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Hypothesis 1: Day-specific somatic complaints interact with day-specific work-goal 283 

progress in predicting day-specific presenteeism on the same day. The relationship between 284 

somatic complaints and presenteeism will be stronger on days with lower as compared to days 285 

with higher work-goal progress. 286 
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 343 

Hypothesis 2: Day-specific presenteeism and associated ego depletion mediate the 344 

within-person indirect negative relationships between somatic complaints and next-day (a) work 345 

engagement as well as (b) task performance.  346 

347 

348 

349 

350 

351 

352 

353 

 354 

Hypothesis 3: Day-specific work-goal progress moderates the  indirect 355 

relationships between somatic complaints and employees  (a) work engagement and (b) task 356 

performance on the next workday via daily presenteeism and ego depletion. The relationships 357 

become stronger on days with lower as compared to higher work-goal progress.  358 

359 
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545 

546 

To explore the pattern of this 547 

within-person interaction, we plotted the relationship between somatic complaints and 548 

presenteeism at conditional values of work-goal progress (+/ 1 SD; Cohen et al., 2003). Figure 2 549 

demonstrates that the pattern of the interaction corresponds with our prediction. That is  on days 550 

when work-goal progress was lower than a person s average  there was a stronger positive relation 551 

between and presenteeism  whereas this relation was weaker on days with 552 

higher work-goal progress.  553 

 554 

 555 
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559 
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564 

( : 95% CI [-.020, -.000]; Task 565 

performance: 95% CI [-.019, -.000];  566 

Moreover, we predicted that the daily indirect effects of somatic complaints on 567 



  

employees  next-day work engagement (Hypothesis 3a) and task performance (Hypothesis 3b) 568 

via presenteeism and ego depletion are moderated by work-goal progress. To test these 569 

hypotheses, we examined conditional indirect effects for the sequential mediations via each 570 

outcome at high (+1 SD) and low (-1 SD) levels of work-goal progress. Our results indicate that 571 

work-goal progress moderates both proposed indirect effects on both outcomes. More 572 

specifically, for both work engagement ( 95% CI [-.026, -.000]) and task 573 

performance ( 95% CI [-.09, -.000]), we found a statistically significant 574 

indirect effect of somatic complaints through presenteeism and associated ego depletion on days 575 

with lower work-goal progress, whereas there were no significant indirect effects on days with 576 

higher work-goal progress (Work engagement 95% CI [-.016, .000]; Task 577 

performance: 95% CI [-.012, .000]; cf. Table 2).  578 

579 

580 

581 

582 

 583 

 584 

Our research set out to contribute to theorizing in the area of presenteeism by developing 585 

and testing a micro-level within-person daily conceptualization of presenteeism and expanding 586 

our understanding of its daily determinants and next-day consequences. Drawing on the health-587 

performance framework (Karanika-Murray & Biron, 2020) and the model of the decision-588 

making process for presenteeism (Whysall et al., ), our study identified somatic 589 

complaints and work-goal progress as joint core determinants of presenteeism. That is, on days 590 



  

with higher work-goal progress, employees are less likely to engage in presenteeism as a 591 

consequence of higher daily somatic complaints than on days with lower work-goal progress. 592 

Furthermore, the proposition that presenteeism is an adaptive behavior to deliver performance 593 

requirements despite limitations due to ill health (Karanika-Murray & Biron, 2020) informed the 594 

theoretical integration of ego-depletion theory (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000). , that 595 

engaging in presenteeism requires employees  self-regulation, which depletes their regulatory 596 

resources and reduces their work effectiveness on the following day. Our daily-diary study 597 

supports this proposition as ego depletion mediates the relationship between daily somatic 598 

complaints and associated presenteeism to -day work engagement and task 599 

performance. In sum, our research demonstrates that on days with higher somatic complaints, 600 

higher daily work-goal progress can help employees to protect and preserve their work 601 

engagement and task performance on the following day by reducing presenteeism and associated 602 

ego depletion. 603 

Our study contributes to the literature on presenteeism in three ways. First, it expands 604 

theorizing on presenteeism by complementing previous macro-level between-person research 605 

 through a micro-level 606 

within-person lens on presenteeism (Whysall et al., ). We draw on recent theoretical 607 

advancements that consider presenteeism as a dynamic adaptive behavior to deliver on work 608 

requirements despite performance limitations due to ill health (Karanika-Murray & Biron, 2020; 609 

Whysall et al., ) to develop a micro-level conceptualization of daily presenteeism. We 610 

further 611 
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