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Abstract: This research sought to examine whether employees’ views of distributive justice within the organization
moderate the influence of exploitative leadership on the depletion of their self-control resources, and whether self-control
depletion serves as a mechanism linking exploitative leadership to employees’ taking charge behavior. Data were obtained
from 299 employees in China (51.8% male; average age = 27.67 years, SD = 3.83) using a two-wave survey design
with a two-week interval. Hierarchical regression analyses revealed that distributive justice did not significantly buffer the
impact of exploitative leadership on self-control depletion. Furthermore, exploitative leadership was found to undermine
employees’ taking charge behavior indirectly by increasing their self-control depletion. These findings extend ego depletion
theory by clarifying how exploitative leadership drains employees’ self-control resources and thereby hampers proactive
behavior. Practically, the results highlight the need for organizations to limit exploitative leadership practices and support
employees in conserving their self-control resources to encourage proactive workplace behaviors.
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Introduction

Research indicates that organizations demonstrating fair-
ness in human resource management practices tend to have
employees who are more engaged and productive (Hassan,
2002; Imran et al., 2015; Jang et al., 2021; Sadeghi et al.,
2013; Rahman et al., 2016). When employees perceive
organizational justice, they are often more inclined to
display discretionary behaviors that benefit the workplace,
such as organizational citizenship behavior (Jehanzeb &
Mohanty, 2020). Such perceptions of fairness can also
foster a sense of empowerment and mitigate the risk of
self-control depletion (Kamalian et al., 2010; Singh &
Singh, 2019). Prior research further suggests that when
employees perceive a high level of organizational justice,
distributive justice exerts a stronger effect on work-
related outcomes compared with other justice dimensions
(Ambrose & Schminke, 2009; Colquitt et al., 2001; Kashif
et al., 2017). Nevertheless, leadership plays a pivotal role
in influencing and shaping these dynamics. Little is known
about how exploitative leadership (EL) shapes employees’
readiness to take charge when their perceptions of dis-
tributive justice differ. Existing studies have predominantly
highlighted the role of constructive leadership approaches,
including empowering (Li et al., 2017) and inclusive
leadership (Wang et al., 2020), in encouraging proactive
behavior among employees; relatively few studies have
investigated the detrimental role of destructive leadership
styles (e.g., abusive supervision) in this regard (Sun et al.,
2023a). As a distinct type of destructive leadership, EL
reflects certain harmful leadership practices (Schmid et al.,
2019). It requires more scholarly attention to reveal its
constraining influence on employees’ taking charge behav-
ior. Moreover, leadership processes are strongly shaped by
cultural context, yet limited research has examined these
relationships within collectivist settings such as China.

o

Theoretical basis

Ego depletion theory (Baumeister et al., 1998) suggests
that EL, through manipulative or unjust behaviors, may
drain employees’ self-control resources. As a conse-
quence, employees’ resources may be exhausted, limiting
their capacity to perform proactive actions like taking
charge. Within this theoretical framework, we propose
that in contexts where distributive justice is perceived
to be high, employees’ sense of organizational support
can buffer the negative emotional impact of the work
environment (Akram et al., 2022; Kashif et al., 2017).
In other words, the detrimental effect of EL on employ-
ees’ self-control may be attenuated, enabling employees
to remain engaged and retain the energy and willpower
necessary to undertake the challenges associated with
taking charge behavior. Building on this framework, the
present study aims to assess whether self-control deple-
tion serves as a mechanism through which EL influences
employees’ taking charge behavior, and whether per-
ceived organizational distributive justice (PODJ) alters this
process.

Exploitative leadership and employee taking charge

Exploitive leadership, a form of destructive leadership, is
characterized by leaders engaging in behaviors that serve
their personal interests while neglecting or harming the
well-being of their subordinates (Schmid et al., 2019).
Such leadership can suppress employees’ innovative initia-
tives (Wang et al., 2023a) as well as their willingness to
share knowledge (Wang et al., 2023b). Due to the inherent
power imbalance, employees subjected to EL may feel
unable to confront their leaders directly and may instead
engage in subtle retaliatory actions (Ye et al., 2022). For
example, they might withhold behaviors that could benefit
the organization, such as proactive taking charge behaviors
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examined in this study (Bajaba et al., 2023; Cropanzano
etal., 2017).

Self-control depletion as a mediator

As noted by Baumeister et al. (1998) and later by Muraven
and Baumeister (2000), the phenomenon of self-control
depletion emerges when previous acts of volition tem-
porarily reduce the self’s capacity or willingness to
engage in goal-directed actions, including self-regulation,
decision-making, and initiating behavior. Emotional
exhaustion, in comparison, reflects a long-lasting state
of emotional and physical depletion (Cropanzano et al.,
2003). Although both concepts involve the depletion
of resources, self-control depletion primarily reflects a
short-term decline in willpower and self-regulatory capac-
ity, whereas emotional exhaustion pertains to sustained
exhaustion of emotional and physical resources.

Ego depletion theory proposes that a decrease in the
self-regulatory resources required for successful task per-
formance may impair employees’ productivity (Belschak
& Den Hartog, 2010). This type of depletion is especially
pronounced under EL, where employees are subjected to
excessive demands while receiving insufficient resources
(Baumeister et al., 1998; Joosten et al., 2014; Nie & Wang,
2025; Schmid et al., 2019). As self-control resources
become exhausted, employees’ likelihood of engaging in
proactive behaviors like taking charge diminishes, since
they lack the necessary regulatory strength and determi-
nation to perform their daily responsibilities effectively
(Cangiano et al., 2021; Ouyang et al., 2019). Essentially,
high levels of self-control depletion markedly dimin-
ish individuals’ cognitive and self-regulatory capacities
(Baumeister et al., 1998; Joosten et al., 2014; Nie & Wang,
2025), leaving them with limited energy and motivation
to engage proactively. This mechanism differs from the
longer-term effects of emotional exhaustion on employ-
ees’ emotional and physical well-being, underscoring the
unique theoretical contribution of the present study.

Perceived organizational distributive justice as a
moderator

Under EL, employees often perceive their work environ-
ment as unfair and oppressive, which can gradually drain
their self-regulatory resources. It is important to note that
employees’ perceptions of the organization’s policies and
practices may differ from their perceptions of the leader’s
behavior (Wang et al., 2023b).

Employees’ assessment of the fairness in reward allo-
cation, considering the effort, resources, or contributions
they provide, is known as distributive justice (Colquitt,
2001). For example, when organizations allocate resources
and rewards equitably, employees tend to invest more effort
in their work (Xu et al., 2024) and enhance their perfor-
mance through diligent work (Colquitt et al., 2001). In
settings characterized by low distributive justice, employ-
ees may feel not only exploited by their leaders but
also disadvantaged by the organization in terms of fair
reward distribution, which can exacerbate the depletion
of their self-regulatory resources. Conversely, in contexts
where distributive justice is high, meaning that career

development opportunities and chances to enhance work-
related skills are allocated fairly and meet employees’
expectations (Hicks-Clarke & Iles, 2000; Kim et al., 2017),
employees may be better able to cope with EL. Even if
they expend significant effort to deal with such leaders, the
perception of fair treatment by the organization can help
replenish the resources consumed, thereby reducing the
overall depletion of self-regulatory capacity (Kim et al.,
2017). In light of this reasoning, we posit that the presence
of distributive justice within the organization can protect
employees’ self-control resources from being eroded by
the effects of exploitative leadership.

The Chinese context

EL is relatively prevalent in Chinese workplaces (Sun
et al., 2023a) and can lead to considerable depletion of
employees’ self-control resources. At the same time, how
employees perceive the fairness of organizational resource
distribution may influence the extent to which EL depletes
their self-control resources. In a cultural environment
characterized by high power distance, such as China,
employees’ sense of organizational justice affects not only
their compliance with leadership behaviors but also the
level of depletion of their self-regulatory resources (L.ian
et al., 2012). Therefore, exploring the moderating effect
of employees’ perceptions of distributive justice on the
interplay between EL, self-control depletion, and proac-
tive behavior provides valuable insights into leadership
mechanisms in the Chinese context and carries significant
theoretical and practical implications.

Goal of the Study

This study examines the mediating role of self-control
depletion and the moderating effect of perceived organi-
zational distributive justice in the relationship between EL
and employees’ taking charge behavior. Specifically, we
tested a moderated mediation model in which perceived
organizational distributive justice influences the indirect
effect of EL on taking charge behavior through self-control
depletion (see the conceptual framework presented in
Figure 1). This study tested the hypotheses outlined below:

H1: Higher EL predicts lower employee taking charge.

H2: EL indirectly lowers employee taking charge
through self-control depletion.

H3: PODJ moderates the influence of EL on employ-
ees’ self-control depletion, with higher levels of perceived
fairness reducing the resource depletion caused by EL.

H4: PODJ diminishes the indirect influence of EL on
employees’ taking charge behavior through self-control

Perceived
organizational
distributive justice Self-control
deleption

Exploitative
leadership

Taking charge

Figure 1. The conceptual model
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depletion, weakening this mediated relationship when
distributive justice is high.

Methodology

Participants and settings

This study included 299 full-time employees representing
arange of industries and occupations in China. The sample
consisted of 51.8% men and 48.2% women, with an
average age of 27.67 years (SD = 3.83) and an average
organizational tenure of 3.86 years (SD = 2.28); 83.6%
had a bachelor’s degree.

Measures

We measured EL, self-control depletion, taking charge
behavior, and perceived organizational distributive jus-
tice using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The widely used
English scales were translated into Chinese following
Brislin’s (1970) translation and back-translation procedure.
The factor loadings, Cronbach’s alpha, composite relia-
bility (CR), and average variance extracted (AVE) for all
study variables are reported in Appendix A, Table Al.

Exploitive leadership

The exploitative leadership scale, developed by Schmid
et al. (2019), comprises 15 items. One illustrative item
reads: “Takes it for granted that my work can be used for
his or her personal benefit.” Analysis of reliability showed
that the measures used in this study were highly consistent
internally, with a Cronbach’s alpha value reaching 0.956.

Self-control depletion

We measured self-control depletion with a 5-item scale
developed by Lanaj et al. (2014). One representative item
is: “I feel like my willpower is gone.” The scale demon-
strated strong internal reliability, with a Cronbach’s alpha
of 0.911 in the present sample, indicating satisfactory
consistency.

Taking charge

The taking charge behavior scale, adapted from Morrison
and Phelps’ (1999) original 10-item scale, consists of six
items (Li et al., 2016). In order to measure the construct
reliably within the Chinese organizational context, six
items exhibiting the highest factor loadings were chosen. A
representative item reads: “I often try to institute new work
methods that are more effective for the company.” Internal
consistency was found to be satisfactory, as evidenced by
a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.876 in the present study.

Perceived organizational distributive justice

We assessed perceived organizational distributive justice
with the Chinese adaptation of a 5-item scale by Wang
(2009), which was derived from the original scale created
by Nichoff and Moorman (1993). A representative item
reads: “I consider my workload to be quite fair.”” A Cron-
bach’s alpha of 0.931 indicated that the scale had excellent
internal consistency in the current sample.

Control variables

Following previous research (Nie & Wang, 2025; Wang
etal., 2024), we controlled for demographic characteristics
that may affect key variables in our model. Participants
provided demographic details, including their gender, age,
length of tenure in the current organization, and highest
level of education.

Procedure

Completion of the questionnaire served as participants’
informed consent, with assurances that participation was
voluntary and that confidentiality would be maintained.
To mitigate the risk of common method bias, the study
employed a two-wave survey design with a two-week
gap between waves. In the initial wave, participants pro-
vided data on their demographics, EL, and perceived
organizational distributive justice. In the follow-up wave,
they reported on self-control depletion and taking charge
behavior. Data were collected through the survey platform
wenjuanxing, which is a popular survey platform for online
data collection in China and has been used by many
academic studies (Li et al., 2023; Zhang & Liu, 2023).

Data analysis

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed to
evaluate the discriminant validity of the multi-item mea-
sures used in the survey. Subsequently, Hypothesis 1 was
tested using hierarchical regression analysis in SPSS 27.0.
Furthermore, Hypotheses 2 through 4 were examined
with the SPSS PROCESS macro. We used bootstrapping
analysis based on 5000 bootstrap samples with 95% bias-
corrected confidence intervals to determine whether the
mediation and moderation effects were significant.

Confirmatory factor analysis

As presented in Table 1, the confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) results demonstrated that the proposed research
model exhibited an acceptable fit (x> = 492.805,
df = 183, x*/df = 2.693, CFI = 0.941, TLI = 0.932,
RMSEA = 0.075, SRMR = 0.034). The four-factor
measurement model demonstrated superior empirical ade-
quacy relative to the one-, two-, and three-factor models,
indicating a markedly better fit to the observed data. The
evidence gathered in this research affirms that the four
core variables demonstrate adequate discriminant validity,
thereby supporting the rigor of the measurement model.

Common method bias assessment

Since all variables were collected via employee self-report,
the resulting dataset primarily reflects a single-source
perspective. To assess the presence of common method
bias, we incorporated a latent common method factor
into the analysis based on the suggestions made by Pod-
sakoff et al. (2003) in their study. The results indicated
that the five-factor measurement model, which included a
common method factor along with the four key variables
(x*> = 508.758, df = 182, x?/df = 2.795, CFI = 0.937,
TLI = 0.928, RMSEA = 0.077, SRMR = 0.051),
demonstrated a poorer fit compared with the four-factor
measurement model used in this study (x> = 492.805,
df = 183, x*/df = 2.693, CFI = 0.941, TLI = 0.932,
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Table 1. Results of confirmatory factor analysis

X df xdf CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR
Four-factor model 492.805 183 2.693 0.941 0.932 0.075 0.034
Three-factor model ~ 768.147 186 4.130 0.889 0.874 0.102 0.061
Two-factor model ~ 1197.823 188 6.371 0.807 0.784 0.134 0.079
Single factor model 1442.942 189 7.635 0.760 0.733 0.149 0.085

Note. Three-factor model: exploitative leadership and self-control depletion merged.
Two-factor model: exploitative leadership, self-control depletion and taking charge
behavior merged. Single factor model: all variables merged.

Table 2. Means, standard deviations and correlations

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Gender 1.480 0.500

2. Age 27.670 3.833 —0.092

3. TICO 3.856 2284 —0.070  0.774%**

4. Edu. 2.930 0.447 0.002 0.290%** 0.063

5.EL 2.754 1.124 0.011 —0.181** —0.184** —0.076 (0.814)

6. SCD 2.649 1219 —-0.002 —0.259** —0.231*%* —0.122%* 0.631**  (0.820)

7. TCB 3933 0.793 —-0.069  0.098 0.140* —0.013 —0.437** —0.518** (0.738)

8. PODJ 3701 1.070 —0.056  0.192%* 0.176** 0.061 —0.769** —0.513** 0.429**  (0.855)

Note. N = 299. TICO = tenure in the current organization; Edu. = education; EL = exploitative leadership; SCD = self-

control depletion; TCB = taking charge behavior; PODJ = perceived organizational distributive justice. **p < 0.01.

RMSEA = 0.075, SRMR = 0.034). The analysis suggests
that common method bias was minimal, allowing the data
to be used for additional analyses.

Results

Descriptive statistics

Table 2 provides the descriptive statistics, including means
and standard deviations, as well as the correlation coef-
ficients for both the demographic characteristics and the
main variables examined in this study. Correlation analysis
indicated that EL was strongly and negatively corre-
lated with perceived organizational distributive justice
(r = —0.769, p < 0.01) and moderately negatively corre-
lated with employees’ taking charge behavior (r = —0.437,
p < 0.01), while showing a substantial positive correlation
with self-control depletion (r = 0.631, p < 0.01).

The analysis revealed that perceived organizational
distributive justice was inversely related to self-control
depletion (r = —0.513, p < 0.01) and positively associated
with taking charge behavior (r = 0.429, p < 0.01). Addi-
tionally, a significant negative correlation was observed
between self-control depletion and taking charge behavior
(r = —0.518, p < 0.01). These outcomes serve as a
preliminary basis for the forthcoming hypothesis testing.

Exploitative leadership and employee taking charge
Hierarchical regression analysis was employed to sys-
tematically evaluate the validity of Hypothesis 1. After
controlling for demographic characteristic variables, the
results were shown in Model 6 of Table 3. The results
showed that EL was negatively correlated with taking
charge behavior (estimate = —0.303, p < 0.001). There-
fore, Hypothesis 1 was supported.

Self-control depletion as a mediator

To rigorously test Hypothesis 2, which posits that self-
control depletion serves as a mediating mechanism
through which EL undermines employees’ proactive
engagement in taking charge, we used 95% confidence
intervals (CIs) (bootstrapping = 5000) to assess its
mediating effect. As shown in Table 4, EL significantly
undermines employees’ proactive engagement in taking
charge indirectly through the mediating mechanism of
self-control depletion (indirect effect = —0.178, 95% CI
[—0.243, —0.120], excluding 0), thereby providing robust
empirical support for Hypothesis 2. Additionally, after
accounting for self-control depletion as a mediator, the
direct influence of EL on employees’ proactive engage-
ment in taking charge remained robust and statistically
significant (estimate = —0.126, 95% CI[—0.213, —0.038],
p < 0.01), indicating partial mediation.

Perceived organizational distributive justice as a
moderator

The moderation effect analysis, as summarized in Table 3,
did not confirm Hypothesis 3. The results showed that the
interaction of EL and perceived organizational distributive
justice on employee self-control depletion did not reach
significance (estimate = 0.027, 95% CI [—0.108, 0.162],
p = 0.696).

Moderated mediation of perceived organizational dis-
tributive justice

The findings from moderated mediation analyses indicated
that the overall moderated mediation was not signif-
icant (estimate = —0.007, 95% CI [—0.046, 0.027]).
Notably, the indirect effect of EL on employees’ proactive
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Table 3. Regression results of this study

Self-control depletion

Taking charge

Variables M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7
Gender —0.059 —0.053 —0.058 —0.058 —0.095 —-0.098 —0.113
Age —0.051 —0.039 —0.037 —0.037 —0.005 —-0.011 —0.021
TICO —0.055 —0.013 —0.014 —0.014 0.054 0.034 0.031
Edu. —0.188 —0.109 —0.111 —0.110 —0.029 —0.066 —0.096
EL 0.653%** 0.609%** 0.595%** —0.303%**  —(.126**
SCD —0.272%**
PODJ —0.060 —0.094

ELxPODJ 0.027

R? 0.074 0.422 0.423 0.024  0.201 0.303
R? change 0.074 0.348 0.001 0.024  0.177 0.101

F value 5.88%** 4D T44%** 35 662%** 0.418 1.800 14.77*%** 21.11%**

Note. N = 299. TICO = tenure in the current organization; Edu. = education; EL = exploitative
leadership; SCD = self-control depletion; TCB = taking charge behavior; PODJ = perceived
organizational distributive justice. **p < 0.01 ***p < 0.001.

Table 4. Results of mediation and moderated mediation analyses

Paths and effects

95% confidence intervals

Estimates
Mediating effect LLCI ULCI
EL—SCD—TCB —0.178 —0.243 —0.120
Moderated mediation effect —0.007 —0.046 0.027

Note. LLCI = Lower Level Confidence Interval; ULCI = Upper Level

Confidence Interval.

engagement in taking charge through self-control deple-

tion was significant under both high (estimate = —0.170,
95% CI [—0.242, —0.109]) and low levels of perceived
organizational distributive justice (estimate = —0.154,

95% CI [—0.246, —0.072]), and the difference between
these effects did not reach significance (difference esti-
mate = —0.016, 95% CI [-0.099, 0.059]). As such,
Hypothesis 4 was not supported.

Discussion
Our findings indicate that EL is associated with reduced
employee taking charge behavior, which aligns with pre-
vious research (Kong et al., 2025). Nevertheless, the
high-power-distance characteristic of Chinese culture may
partially mitigate this negative effect, as employees are
more likely to accept authority and tolerate exploitative
behaviors (De Luque & Sommer, 2000). Furthermore,
many Chinese industries rely heavily on top-down man-
agement practices (Sun et al., 2023a; Wu et al., 2021),
which can suppress proactive employee behaviors due to
the fear of challenging hierarchical authority. In addition,
the pressures arising from China’s rapid economic growth
and highly competitive work environment can further
deplete the personal resources necessary for engaging
in proactive behaviors (Obrenovic et al., 2020). Conse-
quently, the interplay of cultural and industrial factors in
China creates a complex context in which EL influences
employees’ taking charge behavior.

The present study advances prior research by providing
compelling evidence that EL affects employees’ taking

charge behavior indirectly through self-control depletion,
thereby corroborating earlier findings (Nie & Wang, 2025).
Exploitative leaders often pursue their objectives by taking
advantage of employees (Schmid et al., 2019), requiring
employees to continuously exert self-regulation to meet
excessive demands. This persistent effort can exhaust
their self-regulatory resources, leading to a decline in
proactive behaviors. From the standpoint of ego depletion
theory (Baumeister et al., 1998), self-control depletion
explains the mechanism linking EL to employees’ taking
charge behavior.

Notably, the hypothesized moderation by perceived
organizational distributive justice was not confirmed in
our analyses. This outcome may be influenced by China’s
strong hierarchical and authoritarian culture, in which
employees’ obedience to authority can limit the buffer-
ing effect of justice perceptions (Sun et al., 2023a; Wu
et al., 2021). Even when employees perceive resource
allocation as fair, EL can still drain their self-regulatory
capacity. Thus, fair distribution alone may be insuffi-
cient to counteract the negative consequences of EL. For
example, Sahibzada et al. (2024) demonstrated that when
employees perceive a higher level of organizational sup-
port, the emotional exhaustion triggered by exploitative
leadership can be mitigated. Based on this, we suggest that
broader forms of organizational support or comprehensive
justice, including procedural, interpersonal, and distribu-
tive justice, may be more effective in mitigating the impact
of EL on employees’ self-control depletion.
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Implications for managerial practice

Our study offers several practical insights. First, the find-
ings indicate that EL depletes employees’ self-control
resources and suppresses their willingness to take charge.
Considering the critical role of taking charge behavior
in contemporary organizations (Kim et al., 2015), it is
essential for organizations to minimize the occurrence and
persistence of EL in order to foster employees’ proac-
tive engagement.

Second, the mediating effect of self-control deple-
tion highlights the importance of alleviating employees’
resource exhaustion in the workplace as a means to
encourage proactive behaviors. Accordingly, managers
should closely monitor employees’ psychological states
and behavioral cues in daily work settings, and take action
to limit individual or contextual factors that drain employ-
ees’ self-control resources (Lyddy et al., 2021). Finally,
since taking charge behavior is a voluntary and resource-
intensive form of proactivity (Strauss et al., 2017),
organizations need to ensure that employees have suffi-
cient support and access to diverse resources. Providing
enriched job resources and multi-dimensional organiza-
tional support can create a more favorable environment
for employees to engage in and sustain proactive change-
oriented behaviors.

Strengths, limitations and future research directions
Extensive literature underscores the significance of lead-
ership in facilitating employees’ proactive initiatives,
notably taking charge (Liu et al., 2022; Xu et al., 2022).
Despite this focus on positive leadership, the effects
of destructive leadership styles on employees’ proactive
behaviors remain relatively underexplored (Sun et al.,
2023b). Although scholarship on EL has expanded in
recent years (Elsaied, 2022), its potential implications
for employees’ willingness to take charge remain insuffi-
ciently examined. By revealing that exploitative leadership
diminishes employees’ proactive efforts to take charge,
this research advances existing knowledge on destruc-
tive leadership and reinforces evidence of its harmful
outcomes.

Nevertheless, several limitations of this study should
be noted. First, all variables were measured using self-
reported data. We implemented a three-wave survey design
and carried out statistical assessments to control for com-
mon method bias, and the results implied that any bias
present was unlikely to significantly distort the findings.
Even so, future research should consider incorporating
multisource data, such as supervisor assessments of proac-
tive behavior, or implementing field experiments to further
reduce potential method-related bias (Podsakoff et al.,
2012).

Second, the data were obtained exclusively from Chi-
nese employees. Because cultural norms may shape both
leadership dynamics and proactive work behaviors, future
studies should replicate and validate these findings in

diverse cultural and organizational contexts to strengthen
their generalizability.

Finally, the moderating role of perceived organiza-
tional distributive justice was not supported in this study.
This indicates that other contextual or organizational fac-
tors may be more relevant in shaping how EL affects
employees’ taking charge behavior. Subsequent research
could investigate alternative moderators and examine
how broader organizational support systems might buffer
or intensify the negative influence of EL on proactive
work behaviors.

Conclusion

Our findings suggest that exploitative leadership leads
to heightened self-control depletion among employees,
thereby reducing their engagement in taking charge behav-
ior. We further tested whether perceived organizational
distributive justice could moderate this effect. Contrary to
expectations, the findings indicated that distributive justice
did not moderate the association between exploitative lead-
ership and self-control depletion, nor did it significantly
influence the indirect path from exploitative leadership to
taking charge behavior. By clarifying the distinct role of
EL in shaping employees’ resource depletion and proactive
conduct, this study enriches both theoretical insight and
practical implications.
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Appendix A
Table Al. Reliability and validity

Constructs and items Factor loading Cronbach’s alpha CR  AVE
Exploitative leadership (EL) 0.956 0.956 0.663
EL1 0.770
EL2 0.824
EL3 0.857
EL4 0.845
EL5 0.855
EL6 0.779
EL7 0.831
EL8 0.784
EL9 0.800
EL10 0.801
EL11 0.802
Self-control depletion (SCD) 0.911 0911 0.673
SCD1 0.821
SCD2 0.829
SCD3 0.790
SCD4 0.837
SCD5 0.825
Taking charge behavior (TCB) 0.876 0.876  0.545
TCBI 0.567
TCB2 0.801
TCB3 0.802
TCB4 0.696
TCBS5 0.747
TCB6 0.787
Perceived organizational distributive justice (PODJ) 0.931 0.932 0.732
PODIJ1 0.882
PODIJ2 0.863
PODJ3 0.857
PODJ4 0.823
PODJ5 0.851

Note. EL = exploitative leadership; SCD = self-control depletion; TCB = taking charge behavior; PODJ = perceived

organizational distributive justice.
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