psychology, 5(2), 278–308. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-

8998.5.2.278  

Amstad, F. T., Meier, L. L., Fasel, U., Elfering, A., & Semmer, N. K. (2011). A meta-analysis 

of work–family conflict and various outcomes with a special emphasis on cross-domain 

versus matching-domain relations. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 16(2), 

151–169. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022170 

Arnold, D. (2016). Determinants of the annual duration of sickness presenteeism: Empirical 

evidence from European data. Labour, 30(2), 198–212. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/labr.12053 

Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Sanz-Vergel, A. (2023). Job demands–resources theory: Ten 

years later. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 

10(1), 25–53. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-120920-053933  

Bliese, P. D. (2000). Within-group agreement, non-independence, and reliability: 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/1076-8998.4.1.72
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1007/s10869-019-09621-2
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/1076-8998.5.2.278
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/1076-8998.5.2.278
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0022170
https://doi.org/10.1111/labr.12053
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-120920-053933


22 
 

Implications for data aggregation and analysis. In K. J. Klein & S. W. J. Kozlowski 

(Eds.), Multilevel theory, research, and methods in organisations: Foundations, 

extensions, and new directions (pp. 349–381). Jossey-Bass. 

Bliese, P. D., Halverson, R. R., & Schriesheim, C. A. (2002). Benchmarking multilevel 

methods in leadership: The articles, the model, and the data set. The Leadership 

Quarterly, 13(1), 3–14. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(01)00101-1 

Brandão, L., & Matias, M. (2024). Organizational and individual resources as buffers of 

work–family conflict linkages to affect: An application of the job demands and 

resources health impairment model. Administrative Sciences, 14(4), 68. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci14040068 

Braun, S., Peus, C., Weisweiler, S., & Frey, D. (2013). Transformational leadership, job 

satisfaction, and team performance: A multilevel mediation model of trust. The 

Leadership Quarterly, 24(1), 270–283. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.11.006 

Carlson, D., Ferguson, M., Hunter, E., & Whitten, D. (2012). Abusive supervision and work–

family conflict: The path through emotional labor and burnout. The Leadership 

Quarterly, 23(5), 849–859. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.05.003  

Carlson, D. S., Kacmar, K. M., & Williams, L. J. (2000). Construction and initial validation 

of a multidimensional measure of work–family conflict. Journal of Vocational 

Behavior, 56(2), 249–276. https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1999.1713  

Chen, J. W., Lu, L., & Cooper, C. L. (2021). The compensatory protective effects of social 

support at work in presenteeism during the coronavirus disease pandemic. Frontiers in 

Psychology, 12, Article 643437. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.643437 

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Nachreiner, F., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2001). The job demands–

resources model of burnout. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 499–

512. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/S1048-9843(01)00101-1
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci14040068
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.11.006
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.05.003
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1006/jvbe.1999.1713
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.643437
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499


23 
 

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., & Sanz-Vergel, A. I. (2013). Recovery and work-life interface. 

In D. A. Major & R. Burke (Eds.), Handbook of work–life integration among 

professionals: Challenges and opportunities (pp. 225–244). Edward Elgar 

Publishing. https://doi.org/10.4337/9781781009291.00022 

Demerouti, E., Le Blanc, P. M., Bakker, A. B., Schaufeli, W. B., & Hox, J. (2009). Present but 

sick: A three-wave study on job demands, presenteeism and burnout. Career 

Development International, 14(1), 50–68. https://doi.org/10.1108/13620430910933574 

Dettmers, J., Deci, N., Baeriswyl, S., Berset, M., & Krause, A. (2016). Self-endangering 

work behavior. In M. Wiencke, M. Cacace, & S. Fischer (Eds.), Healthy at work—

Interdisciplinary perspectives (pp. 37–51). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-

319-32331-2_4 

Deuling, J. K., & Burns, L. (2017). Perfectionism and work–family conflict: Self-esteem and 

self-efficacy as mediator. Personality and Individual Differences, 116, 326–330. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.05.013  

Dietz, C., Zacher, H., Scheel, T., Otto, K., & Rigotti, T. (2020). Leaders as role models: 

Effects of leader presenteeism on employee presenteeism and sick leave. Work & 

Stress, 34(3), 300–322. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2020.1728420  

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 

Flaxman, P. E., Ménard, J., Bond, F. W., & Kinman, G. (2012). Academics’ experiences of a 

respite from work: Effects of self-critical perfectionism and perseverative cognition on 

postrespite well-being. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(4), 854–

865. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028055  

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.4337/9781781009291.00022
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1108/13620430910933574
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-32331-2_4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-32331-2_4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.05.013
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/02678373.2020.1728420
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/1082-989X.12.2.121
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0028055


24 
 

Frost, R. O., Marten, P., Lahart, C., & Rosenblate, R. (1990). The dimensions of 

perfectionism. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 14(5), 449–468. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01172967  

Goode, W. J. (1960). A theory of role strain. American Sociological Review, 25(4), 483–496. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/2092933 

Grandey, A. A., & Cropanzano, R. (1999). The conservation of resources model applied to 

work–family conflict and strain. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 54(2), 350–

370. https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1998.1666  

Greenhaus, J. H., & Beutell, N. J. (1985). Sources of conflict between work and family 

roles. The Academy of Management Review, 10(1), 76–

88. https://doi.org/10.2307/258214  

Halbesleben, J. R. B., Neveu, J.-P., Paustian-Underdahl, S. C., & Westman, M. (2014). 

Getting to the “COR”: Understanding the role of resources in conservation of resources 

theory. Journal of Management, 40(5), 1334–

1364. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314527130  

Hammond, M., Cleveland, J. N., O'Neill, J. W., Stawski, R. S., & Jones Tate, A. (2015). 

Mediators of transformational leadership and the work–family relationship. Journal of 

Managerial Psychology, 30(4), 454–469. https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-10-2011-0090  

Harari, D., Swider, B. W., Steed, L. B., & Breidenthal, A. P. (2018). Is perfect good? A meta-

analysis of perfectionism in the workplace. Journal of Applied Psychology, 103(10), 

1121–1144. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000324 

Hewitt, P. L., & Flett, G. L. (1991). Perfectionism in the self and social contexts: 

Conceptualization, assessment, and association with psychopathology. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 60(3), 456–470. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-

3514.60.3.456  

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01172967
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.2307/2092933
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1006/jvbe.1998.1666
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.2307/258214
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1177/0149206314527130
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1108/JMP-10-2011-0090
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000324
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.60.3.456
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.60.3.456


25 
 

Hill, A. P., & Curran, T. (2015). Multidimensional perfectionism and burnout: A meta-

analysis. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 20(3), 269–288. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868315596286 

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of resources: A new attempt at conceptualizing 

stress. American Psychologist, 44(3), 513–524. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-

066X.44.3.513  

Hobfoll, S. E. (1998). Stress, culture, and community: The psychology and philosophy of 

stress. Plenum Press. 

Hobfoll, S. E. (2001). The influence of culture, community, and the nested-self in the stress 

process: Advancing Conservation of Resources theory. Applied Psychology: An 

International Review, 50(3), 337–421. https://doi.org/10.1111/1464-0597.00062  

Hobfoll, S. E., Halbesleben, J., Neveu, J.-P., & Westman, M. (2018). Conservation of 

resources in the organizational context: The reality of resources and their 

consequences. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational 

Behavior, 5, 103–128. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640  

Hummel, J., Cludius, B., Woud, M. L., Holdenrieder, J., Mende, N., Huber, V., Limburg, K., 

& Takano, K. (2023). The causal relationship between perfectionism and negative 

affect: Two experimental studies. Personality and Individual Differences, 200, 111895. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2022.111895 

Inceoglu, I., Thomas, G., Chu, C., Plans, D., & Gerbasi, A. (2018). Leadership behavior and 

employee well-being: An integrated review and a future research agenda. The 

Leadership Quarterly, 29(1), 179–202. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.12.006  

James, L. R., Demaree, R. G., & Wolf, G. (1984). Estimating within-group interrater 

reliability with and without response bias. Journal of Applied Psychology, 69(1), 85–

98. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.69.1.85  

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1177/1088868315596286
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0003-066X.44.3.513
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0003-066X.44.3.513
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1111/1464-0597.00062
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2022.111895
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.12.006
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0021-9010.69.1.85


26 
 

Jansen, N. W., Kant, I., Kristensen, T. S., & Nijhuis, F. J. (2003). Antecedents and 

consequences of work–family conflict: A prospective cohort study. Journal of 

Occupational and Environmental Medicine, 45(5), 479–491. 

https://doi.org/10.1097/01.jom.0000063626.37065.e8 

Jiang, F., Zhang, W., Zhang, H., & Zhang, Z. (2024). Why does a leader’s other-oriented 

perfectionism lead employees to do bad things? Examining the role of moral 

disengagement and moral identity. Frontiers in Psychology, 15, Article 

1290233. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1290233 

Johns, G. (2010). Presenteeism in the workplace: A review and research agenda. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 31(4), 519–542. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.630 

Johns, G. (2011). Attendance dynamics at work: The antecedents and correlates of 

presenteeism, absenteeism, and productivity loss. Journal of Occupational Health 

Psychology, 16(4), 483–500. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025153  

Karasek, R. A. (1985). Job content instrument: Questionnaire and user’s guide (revision 1.1). 

University of Southern California. 

Kim, S., Park, Y., & Headrick, L. (2018). Daily micro-breaks and job performance: General 

work engagement as a cross-level moderator. Journal of Applied Psychology, 103(7), 

772–786. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000308  

Kinman, G., & Grant, C. A. (2021). Presenteeism during the COVID-19 pandemic: Risks and 

solutions. Occupational Medicine, 71(6–7), 243–244. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/occmed/kqaa193 

Kinnunen, U., Geurts, S., & Mauno, S. (2004). Work-to-family conflict and its relationship 

with satisfaction and well-being: A one-year longitudinal study on gender 

differences. Work & Stress, 18(1), 1–

22. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370410001682005 

https://doi.org/10.1097/01.jom.0000063626.37065.e8
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1290233
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1002/job.630
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0025153
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/apl0000308
https://doi.org/10.1093/occmed/kqaa193
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/02678370410001682005


27 
 

Knecht, M., Meier, G., & Krause, A. (2017). Endangering one’s health to improve 

performance? Zeitschrift für Angewandte Organisationspsychologie, 48(3), 193–201. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11612-017-0377-3 

Lack, D. M. (2011). Presenteeism revisited: A complete review. AAOHN Journal, 59(2), 77–

89. https://doi.org/10.3928/08910162-20110126-01 

LeBreton, J. M., & Senter, J. L. (2008). Answers to 20 questions about interrater reliability 

and inter-rater agreement. Organizational Research Methods, 11(4), 815–852. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428106296642 

Little, R. J. A. (1988). A test of missing completely at random for multivariate data with 

missing values. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 83(404), 1198–1202. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1988.10478722 

Lohaus, D., & Habermann, W. (2019). Presenteeism: A review and research 

directions. Human Resource Management Review, 29(1), 43–

58. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2018.02.010  

Lu, L., Lin, H. Y., & Cooper, C. L. (2013). Unhealthy and present: Motives and consequences 

of the act of presenteeism among Taiwanese employees. Journal of Occupational 

Health Psychology, 18(4), 406–416. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034331 

MacEwen, K. E., & Barling, J. (1994). Daily consequences of work interference with family 

and family interference with work. Work & Stress, 8(3), 244–

254. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678379408259996  

McGregor, A., Magee, C. A., Caputi, P., & Iverson, D. (2016). A job demands–resources 

approach to presenteeism. Career Development International, 21(4), 402–

418. https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-01-2016-0002 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11612-017-0377-3
https://doi.org/10.3928/08910162-20110126-01
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1177/1094428106296642
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1988.10478722
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.hrmr.2018.02.010
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0034331
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/02678379408259996
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1108/CDI-01-2016-0002


28 
 

Michel, J. S., Kotrba, L. M., Mitchelson, J. K., Clark, M. A., & Baltes, B. B. (2011). 

Antecedents of work–family conflict: A meta‐analytic review. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 32(5), 689–725. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.695  

Mihelič, K. K., & Tekavčič, M. (2014). Work–family conflict: A review of antecedents and 

outcomes. International Journal of Management and Information Systems, 18(1), 15–

26. https://doi.org/10.19030/ijmis.v18i1.8335 

Miller, B. K., Wan, M., Carlson, D., Kacmar, K. M., & Thompson, M. (2022). Antecedents 

and outcomes of work–family conflict: A mega-meta path analysis. PLOS One, 17(2), 

e0263631. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0263631  

Miraglia, M., & Johns, G. (2016). Going to work ill: A meta-analysis of the correlates of 

presenteeism and a dual-path model. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 

21(3), 261–283. https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000015  

Miraglia, M., & Johns, G. (2021). The social and relational dynamics of absenteeism from 

work: A multilevel review and integration. Academy of Management Annals, 15(1), 37–

67. https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2019.0036 

Mitchelson, J. K. (2009). Seeking the perfect balance: Perfectionism and work–family 

conflict. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 82(2), 349–367. 

https://doi.org/10.1348/096317908X314874 

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998–2015). MPlus users’ guide (7th ed.). Muthén & 

Muthén. 

Nielsen, K., & Daniels, K. (2016). The relationship between transformational leadership and 

follower sickness absence: The role of presenteeism. Work & Stress, 30(2), 193–

208. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2016.1170736  

Nielsen, M. B., Skogstad, A., Gjerstad, J., & Einarsen, S. V. (2019). Are transformational and 

laissez-faire leadership related to state anxiety among subordinates? A two-wave 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1002/job.695
https://doi.org/10.19030/ijmis.v18i1.8335
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0263631
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/ocp0000015
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2019.0036
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1348/096317908X314874
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/02678373.2016.1170736


29 
 

prospective study of forward and reverse associations. Work & Stress, 33(2), 137–

155. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2018.1528307  

Ocampo, A. C. G., Wang, L., Kiazad, K., Restubog, S. L. D., & Ashkanasy, N. M. (2020). 

The relentless pursuit of perfectionism: A review of perfectionism in the workplace and 

an agenda for future research. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 41(2), 144–

168. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2400  

Otto, K., Geibel, H. V., & Kleszewski, E. (2021). Perfect leader, perfect leadership? Linking 

leaders’ perfectionism to monitoring, transformational, and servant leadership 

behavior. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, Article 

657394. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.657394 

Ozbilir, T., Day, A., & Catano, V. M. (2015). Perfectionism at work: An investigation of 

adaptive and maladaptive perfectionism in the workplace among Canadian and Turkish 

employees. Applied Psychology: An International Review, 64(1), 252–

280. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12032 

Patel, C., Biron, M., Cooper, C., & Budhwar, P. S. (2023). Sick and working: Current 

challenges and emerging directions for future presenteeism research. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 44(6), 839–852. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2727 

Pejtersen, J. H., Kristensen, T. S., Borg, V., & Bjorner, J. B. (2010). The second version of the 

Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire. Scandinavian Journal of Public 

Health, 38(S3), 8–24. https://doi.org/10.1177/1403494809349858 

Pituch, K. A., & Stapleton, L. M. (2012). Distinguishing between cross- and cluster-level 

mediation processes in the cluster randomized trial. Sociological Methods & Research, 

41(4), 630–670. https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124112460380  

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method 

biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/02678373.2018.1528307
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1002/job.2400
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.657394
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1111/apps.12032
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1002/job.2727
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1177/1403494809349858
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1177/0049124112460380


30 
 

remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879–

903. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879  

Raudenbush, S. W., & Bryk, A. S. (2002). Hierarchical linear models: Applications and data 

analysis methods (2nd ed.). Sage Publications. 

Robertson, I., Leach, D., Doerner, N., & Smeed, M. (2012). Poor health but not absent: 

Prevalence, predictors, and outcomes of presenteeism. Journal of Occupational and 

Environmental Medicine, 54(11), 1344–

1349. https://doi.org/10.1097/JOM.0b013e31825dff4b 

Ruhle, S. A., Breitsohl, H., Aboagye, E., Baba, V., Biron, C., Correia Leal, C. C., Dietz, C., 

Ferreira, A. I., Gerich, J., Johns, G., Karanika-Murray, M., Lohaus, D., Løkke, A., 

Lopes, S. L., Martinez, L. F., Miraglia, M., Muschalla, B., Poethke, U., Sarwat, N., . . . 

Yang, T. (2020). “To work, or not to work, that is the question”—Recent trends and 

avenues for research on presenteeism. European Journal of Work and Organizational 

Psychology, 29(3), 344–363. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2019.1704734  

Ruhle, S. A., & Süß, S. (2020). Presenteeism and absenteeism at work—An analysis of 

archetypes of sickness attendance cultures. Journal of Business and Psychology, 35(2), 

241–255. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-019-09615-0  

Sanders, K., & Schyns, B. (2006). Leadership and solidarity behaviour: Consensus in 

perception of employees within teams. Personnel Review, 35(5), 538–

556. https://doi.org/10.1108/00483480610682280 

Sanz-Vergel, A. I., & Rodríguez-Muñoz, A. (2017). Leadership and work–family conflict. In 

E. K. Kelloway, K. Nielsen, & J. K. Dimoff (Eds.), Leading to occupational health and 

safety: How leadership behaviours impact organizational safety and well-being (pp. 

129–147). John Wiley & Sons. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781394259250.ch7 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1097/JOM.0b013e31825dff4b
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/1359432X.2019.1704734
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1007/s10869-019-09615-0
https://doi.org/10.1108/00483480610682280
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781394259250.ch7


31 
 

Schaubroeck, J. M., Shen, Y., & Chong, S. (2017). A dual-stage moderated mediation model 

linking authoritarian leadership to follower outcomes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

102(2), 203–214. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000165 

Schyns, B., & Schilling, J. (2013). How bad are the effects of bad leaders? A meta-analysis of 

destructive leadership and its outcomes. The Leadership Quarterly, 24(1), 138–

158. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.09.001 

Shoss, M. K., Callison, K., & Witt, L. A. (2015). The effects of other‐oriented perfectionism 

and conscientiousness on helping at work. Applied Psychology: An International 

Review, 64(1), 233–251. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12039  

Skagen, K., & Collins, A. M. (2016). The consequences of sickness presenteeism on health 

and wellbeing over time: A systematic review. Social Science & Medicine, 161, 169–

177. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2016.06.005 

Song, S., Chen, X., Wang, W., Bai, S., Xu, X., & Zhang, Y. (2022). Does perfectionism in 

leaders increase or impede team decision-making performance? Team-level LMX as a 

key factor. Personality and Individual Differences, 197, 111769. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2022.111769 

Spector, P. E., & Jex, S. M. (1998). Development of four self-report measures of job stressors 

and strain: Interpersonal Conflict at Work Scale, Organizational Constraints Scale, 

Quantitative Workload Inventory, and Physical Symptoms Inventory. Journal of 

Occupational Health Psychology, 3(4), 356–367. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-

8998.3.4.356  

Stoeber, J. (2015). How other-oriented perfectionism differs from self-oriented and socially 

prescribed perfectionism: Further findings. Journal of Psychopathology and Behavioral 

Assessment, 37(4), 611–623. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10862-015-9485-y 

https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000165
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.09.001
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1111/apps.12039
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2016.06.005
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.paid.2022.111769
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/1076-8998.3.4.356
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/1076-8998.3.4.356
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1007/s10862-015-9485-y


32 
 

Stoeber, J., Harvey, L. N., Almeida, I., & Lyons, E. (2013). Multidimensional sexual 

perfectionism. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 42(8), 1593–

1604. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-013-0135-8 

Stoeber, J., Schneider, N., Hussain, R., & Matthews, K. (2014). Perfectionism and negative 

affect after repeated failure: Anxiety, depression, and anger. Journal of Individual 

Differences, 35(2), 87–94. https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-0001/a000130 

Tang, G., Kwan, H. K., Zhang, D., & Zhu, Z. (2016). Work–family effects of servant 

leadership: The roles of emotional exhaustion and personal learning. Journal of 

Business Ethics, 137(2), 285–297. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2559-7  

Tepper, B. J. (2000). Consequences of abusive supervision. Academy of Management 

Journal, 43(2), 178–190. https://doi.org/10.2307/1556375 

Wang, L., Wang, Y., & Jin, X. (2025). Exploring the effect of leader other-oriented 

perfectionism on radical innovation. Frontiers in Psychology, 16, Article 1387963. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2025.1387963 

Wang, Y., Chen, C.-C., Lu, L., Eisenberger, R., & Fosh, P. (2018). Effects of leader–member 

exchange and workload on presenteeism. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 33(7/8), 

511–523. https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-11-2017-0414  

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief 

measures of positive and negative affect: The PANAS scales. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 54(6), 1063–1070. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.6.1063 

Whysall, Z., Karanika-Murray, M., Chen, H., & Hewitt, M. (2025). The decision-making 

process of presenteeism – a diary study. European Journal of Work and Organizational 

Psychology, 35(2), 201–225. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2025.2570419 

Williams, K. J., Suls, J., Alliger, G. M., Learner, S. M., & Wan, C. K. (1991). Multiple role 

juggling and daily mood states in working mothers: An experience sampling 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1007/s10508-013-0135-8
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1027/1614-0001/a000130
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1007/s10551-015-2559-7
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.2307/1556375
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2025.1387963
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1108/JMP-11-2017-0414
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.54.6.1063
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/1359432X.2025.2570419


33 
 

study. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76(5), 664–674. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.76.5.664  

Xu, L., Liu, Z., Ji, M., Dong, Y., & Wu, C.-H. (2022). Leader perfectionism—Friend or foe of 

employee creativity? Locus of control as a key contingency. Academy of Management 

Journal, 65(6), 2092–2117. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2019.0165  

Yammarino, F. J., & Dansereau, F. (2008). Multi-level nature of and multi-level approaches 

to leadership. The Leadership Quarterly, 19(2), 135–

141. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2008.01.001 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0021-9010.76.5.664
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0021-9010.76.5.664
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.5465/amj.2019.0165
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.leaqua.2008.01.001


34 
 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics, and correlations between the study variables. 

Note. N = 483 employees nested in 102 teams; 0 = female, 1= male; Reliabilities in parentheses along the diagonal; Standardised correlations on the 

within-level (N = 483) below the diagonal and on the between-level (N = 102 teams) above the diagonal; LOOP = leader other-oriented perfectionism, 

WFC = work–family conflict, P = presenteeism; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1 Age 38.4 7.7 — .02 .21* .11 –.05 –.03 –.06 –.05 –.09 –.13 –.16* –.08 –.03 

2 Gender 0.43 0.49 –.09 — .05 .04 .06 –.18* .02 .23* –.06  .19*  .22**  .05  .04 

3. Parental Status 0.64 0.48 .11* .07 — .15 –.09 .04 .05 .03 .01 .16 .18 .10 .13 

4 Team Tenure 2.33 1.88 .18** –.03 .09 — .02 .04 –.06 .06 .11 .06 .13 –.09 –.12 

5 Workload 2.69 1.25 .05 –.09 .06 .02 (.71) –.19* .17* –.28** .12 .15* .20* .18* .19* 

6 Job Control 3.11 0.82 .01 .03 .01 .08 –.15* (.77) –.13* .19** .02 –.13* –.17** –.13 –.09 

7 Negative Affect 1.66 0.93 –.11 .08 .07 –.06 22*** –.19* (.88) –.13* .23** .15 .19 .06 .08 

8 General Health 3.55 0.71 –.15* .18* –.10* .07 –.24* .21** –.26* — .05 –.24** –.33** –.17* –.23* 

9 LOOP (T1) 2.46 1.59 .03 .02 .04 .06 .04 .00 .18* .01 (.88) .19** .27** .31* .39** 

10 WFC (T1) 2.69 1.23 –.18*  .14 .19* .05 .34** –.21* .23*** –.15* .29* (.90) .35* .28** .32* 

11 WFC (T2) 2.93 1.95 –.23*  .26* .21** .08 .27* –.33* .25* –.18* .54** .41* (.93) .34** .38** 

12 P (T2) 1.12 1.38 –.10  .07 .09 –.06 .12* –.13 .14** –.19* .37** .32* .25* — .51** 

13 P (T3) 1.97 2.55 –.08  .09 .11 –.05 .16* –.07 .17* –.22** .44** .35** .48* .39* — 
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Table 2. Results of Multilevel Path Analysis. 

    γ (SE) 

Stabilities  

WFC (T1) → WFC (T2)  

 P (T2) → P (T3) 

  

.40 (.06)** 

.35 (.05)*** 

Controls 

Age 

Gendera 

Parental Statusb 

Team Tenure 

Workload 

Job Control 

Negative Affect 

General Health 

Employee WFC T2 

.05 (.07) 

.06 (.04) 

.11 (.05)* 

–.12 (.05) 

 .11 (.04)* 

–.07 (.06) 

  .18 (07)** 

–.21 (.08)** 

Employee SP T3 

.03 (.11) 

.09 (.03) 

.06 (.07) 

.08 (.17) 

.13 (.02)* 

–.09 (.06) 

.14 (.06)* 

–.17 (.19)** 

a-pathc 

LOOP (T1) → WFC (T2) 

  

.47 (.09)** 

b1 - paths 

WFC (T2) → P (T3)  

  

.36 (.13)*** 

b2 - paths 

WFC (T2) → P (T3) 

  

.38 (.19)* 

Within-Indirect Effectsd 

LOOP (T1) → WFC (T2) → 

P (T3) 

  

.17 (.07)* 

Between-Indirect Effectsd ( 

Contextual Effects) 
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LOOP (T1) → WFC (T2) → 

P (T3) 

.19 (.05)  

Direct Effects 

LOOP (T1) → P (T3)  

  

.18 (.09) 

c`-pathsd (Total Effects) 

LOOP (T1) → P (T3) 

  

.35 (.26) 

Note. N = 483 employees nested in 102 teams; a 0 = female, 1= male; b 0 = no children, 1 = 

has children; c The a1- and a2-path from Figure 1 are assumed to be equal in this model; 

standardised estimates, except for indirect, and total effects; d unstandardised estimates. 

LOOP = leader other-oriented perfectionism, WFC = work–family conflict, P = presenteeism. 

For reasons of parsimony, correlations between T1 variables are not reported (but were 

included in the model). * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



37 
 

Figure 1. Hypothesised Model 

Note.  Design of the 2-1-1 model with cross-cluster and unique cluster-level mediation 

represented by solid and dotted lines, respectively. Xj represents leader other-oriented 

perfectionism for team j, and Mij and Yij represent employee work–family conflict and 

presenteeism, respectively, for employee i in cluster j. 𝑀̅j represents the team aggregate of 

employee work–family conflict. The a1 and a2 paths are assumed to be equal in this model. 

 


