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ABSTRACT 

In hospitality, certain management styles can play a crucial role in achieving positive 

employee outcomes. This study aims to investigate how different leadership styles can 

contribute to maximizing hospitality workers’ potential. The proposed theoretical model 

draws on emerging approaches to leadership (paradoxical, empowering, servant) and is 

tested with structural equation modeling (SEM) using data from 340 employees in 

Spanish hotels. The findings may be explained by Self-Determination Theory: 

empowering and paradoxical leadership styles show positive relationships to 

psychological empowerment. Contrary to expectations, servant leadership style was not 

an antecedent of psychological empowerment. Furthermore, this study ascertains the 

positive relationship of empowering and servant leadership styles to engagement. The 

findings also demonstrate psychological empowerment to be a clear antecedent of job 

engagement, extending previous research. Implications for hospitality service managers, 

educators, and researchers are discussed. 

 

Highlights 

 This exploratory study examines how psychological empowerment and engagement at 

work are influenced by empowering, paradoxical, and servant leadership. 

 The sample is composed of 340 employees in Spanish hotels. 

 Data analysis through structural equation modeling tests the model relationships. 

 The mediating role of psychological empowerment was also explored. 

 Results show a positive relationship of empowering leadership to both psychological 

empowerment and engagement. 

 

Keywords: Paradoxical leadership, empowering leadership, servant leadership, 

psychological empowerment, engagement, hotels. 

 

 

 



1. INTRODUCTION 

The hospitality industry has a unique culture as compared to other industries. It is a sector 

of frequent interaction between customers and employees, where frontline staff play a 

crucial role in service delivery (Terglav, Konečnik Ruzzier, & Kaše, 2016). The 

profitability of hospitality organizations depends on essential employee attitudes and 

behaviors (Úbeda-García, Claver Cortés, Marco-Lajara, & Zaragoza-Sáez, 2014). 

Paradoxically, hospitality workers frequently report emotional exhaustion, lack of 

appreciation, occupational stress, overwork, and low pay (Kim & Agrusa, 2011; 

Tongchaiprasit & Ariyabuddhiphongs, 2016). In fact, high absenteeism and turnover are 

also characteristics of these working environments.  

Further, as Øgaard, Marnburg, and Larsen (2008) highlight, hospitality organizations are 

conventionally characterized as highly hierarchical, with a predominance of traditional 

management styles; most hotels follow the classical model of centralized decision making 

within strict pyramidal organization charts. Nevertheless, in this particular service sector, 

many unpredicted situations may occur, and if frontline employees are not given 

responsibility for decision making, they may find it hard to solve problems quickly and 

provide high-quality customer service (Jha & Nair, 2008). Since every customer and each 

service experience are different, hospitality employees should have some degree of 

autonomy and discretion in service delivery - and its recovery, when necessary - to meet 

customers’ differing needs, demands, and expectations (Ro & Chen, 2011). For this and 

other reasons, managing people in this special sector involves unique challenges for 

managers (Bowen & Ford, 2002). 

On the other hand, several economic and financial variables have pushed companies to 

new standards, forcing them to redefine business processes in the past decade. Delayering 

of management structures (in many cases due to downsizing) has been accompanied by a 

changing balance of power between employer and employee. As a result, new flattened 

organizational models seem to have emerged in conjunction with changes in the 

management philosophy. In fact, many organizations have been compelled to shift their 

traditional pyramidal, top down concept of control towards more flexible and 

participatory managerial formulas. This change in managers’ roles and responsibilities 

appears to have required a corresponding regeneration of the types of leadership behavior 

they employ. Leaders are now required to be more adaptable and people-oriented. New 

leadership strategies are therefore needed to motivate the 21st-century workforce and to 

increase their positive psychological capital (Deloitte, 2014). 

Alongside this trend, the importance of an engaged workforce, empowered to make 

frontline decisions without consulting the supervisory hierarchy, has recently been 

recognized in the tourism sector (Baum, 2015). In hospitality, empowered employees are 

more able to manage successfully unforeseen situations that might occur during service 

encounters, which often require workers “to depart from the script” (Shimko, 1994). 

Engaged employees, in turn, are characterized as working with passion and pride, being 

devoted to their work, and showing strong work involvement (Schaufeli, Salanova, 



González-Romá, & Bakker, 2002). Both empowerment and engagement of employees 

are profiled as key solutions to address specific problems in hospitality organizations 

believed to decrease job performance and service (Namasivayam, Guchait, & Lei, 2014). 

For example, leading hospitality corporations such as Ritz Carlton or Four Seasons have 

identified empowerment as the key to their success.  

Along these lines, Correia de Sousa and Van Dierendonck (2014) show strong 

relationships between the leader’s conduct and employees’ wellbeing, and the effect of  

leaders’ differing degrees of supportiveness and openness on employees. Better 

performance is generally achieved when leaders prioritize their followers’ job 

engagement, especially in customer-contact service contexts (Barnes & Collier, 2013). 

Certain management leadership styles can thus play a determining role in achieving 

employee empowerment and engagement among customer contact employees. New 

leadership theories infused with a more participatory philosophy have been proposed in 

the recent decades (Brownell, 2010). More specifically, in today’s workplaces, servant 

(Liden, Wayne, Liao, & Meuser, 2015), empowering (Zhang & Bartol, 2010), and 

paradoxical (Zhang, Waldman, Han, & Li, 2015) leadership styles have emerged as 

promising managerial approaches to generate genuine service environments in 

hospitality. Nevertheless, according to Owens, Johnson, & Mitchell (2013), insights in 

the job engagement literature are not conclusive about what leadership approach best 

fosters engaged workers, and more empirical research is needed, especially in the 

hospitality literature (Karatepe & Olugbade, 2009). 

Hsiao, Lee, & Chen (2015) recognize the need to advance knowledge on how new 

leadership styles shape employees’ performance. The three goals of this research are 

formulated in response to their call: 1) to expand the growing body of literature on 

leadership through investigation of three new approaches or conceptualizations—

paradoxical, empowering, and servant—in the context of the hospitality sector, 2) to 

deepen understanding of engagement as a construct by determining antecedents in 

Spanish hotels, 3) and to provide effective strategies for implementation of practical, 

innovative leadership in a sector hampered by adherence to tradition and autocratic 

leadership styles. This empirical research could help and inspire hospitality managers to 

display appropriate behaviors to influence employees’ positive actions and emotions at 

work. 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1. Self-Determination Theory 

Ryan and Deci's (2000) Self-Determination Theory (SDT) can elucidate the process by 

which increased motivation, employee enablement, and skill-development practices 

affect psychological empowerment and individual engagement. This theory argues that 

all individuals have three innate psychological needs: for autonomy (to be able to make 



or contribute personally to choices in various undertakings), competence (to feel 

competent to perform such activities successfully), and relatedness (to feel they belong to 

and are valued by a group) (Ryan & Deci, 2000). When the employee’s workplace and 

manager satisfy these needs, the employee experiences “intrinsic motivation, overall 

well-being, and positive work feelings” (Gardner, Wright, & Moynihan, 2011: p. 320). 

Since any managerial strategy or technique that strengthens employees’ self-

determination will in some way enhance their belief in self-efficacy by making them feel 

more powerful and trusted, employees will be more engaged. 

In line with this perspective, certain empowering behaviors by managers (related to their 

leadership style) can foster workers’ positive feelings of proficiency and autonomy by 

enhancing their self-perception and sense of achievement, in turn generating 

psychological empowerment and engagement. For example, certain enabling managerial 

behaviors can satisfy two of our three essential human needs, those of competence and 

self-determination.  

In sum, SDT is useful for understanding how various social forces and managerial 

behaviors affect individuals at work. 

Drawing on theory and empirical evidence, this study thus argues that paradoxical 

leadership, empowering leadership, and servant leadership are associated with employee 

psychological empowerment and workers’ engagement. The research model proposes that 

employees’ perceptions of empowering, paradoxical, and servant leadership styles in their 

managers are positively related to both psychological empowerment and job engagement 

levels in employees, as depicted in Figure 1. 

 

2.2. Theoretical framework on engagement 

Employee engagement is commonly described as a psychological state in the workplace 

in which feeling competent and secure motivates employees’ proactive dedication 

through physical, cognitive, and emotional commitment to their roles (Schaufeli et al., 

2002). Although engagement is often confused with or seen as part of different constructs 

(e.g., commitment or involvement) in practitioner-oriented research, it differs in 

associating these cognitive, emotional, and behavioral elements closely with the ways 

individuals perform their job roles (Saks, 2006). For Schaufeli et al. (2002), engagement 

is characterized as workers’ experience of vigor (desire and commitment to perform their 

jobs energetically and to do their very best), dedication (being devoted to and inspired by 

their job), and absorption (being completely focused on and immersed in the task), thus 

conceptualizing engagement as a three-dimensional construct. Engaged employees are 

self-assured about their capacity to accomplish the demands of their jobs. 

Job engagement is not a transient and situational state of mind, but rather an “employee’s 

persistent and pervasive affective-cognitive” connection with work activities (Schaufeli 

et al., 2002: p. 74). Key antecedents of workplace engagement include realistic 



workloads, employees’ belief that they have autonomy and are in control, a supportive 

work environment, appropriate recognition, and meaningful work. Maslach, Schaufeli,  

and Leiter (2001) argue that one should think of job engagement as the opposite of 

burnout.  

Kahn (1990: p. 700) views engagement as “the simultaneous employment and expression 

of a person's preferred self in task behaviors that promote connections to work and to 

others, personal presence (physical, cognitive, and emotional), and active, full role 

performances.” These three psychological conditions are security, significance, and 

availability, as both personal matters and the workplace strongly determine whether one 

is engaged or disengaged in one’s job (Kahn, 1990). In this line, Rich, Lepine, and 

Crawford (2010) identify value congruence (belief that one’s values match the 

organization’s), perceived organizational support (feeling safe in organizational contexts 

perceived as having clear behavioral consequences), and core self-evaluations (assessing 

personally whether one is valuable, effective, and capable) as key antecedents of job 

engagement. 

 

 

2.3. Psychological empowerment 

Research on how to understand and foster the experience of empowerment by 

subordinates describes empowerment as a motivational process (Conger and Kanungo, 

1988; Thomas and Velthouse, 1990). Drawing on prior research, Spreitzer (1995) also 

classifies the construct of psychological empowerment as motivational, conceptualizing 

it as a psychological work-related state reflecting the employee’s experience of being 

actively oriented to his/her role. According to this author, psychological empowerment is 

a second-order construct signaled through four cognitive perceptions: meaning 

(employees value their jobs), competence (employees believe they can perform job-

related tasks with skill), self-determination (perception that one has some choice), and 

impact (belief that fulfilling the goal of a task will have positive results). 

The self-efficacy theory developed by Bandura (1977) has been traditionally described as 

one of the best frameworks for understanding employees experiencing psychological 

empowerment. Individuals with self-efficacy believe inwardly that they are capable and 

competent to carry out the required courses of actions successfully to achieve certain 

goals. Given its positive impact on the employee’s intrinsic self-efficacy, theoretical 

arguments suggest that psychological empowerment can be critical for employee 

engagement to thrive. 

According to Murari and Gupta (2012), different types of leadership impact employees’ 

psychological empowerment differently, since the management’s style of leadership 

determines how empowered the organization’s employees feel. Empowering, servant, and 

paradoxical leadership styles involve managerial practices that in one way or another 

enhance SDT basic needs, such as competence and autonomy. It is thus expected that 



these leadership approaches result in employees’ experiencing more psychological 

empowerment and being more engaged.  

 

2.4. Empowering leadership 

The empowering leadership style involves managers giving their staff more power and 

freedom of choice in decisions. Following the multidimensional conceptualization of 

Ahearne, Mathieu, and Rapp, (2005), an empowering leadership approach creates 

conditions that foster employee participation by promoting decision making and reducing 

bureaucratic constraints. Empowering leaders make their belief in employees’ 

competences and capabilities visible, granting employees more opportunity and 

responsibility in their jobs. Such leaders normally set participatory goals, foster 

autonomy, and promote self-development of the workforce by fostering autonomy 

through, for example, by delegating authority and permitting employees to assume a 

leadership role or regulate themselves (Ahearne et al., 2005; Bester, Stander, & Van Zyl, 

2015).  

 The literature demonstrates across work contexts and national differences that 

managerial leadership to empower employees correlates highly with psychological 

empowerment of employees (see Bester et al., 2015; Klerk & Stander, 2014; Lorinkova 

& Perry, 2014; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). Namasivayam et al. (2014) also found evidence 

associating empowering leadership with psychological empowerment in their sample of 

restaurant frontline employees in the US. Hence, prior studies illustrate how empowering 

leadership exerts a direct influence on psychological empowerment. 

Management that plays a participatory role is critical to the employee’s psychological 

state (Conger & Kanungo, 1988). Tuckey et al. (2012) state that empowering leadership 

creates the right work environment to boost employee self-management by teaching 

employees self-leadership skills. Moreover, the actions oriented to empowering 

employees seem to improve their belief in their self-efficacy. The foregoing arguments 

thus lead us to hypothesize that empowering leadership has a positive effect on 

subordinates’ psychological empowerment: 

Hypothesis 1. Managers’ empowering leadership is positively related to 

employees’ psychological empowerment. 

 

Leaders strongly influence employees’ work experience and psychological well-being.  

Klerk and Stander (2014) demonstrate that empowering leadership, psychological 

empowerment, and engagement are closely related. Employees feel empowered when 

they perceive that their managers seek to empower them through their leadership. And 

these feelings will lead employees to feel that they are connected and belong to their 



organization and their jobs, resulting in employees being more engaged (Albrecht & 

Andreetta, 2011).  

Specifically, since empowering leadership has the effect of optimizing working 

conditions for engagement, this style directly inspires work engagement in followers 

(Tuckey et al., 2012). This enabling leadership style thus facilitates the motivational 

processes that underpin employees’ engagement at work. Perceiving that their manager is 

giving them power, autonomy, and authority makes employees feel trusted and more 

capable, and consequently will be more enthusiastic when performing work-related tasks 

and will be more engrossed in their work. It is thus hypothesized that managerial 

practices’ emphasis on employees’ autonomy and self-determination – as is the case in 

empowering leadership – will give priority to employee care and dedication, generating 

a feeling of engagement. If empowering leadership practices that foster autonomy and 

discretion among the employees lead to increased level of engagement, we can expect a 

positive association between such leadership and employee engagement, as formulated in 

Hypothesis 3: 

Hypothesis 2. Managers’ empowering leadership is positively related to 

employee engagement. 

 

2.5. Paradoxical leadership  

Paradox theory illuminates how managers understand and manage opposing requests in 

organizations.  Paradoxical leader behavior responds to new and seemingly contradictory 

inquiries that managers must currently face. Outside the conventional managerial duties, 

a paradoxical leader establishes a balance between mutually exclusive assumptions or 

conditions in the workplace which are nevertheless deeply interrelated and may even 

coexist (Lewis, Andriopoulos, & Smith, 2014). The literature defines paradoxical 

leadership as apparently competing but in fact interrelated behaviors displayed by the 

leaders “to meet structural and follower demands simultaneously and over time” (Zhang 

et al., 2015: p. 538).  They integrate both organizational and individual solutions 

harmoniously and simultaneously. 

Only through paradoxical leadership can conflicting poles be united successfully. 

Managers following the paradoxical leadership approach maintain decision control while 

allowing autonomy (Zhang et al., 2015). For example, they normally control important 

work issues and make final important decisions but, at the same time, allow subordinates 

to handle other smaller issues and work details. They do not micromanage, but allow 

employees full control of specific work processes. While maintaining overall control, 

these leaders give subordinates appropriate autonomy and latitude. Paradoxical leaders 

thus allow others to share the leadership role in some aspects of the daily work.  

Further, paradoxical leaders empower their followers while keeping control, combining 

both autonomy and discipline in the way they manage their teams. In fact, paradoxical 



leaders might “maintain long-term control precisely by continuously granting employees 

the discretion to bend the rules” (Lewis et al., 2014;  Zhang et al., 2015: p. 541). As 

paradoxical leadership provides some degree of discretion and freedom of choice to 

employees, it is likely to influence workers’ feeling of empowerment: 

Hypothesis 3. Managers’ paradoxical leadership is positively related to 

employees’ psychological empowerment. 

 

In hospitality organizations, frontline employees sometimes experience role conflict in 

dealing with opposing components of paradoxes at work (Iverson & Deery, 1997). For 

example, company policies make employees follow standardized corporate behavior 

while at the same time continuously requiring the staff to customize service to each client 

individually. This can cause confusion, frustration, and lack of motivation among 

employees. For this reason, and given the peculiarities and uncertainty of service 

encounters, paradoxical leadership may be a good way to manage workers in hospitality. 

Under the paradoxical leadership approach, managers stress conformity in task 

performance but allow for exceptions, as Zhang et al. (2015) outline.  

Moreover, paradoxical leaders’ behavior may provide a good example for employees 

because these leaders must also consider opposing viewpoints together and integrate them 

over time (Lewis et al., 2014). For example, on the one hand, subordinates expect their 

line managers to grant them discretion in delivering guest service; on the other, the 

organization expects the line manager to supervise and control processes. Paradoxical 

leadership can thus deal effectively with workplace tensions or contradictions by 

embracing two possible alternatives simultaneously and integrating them as a pair 

(Lavine, 2014). Supervisors’ paradoxical leadership behaviors could thus serve as a good 

role model to show employees how to accept and embrace contradictions in complex 

environments (Lewis, 2000). As a result, employees could learn to fulfill complicated and 

even ambivalent requirements. 

Further, a paradoxical leader’s example may be able to teach employees how to meet 

differing customer expectations, to be more interpersonally flexible. With paradoxical 

leader behavior as a role model, subordinates could learn greater flexibility and acquire a 

varied repertoire of responses to unexpected work situations, providing experience that 

in turn contributes to expanding their holistic understanding. Followers might therefore 

be more likely to be adaptive and proactive, and to work proficiently, exploring new ways 

to fulfill their daily job requirements (Zhang et al., 2015) and thus coming to feel more 

capable and enthusiastic at work. 

Furthermore, paradoxical leaders adapt their commands to the aptitude, strengths, and 

capabilities of each subordinate and regulate their expectations to the heterogeneity of 

each situation, while still assigning equal workload; they also adjust their behavior to the 

needs of different team members, while keeping homogeneous standards for all, as Zhang 



et al. (2015) argue. Subsequently, employees might see themselves as more task capable 

and interactively skilled, becoming in turn more dedicated and eager at work and, as 

hypothesized in H5, more engaged: 

Hypothesis 4. Managers’ paradoxical leadership is positively related to employee 

engagement. 

 

2.6. Servant leadership 

Recent research has identified servant leadership as “the next step in leadership evolution” 

in hospitality sectors (Brownell, 2010: p. 363). Greenleaf (1977) developed the theory of 

servant leadership in a ground-breaking essay outlining the importance of prioritizing 

support for employees, as well as their comfort and development.  

A servant leader is an individual who improves his/her followers’ necessities, self-

concept, beliefs, and values, through firstly setting an example of high moral standards, 

integrity, kindheartedness, and dedication. Servant leaders believe in ethical utilization of 

power and encourage participant behaviors that enhance job efficacy (Liden et al., 2015). 

 

Servant leadership influences employee behavior positively because it fulfills some of 

workers’ psychological needs (Hsiao et al., 2015). In this line, Murari and Gupta (2012) 

highlight that some characteristics of servant leadership (foresight, persuading, 

awareness, and stewardship) are very important for employee empowerment. Their study 

finds that servant leadership and empowerment correlate highly and significantly. Servant 

leaders emphasize collaboration and the ethical use of power, enabling more autonomy 

and decision making in employees. Servant leaders include followers’ input into 

important managerial decisions. As a result, followers feel that a significant part of the 

business’ success is their responsibility. 

Servant leaders’ behavior increases employees’ self-determination and self-efficacy levels 

by providing them with autonomy, empowerment, and the conditions in which to grow 

and develop. Followers consequently gain more self-confidence and conviction in their 

ability to perform well. Moreover, studies demonstrate the marked effectiveness of 

servant leadership, given its employee-centered orientation to support and empower 

subordinates (Liden, Wayne, Liao, & Meuser, 2014). As servant leadership brings out 

employees’ full potential, it is expected to influence employees’ psychological 

empowerment. Based on the foregoing discussion, servant leaders’ positive effect on 

employees’ psychological states should produce greater individual psychological 

empowerment in employees. 

Hypothesis 5. Managers’ servant leadership is positively related to employees’ 

psychological empowerment. 

 



According to Liden et al. (2015: p. 254), the benefits of servant leadership make it a 

desirable approach both to leadership “in response to the increasing need for employee 

engagement” and to “societal demands for higher levels of ethical behavior in 

organizations”. Servant leadership is altruistic and normally creates value for others, both 

inside and outside the organization; this behavior instills positive energy among their 

followers. Overcoming their self-interest, servant leaders prioritize serving their 

followers before attending to their own needs. This type of leader notices their 

subordinates’ needs and desires by the way of personalized attention and takes on a key 

role in ensuring fairness while focusing on helping others. 

Servant leaders express humility, authenticity, and interpersonal acceptance (Murari & 

Gupta, 2012). According to Owens et al. (2013: p.1533), “humble leaders foster learning-

oriented teams and engaged employees, as well as job satisfaction and employee 

retention.” For this reason, we expect servant leaders to enable their workers to experience 

personal efficacy by fostering conditions for strengthening motivation to complete tasks. 

Prior research (e.g., Correia & van Dierendonck, 2014) also shows that servant leadership 

enhances employee engagement in service companies. Servant leaders promote 

conditions for psychological safety, one of the necessary conditions signaled by Kahn 

(1990) for employees to engage at work. The perception that their managers are servant 

leaders increases employees’ likelihood of feeling less constrained and expecting success, 

and may thus feel more enthusiastic and emotionally attached to their work. We thus 

hypothesize that servant leadership positively affects employee engagement. 

Hypothesis 6. Managers’ servant leadership is positively related to employees’ 

engagement. 

 

2.7. Relationships among psychological empowerment, engagement, and leadership 

For Quiñones, Van den Broeck, & De Witte (2013), conceiving psychological 

empowerment as an inner phenomenon is productive for understanding connections 

between engagement and workplace issues. Since empowered workers are confident in 

their abilities and the work that they do, they are more likely to be engaged (Stander & 

Rothmann, 2010). As reported by previous research, employees who feel empowered are 

not only motivated and engaged but experience more connection, commitment, and 

feelings of belongingness to their organization (Albrecht & Andreetta, 2011; Macsinga, 

Sulea, Sârbescu, & Fischmann, 2015). Hence, psychologically empowered employees 

tend to greater engagement, given their higher self-efficacy as well as competence.  

Self-Determination Theory (SDT) as formulated by Ryan and Deci (2000) asserts that 

psychological empowerment is also “particularly suitable to understand motivation at the 

task level, potentially affecting engagement” (Correia & van Dierendonck, 2014: p.880). 

Some research finds that psychological empowerment plays a relevant role as antecedent 

of work engagement (e.g., Jose & Mampilly, 2014; Quiñones et al., 2013; Stander & 



Rothmann, 2010). This study thus hypothesizes that employees who are empowered by 

their managers will feel better able to perform their tasks and thus more trusted. They will 

also be more inspired because they view their work as meaningful and satisfying. Such 

workers’ dedication, passion, and engrossment at work increase: they become more 

engaged. 

Hypothesis 7. Employees’ psychological empowerment is positively related to 

employee engagement. 

 

The three leadership styles—empowering, paradoxical, servant—normally show concern 

for their subordinates’ wellbeing and encourage their involvement by developing 

supportive environments that encourage employee participation. As a result, employees 

perceive that their managers trust them and believe they will do excellent work. Ryan & 

Deci's (2000) SDT argues that managers’ enabling behaviors may thus satisfy the 

employees’ needs for self-determination and competence, generating psychological 

empowerment. In studies by Maslach et al. (2001) and subsequently Saks (2006), the 

perception of support from the organization and one’s supervisor emerge as antecedents 

engagement at work. The climate of “psychological safety” generated by this type of 

leader may thus be ideal for enabling employees to experience engagement at work 

(Kahn, 1990).   

Empowering leadership takes place in work environments with a fair approach to 

workload distribution. Paradoxical leaders redistribute workload uniformly, while also 

considering individuals’ capabilities. Servant leaders normally serve as an example of the 

value of equity and high standards within the organization. Managers displaying these 

novel leadership styles are thus more likely to be just and equitable, conceding all 

empowered employees the same possibility to act with latitude and choice in how to 

perform their work. Maslach et al. (2001) as well as Saks (2006) identify procedural and 

distributive justice as key elements of employee engagement.  

Moreover, participative leadership styles foster a more active role of the employee in 

daily tasks by providing him/her more latitude. Freedom of choice in how to accomplish 

duties implies new job demands, as it involves higher levels of job responsibility. One 

might expect employees who perceive those demands as challenges (opportunities to 

promote mastery) to be more engaged, as Crawford, LePine, and Rich (2010) argue. 

Managers who strive to empower employees are thus more likely to inspire engaged 

employees. Understanding that one has the higher responsibility involved in 

psychological empowerment can lead employees to perceive a potential for personal 

growth and thus to experience more engagement. 

There are thus several reasons to expect that these three styles of participatory leadership 

produce beneficial outcomes in followers, including greater engagement through 

psychological empowerment. Following this logic, we can expect psychological 



empowerment to mediate in the relationship of managerial leadership style to follower 

engagement level, as stated in the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 8. Psychological empowerment mediates the relationship between 

empowering leadership and employee engagement.  

Hypothesis 9. Psychological empowerment mediates the relationship between 

paradoxical leadership and employee engagement. 

Hypothesis 10. Psychological empowerment mediates the relationship between 

servant leadership and employee engagement. 

 

Figure 1.  Research Model 

 

3. MATERIALS AND METHODS 

3.1. Sample and data collection 

A survey questionnaire was prepared to measure the perceptions of Spanish hotel 

employees. The scales were drawn from prior studies, adapting some measures to the 

context of the hospitality sector. Since the data were collected in a Spanish-speaking 

country, back-translation processes were followed (Brislin, 1980). Two bilingual experts 

ensured accuracy of the translation and adapted some expressions to the hotel industry. 

Prior to final administration, and to ensure comprehensibility of the questionnaire, a 

pretest with the final translated versions of the measures was piloted on a sample of 12 

hoteliers.  

Data were collected during the summer of 2015. Full-time hotel workers intensely 

involved in serving customers (reservation department and front-office staff) were chosen 

by convenience sampling. Since all questionnaires were personally administered by the 

research team, who approached the employees directly at their workplaces, participants 

were selected according their accessibility and availability. For this reason, the 

geographical scope of the study was limited to a manageable number of cities -ranked 

among the ten cities most visited throughout the year in Spain. The hospitality sector was 

chosen for this study due to its importance to the Spanish economy. Spain has over 10,000 

hotels, employing a monthly average of over 300,000 workers; in 2016, over 330 million 

room nights were registered in Spain1. It is thus important to better understand how to 

foster positive outcomes in its workforce. 

Seven days prior to administration of the survey, the hotels selected received an invitation 

by email that explained the research and procedures. The self-completion survey was 

subsequently given in person to the hotel employees who volunteered to participate in 

                                                             
1 https://www.ccoo-servicios.es/archivos/2016InformepropuestasIndustriaturiticasalnivelnacionalfinal(1).pdf 



this study: 340 individuals. A cover letter that clarified the research goals and steps taken 

to ensure confidentiality accompanied the questionnaire. Questionnaires were returned in 

a closed envelope to guarantee anonymity. Respondents placed the completed surveys in 

envelopes, which researchers collected from the hotels in person.  

Gathering data by convenience sampling (Garg & Dhar, 2016; Kong, Sun, & Yan, 2016; 

Lee, Choo, & Hyun, 2016; Macsinga et al., 2015; Pienaar & Willemse, 2008) prevents 

generalization of results to the whole population of Spanish hospitality workers. This 

convenience sample includes workers from hotels with different ratings (one star, 3.4%; 

two stars, 6.4%; three stars 32.2%; four stars 43.7%; five stars 14.3%), and sizes, as can 

be seen in Table 1.  

Failure to complete the survey or missing data led to elimination of 11 questionnaires. Of 

the 329 hoteliers who completed the surveys, the sample may be characterized by gender 

as 193 men (58.7%), by education level as 78.1% holders of university degrees; and by 

age as 42.8% ages 21-30 and 39.8% ages 31-40. Most (76.6%) responding employees 

were not managers and had worked an average of 6 years with the company (SD=7.36 

years). On average, they had held the position at the time of the survey for 5 years (SD= 

6.58) and had been working with the current manager for the last 4 years (SD=4.83).  

 

Table 1. Sample Characteristics 

 

3.2. Measures 

Up-to-date multi-item scales, recently developed in the management literature to measure 

new leader behaviors, were employed in this exploratory study. A 7-item Likert scale was 

used to record responses, from (1) totally disagree to (7) totally agree. All scales used 

this 7-point Likert response format.  

Engagement was assessed with the UWES-9 (the short version of the Utrecht Work 

Engagement Scale) (Schaufeli et al., 2002) (e.g., “I feel happy when I am working 

intensely”,  “my job inspires me”). The scale yielded Cronbach Alpha of .93. 

Psychological empowerment. This construct was operationalized using Spreitzer's (1995) 

scale (e.g., “I can decide on my own how to go about doing my work”). The four 

dimensions were reflected in a 12-item scale: significance, skill level, autonomy, and 

efficacy. The scale yielded a Cronbach Alpha of .90.  

Empowering leadership. Empowering leadership was measured using the 12-item 

instrument from Ahearne et al. (2005). This instrument is divided into multi-item 

subscales measuring four dimensions: (1) greater significance of one’s job, (2) 

encouraging participatory decision-making processes, (3) exhibiting trust that employees 



will perform with excellence, and (4) permitting independence from bureaucratic rigidity. 

The scale yielded a Cronbach Alpha of .95. 

Paradoxical leadership. Paradoxical leadership was measured using the instrument by 

Zhang et al. (2015). This 22-item scale has five subscales that correspond to its five 

dimensions: (1) treating subordinates consistently but also permitting individual 

variation, (2) combining self-centeredness with other-centeredness, (3) controlling 

decision-making and permitting some autonomy, (4) enforcing regulations for performing 

tasks but also granting flexibility, and (5) maintaining both hierarchical authority and 

mutual respect. Therefore, high levels of paradoxical leadership behavior imply the 

degree to which leaders connect and embrace two paradoxical poles consistently. The 

scale yielded a Cronbach Alpha of .94. 

Servant leadership. The short version of the servant leadership scale (SL-7), recently 

refined by Liden et al. (2015), measured employee perceptions of the degree to which 

management adopted a servant leadership style. It consisted of 7 items (e.g., “My 

supervisor puts my best interests ahead of his/her own”) representing a single construct 

of servant leadership style. The scale yielded a Cronbach Alpha of .87. 

Control variables. Two employee characteristics were controlled: gender (coding female 

1 and male 2) and level of education, because both factors have been shown to relate to 

engagement (Macsinga et al., 2015; Quiñones et al., 2013). A 4-point scale was employed 

to measure education, on which higher values represented a higher educational level: up 

to completion of middle school (1), high school or equivalent (2), completion of an 

undergraduate degree (3), graduate study (4). 

 

3.3. Data-analysis strategy 

The data gathered from the questionnaire were analyzed using IBM’s Statistical Package 

for Social Science (SPSS), version 22. Both the measurement and the structural model 

were assessed through EQS 6.2 (Bentler & Wu, 1995; Byrne, 2006) because this software 

provides robust statistics for the standard errors, thus correcting for the effects of violation 

of the principle of multivariate normality (Byrne, 2012).  

Scholars disagree on whether to analyze the measurement models independently of 

structural ones (Wallace & Sheetz, 2014). In this study, the recommendations of 

Schumacker and Lomax (2010) have been followed. Those authors advise following two 

steps: (1) assess the measurement model; and (2) examine the structural model because 

“it is only after latent variables are adequately defined (measured) that it makes sense to 

examine latent variable relationships in a structural model” (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010: 

p.192). This perspective is consistent with prior research (Elicker, Levy, & Hall, 2006; 

Wallace, Keil, & Rai, 2004). It is also suitable in this case because it permits us to refine 

the measures before the structural model is tested (Wallace & Sheetz, 2014). 

 



4. RESULTS 

4.1 Assessing common method bias 

To reduce the possibility of common method bias due to self-report measures, a set of 

procedures was implemented prior to data collection (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & 

Podsakoff, 2003). For example, variables were scrambled to prevent respondents from 

intuiting the research model and questions, as it reduced the likelihood that they would 

adjust their answers to what they believed were the expected results (Terglav et al., 2016). 

In addition, only previously tested scales were used, and “filler” items and changed 

instructions were added to separate the variables in the minds of the respondents (Alfes, 

Shantz, Truss, & Soane, 2013). 

Common method bias (CMB) was also tested using Harman’s single-factor test 

(Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). The results identified seventeen factors. Since the first factor 

explained only 20.185% and balanced distribution across the other factors explained the 

rest of the variance, CMB does not seem to be a problem (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). A 

common latent variable comprised of all survey items was also included in the model 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003). Following the recommendation of Matzler, Strobl, Stokburger-

Sauer, Bobovnicky, and Bauer (2016), substantial and method variance were contrasted. 

The indicator’s average substantive explained variance was 0.678 and the average 

method-based variance 0.007 – a ratio of 96.857:1. Furthermore, given the non-

significance of the majority of method factor loadings, indicating only minor method 

variance, one can conclude that method bias does not affect the study results substantially. 

 

4.2. Assessment of psychometric properties of the measures  

The measurement model was evaluated using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Full 

CFA assesses whether item variables load excessively on previously determined factors 

but not on non-related factors (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). 

The measurement model (Figure 2) contained 17 latent variables or first-order constructs: 

meaningfulness (elme), participation (elpa), confidence (elcf), autonomy (elau), 

uniformly-individualization (plui), centeredness (plso), control-autonomy (plca), 

requirements-flexibility (plrf), distance-closeness (pldc), meaning (pemea), competence 

(pecom), self-determination (pedet), impact (peimp), vigor (envi), dedication (ende), 

absorption (enab), and servant leadership (svl). Testing for multivariate normality 

determined non-normal data (Mardia’s coefficient=702.084; t-value=81.875), enabling 

use of robust maximum likelihood ML estimation (Bentler & Bonett, 1980). The non-

normality of the data also has consequences for sample size, since Schumacker and 

Lomax (2010: p.42) recommend “at least 10 subjects per variable”, a requirement that 

this sample of 329 observations does not fulfil. Since an estimation method that “corrects 

for” non-normality of the data was used, however, it is acceptable to relax this 

requirement for sample size. 

 



Figure 2.  Measurement model. (Full Confirmatory Factor Analysis) 

 

Estimation of the measurement model yielded global fit indexes suggesting poor data-

model fit. Causes of misfit were then investigated. To do so, the guidelines of Byrne 

(2010: p.67) were followed: “in reviewing the model parameter estimates, three criteria 

are of interest: a) the feasibility of the parameter estimates, b) the appropriateness of the 

standard error, and c) the statistical significance of the parameter estimates.” First, 

correctness of the magnitude and sign of the parameter estimates were confirmed. 

Although all had the expected positive sign, some already revealed problems of size. Still, 

since size is not sufficient reason to eliminate an indicator, the research team continued 

the analysis. Second, the standard errors of each indicator in the measurement model were 

analyzed. These were small for most indicators (suggesting accurate estimation). For 

items Svl1, Svl6, Svl7, Plso2, Plrf1, Plrf2, Pldc1 and Pldc2, however, large standard 

errors suggested inadequate fit. In the third step, it was confirmed that the parameter 

estimates were indeed not statistically significant for the items mentioned, which 

indicated that they should be deleted from the model (Byrne, 2010). To eliminate these 

items from the measurement model, the single-step approach recommended by Boomsma 

(2000) was followed: the items were eliminated one at a time, proceeding from greater to 

smaller standard error, and then the full measurement model was estimated after 

eliminating each item. This enabled the researchers to confirm two things: 1) that none of 

the parameter estimates became significant during the scale refinement process with 

successive elimination of the items; and 2) that, for each estimation of the full 

measurement model, the same parameters were obtained, indicating the model’s 

robustness. For reflective constructs, Mackenzie, Podsakoff, and Podsakoff, (2011) argue 

that it is possible to omit several items without distorting critical elements the construct 

domain, since the remaining items can register the effect of these constructs. Similarly, 

drawing on Nunnally and Bernstein (1994), Hair, Hult, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2017) argue 

that reflective indicators (sometimes known as effect indicators) constitute a 

representative subset of all items present in the conceptual domain of the construct. 

Through association with a specific construct, all indicator items should be closely 

correlated and all individual items exchangeable. Eliminating individual items from 

trustworthy constructs should thus not generally alter the meaning of the construct. 

The following fit indexes were obtained for the full measurement model: Chi 

square=2576.017; d.f. 1241, p=0.000; CFI=0.951; AGFI=0.841; GFI=0.884; 

SRMR=0.048; RMSEA=0.042; 90% CI=0.038-0.045. The proposed measurement model 

had significant goodness-of-fit statistics, but other indexes indicated good model fit. The 

model fit was evaluated using the two-index strategy proposed by Hu and Bentler (1999). 

According to their strategy, a model is acceptable if it satisfies one of two pairs of 

conditions: either that RMSEA ≤ 0.06 and CFI, TLI or RNI ≥ 0.95; or that RMSEA ≤ 0.06 

and SRMS ≤ 0.08. In that case, the full measurement model satisfies both conditions, 

although the GFI and AGFI values are just below the recommended minimum of 0.90. 



Other studies (e.g., Foote, Seipel, Johnson, & Duffy, (2005: p. 213) attribute this minimal 

difference, however, to the “artifact of the large degrees of freedom relative to sample 

size and the relatively small number of estimated parameters”. 

The last step for evaluation of the measurement model was a specification search (Byrne, 

2010). Although the fit indexes reported show good model fit, it might have been possible 

to improve the fit. The modification indexes provided by EQS (Lagrange test) were thus 

calculated. The largest modification indexes obtained corresponded to the correlation of 

the error variances. According to Boomsma (2000), the measurement model should only 

be modified if the changes make substantive sense. Since the changes detected through 

the Lagrange test had no substantive meaning, no changes were thus made. Table A1 

presents the data obtained in the final full CFA (see Appendix). 

Convergent validity of the scales was also evaluated. Scale reliability was assessed 

through composite reliability (CR), average variance extracted (AVE), and Cronbach’s 

Alpha (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2010). The constructs’ CR values were 

above the recommended minimum of 0.70 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988), and the AVEs above 

0.5 (see Table A1). These statistics conform to the criteria proposed by Fornell and 

Larcker (1981). The reliability indicated by the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients, which 

evaluate the constructs’ internal consistency, also exceeded the recommended minimum 

of 0.80 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1978). The results presented in Table A1 thus confirm 

internal consistency and reliability of all scales. 

The approach of Voorhees, Brady, Calantone, and Ramirez (2016) was followed to 

measure construct-level discriminant validity. Firstly, Fornell and Larcker's (1981) 

procedure comparing the square root of the AVE and the construct correlations was used 

(the main diagonal in Table 2 shows the square root of the AVE). As all values are greater 

than the correlations of the constructs, the results confirm discriminant validity among 

the model constructs. Second, heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratios were determined for 

each pair of constructs (Henseler, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2015). The ratios, displayed in 

Table 3, take values below 0.85 for each pairing, also confirming discriminant validity.  

Table 2. Correlation Matrix 

 

Table 3. Heterotrait-monotrait Ratio 

 

The scales that measure engagement (Schaufeli et al., 2002), empowering leadership 

(Ahearne et al., 2005), psychological empowerment (Spreitzer, 1995), and paradoxical 

leadership (Zhang, et al., 2015) have been conceptualized as second-order constructs in 

the prior literature. Higher-order models should, however, be evaluated critically as 

compared to alternative lower-order models (Hair et al., 2010). Evaluation here followed 

the strategy of competitive models in Marsh and Hocevar (1988) and Rindskopf and Rose 



(1988), and used in Cao and Zhang (2010), Huang, Lai, and Lo, (2012), and Chen, Lu, 

Chau, and Gupta (2014). Firstly, for each construct, it was specified a first-order one-

factor model, constraining all items for each model to load on a single latent, unobserved 

factor. A second, target model required each scale’s items to load on the number of factors 

defined as dimensions of the construct and all factors to correlate amongst themselves. A 

third, nearly identical model differed from the second only in replacing the correlation 

paths between the factors by a shared higher-order factor. Finally, to compare these three 

alternative models for each construct, the target coefficient was calculated. Marsh and 

Hocevar (1988) recommend evaluating the explanatory power of second-order models 

through the target (T) coefficient [T= Chi Square (baseline model)/Chi Square 

(alternative model)]. The target coefficient indicates how well the higher-order factor 

model explains covariance in the first-order factors, measured as percentage variation of 

the first-order factors attributed to the second-order construct (Huang et al., 2012). 

Although T-coefficients ranging from 0.80–1.00 show that a second-order construct is 

present, the second-order model provides a more parsimonious explanation of covariance 

in the first-order factors (Rindskopf & Rose, 1988). Since the second-order factor alone 

does not explain the shared variance in the first-order factors, the fit indices of the higher-

order model can never be better than the corresponding first-order model (Segars & 

Grover, 1998). Table A2 shows the target coefficients calculated for engagement (T=1), 

empowering leadership (T= 0.914), psychological empowerment (T= 0.806), and 

paradoxical leadership (T=0.947). These values support the conclusion that a second-

order model provides a better structure in all second-order model constructs. 

 

4.3. Structural model  

The analysis was based on confirmatory modeling, a method that specifies a relationship 

model constructed from theory and statistically evaluates that model’s significance using 

structural equation modelling (SEM). Again, non-normality of the data (Mardia’s 

coefficient=568.879; t-value=71.546) established by the multivariate normality test led 

us to choose the robust maximum likelihood ML estimation method (Bentler & Bonett, 

1980). In estimating the structural model, empowering leadership, paradoxical leadership 

and servant leadership were allowed to correlate, since the study goal is to analyze the 

joint impact of these three types of leadership on psychological empowerment and 

engagement. 

Before assessing fit of the structural model, the second-order constructs must be evaluated 

by analyzing the factor loadings, the R2, CR and AVE of each higher-order construct’s 

dimension. CR and AVE were calculated using the procedure for second-order constructs 

recommended in Gefen, Rigdon, and Straub (2011) and used in Pavlou and Gefen (2005). 

In the formula proposed by Gefen et al., (2011: p. 11), “reliability in second-order 

constructs is calculated as multiplication of the standardized loadings of the first-order 

factors by the standardized loadings of the second-order factor”. The CR and AVE were 



also calculated using the traditional procedure for reflective second-order constructs 

specified in Mackenzie et al. (2011).  

The results show the validity of all second-order constructs except psychological 

empowerment, whose dimensions self-determination and impact do not perform well 

(second-order construct factor loadings below 0.7; their R2 below 0.5) These factor 

loadings were thus eliminated, following the guidelines of Jarvis, MacKenzie, and 

Podsakoff (2003) and Mackenzie et al. (2011) for reflective constructs when a 

subdimension lacks validity. In fact, some previous researchers using Spreitzer's (1995) 

scale omitted some of the construct’s dimensions from the analysis due to similar 

problems (e.g., competence, in Albrecht and Andreetta (2011); and self-determination, in 

Dimitriades (2005) and Jose and Mampilly (2014). Further, multiple prior studies have 

operationalized psychological empowerment as a single averaged score, disregarding 

distinctions among its dimensions (Fong & Snape, 2015; Koberg, Boss, Senjem, & 

Goodman, 1999; Quiñones et al., 2013). According to Edwards (2001), this 

operationalization procedure involves two assumptions: a) since the different dimensions 

express the reflective second-order construct to the same extent, changing the construct’s 

units changes each dimension to the same extent; b) each dimension has the same quality 

in indicating the reflective higher-order construct. Based on Edwards’s (2001) premise, 

distinctions among dimensions can thus be disregarded, such that the larger numbers in 

the remaining dimensions signify higher levels of psychological empowerment as a 

whole. 

Confirmation of the hypotheses demands analysis of the proposed model’s global fit. 

There are two main classes of fit statistics: 1) model test statistics, and 2) approximate fit 

indexes. Each class assesses model fit differently (Kline, 2011). The model was evaluated 

using both types of fit statistics: 

First, the model test statistics (or Chi-square test) were calculated. Hayduk, Cummings, 

Boadu, Pazderka-Robinson, & Boulianne (2007), (Boomsma, 2000), and Kline (2005, 

2011) have reviewed the importance of the result of this test in evaluating the structural 

model. The following result in the model was obtained: Chi square= 2412.825; d.f.= 1149 

p =0.000 (see Table A3 in the Appendix). The exact-fit hypothesis at the 0.05 level was 

thus rejected. Since the discrepancy between the observed and the model-implied 

covariances is statistically significant, the model fails the Chi-square test. Interpreting this 

result required taking into account that: 1) the Chi-square test assumed normal 

distribution of the data (an assumption that this data did not fulfill, based on the result of 

Mardia’s test) (Kline, 2005; Hayduk et al., 2007);  2) the test registers correlation 

magnitude (a larger correlation could lead to rejection of the null hypothesis [Kline, 

2005]); and 3) that “the p values for test statistics are also estimated in sampling 

distributions that assume random sampling from known population. (In fact) random 

sampling is a crucial part of the population inference model” (Kline, 2011: p. 195). The 

data come from a convenience sample that does not fulfill the assumption of multivariate 



normal distribution, and some variables show relatively high correlations, which could 

explain the unexpected result of this test.  

A significant Chi-square p-value does not necessarily invalidate the model (Kline, 2011). 

It does, however, require diagnosing why the test failed. One can diagnose this reason by 

recording and describing the correlation residuals, attending especially to absolute values 

>0.10 (Kline, 2011). EQS provides the bulk of these residuals, showing that 92% have 

values ranging from -0.1 to 0.1, which seems to indicate the absence of misfit. The 

parameters whose residuals take the absolute values >0.10 correspond to parameters of 

the relationship of the items measuring servant leadership to empowering leadership, 

empowering leadership and paradoxical leadership; and between engagement and 

psychological empowerment. Since the vast majority of residuals is shown to be positive, 

the model under-predicts the associations observed (Kline, 2011). 

The second way of evaluating model fit is through the approximate fit indexes (Kline, 

2005, 2011). The SEM literature contains many indexes of model fit (Kline, 2005), and 

one challenge of SEM research is to determine which indexes must be reported in studies 

that use this methodology. In this case, the recommendations in Kline (2005, 2011) were 

followed, which advise reporting a set of four approximate fit indexes. Each index takes 

a different perspective from which to describe model fit: a) RMSEA, with its 90% 

confidence interval, and whose scale measures poorness of fit, with 0 representing perfect 

fit (it is a parsimony-adjusted index); b) Jöreskog and Sorbom's (1982) absolute fit index, 

GFI (Goodness of Fit Index); c) Bentler’s (1990) Comparative Fit Index (CFI), measuring 

incremental fit; d) Standardized Root Mean Square (SRMS). In contrast to the foregoing 

indexes, is related to the correlation residuals. 

In addition to the foregoing, Gefen et al. (2011) recommend reporting the AGFI (see 

Table A2 in the Appendix). Hu and Bentler (1999) assess fit of the model using a strategy 

involving two indices. According to their strategy, a model is acceptable if it satisfies one 

of two pairs of conditions: either that RMSEA ≤ 0.06 and CFI, TLI or RNI ≥ 0.95; or that 

RMSEA ≤ 0.06 and SRMS ≤ 0.08. On the basis of these guidelines, this model does not 

satisfy the first pair of conditions but does satisfy the second, since SRMS=0.057 and 

RMSEA= 0.044. So, the results suggest that the model fit was acceptable, although it 

does not obtain a CFI value of 0.95. Recall, however, that the standardized residuals 

indicate some degree of misfit with respect to servant leadership, empowering leadership, 

and paradoxical leadership. 

Further, Boomsma (2000) indicates that evaluation of the structural model must also take 

into account the squared multiple correlation coefficients’ (R2) magnitudes, which 

indicate each equations’ fit individually. Figure 3 reports each equation’s R² plus the size 

and significance of the estimated coefficients. The data match the theoretical predictions. 

Based on Riedl, Kaufmann, and Gaeckler (2014), it was  adopted the method in 

MacCallum, Browne, and Sugawara (1996) for determining the statistical power of the 

structural equations model. A result of 1 (for ɛ0 =0.05; ɛa=0.08), within the acceptable 



range of 0.8-1, confirmed reliability and validity. This high statistical power could explain 

the failure of Chi Square test because higher power increases the probability of registering 

discrepancies between the observed and implied covariance matrices. That is, high power 

increases the risk of rejecting correct models (Riedl et al., 2014). This result provides 

more evidence in favor of the research model. The criteria used to assess the structural 

model lead to the conclusion that the equations from which the model is constructed 

represent the data well. 

 

4.4. Hypothesis Testing 

The estimation values and respective significance levels for the standardized coefficients 

of parameters representing each of the hypotheses are displayed in Figure 3. 

Figure 3. Structural Equation Model  

Hypothesis 1 anticipated that the manager’s empowering leadership style has a positive 

association with psychological empowerment. Hypothesis 2 predicted that the manager’s 

empowering leadership relates positively to workers’ engagement.  Hypotheses 1 and 2 

both received empirical support. Specifically, Figure 2 presents the significant and 

positive direct effects of empowering leadership, on psychological empowerment (β = 

.389, p <0.01) and job engagement (β = .270, p <0.01) respectively.  

The results also indicated a positive association of paradoxical leadership with 

psychological empowerment (β =.173, p<0.01), supporting Hypothesis 3. Nevertheless, 

the expected association of paradoxical leadership with engagement turned out to be non-

significant, providing no support for Hypothesis 4. 

Hypotheses 5 and 6 predicted that servant leadership would exert a positive influence, 

respectively, on psychological empowerment and engagement. Hypothesis 5 was 

rejected, whereas the results support H6. Specifically, servant leadership does not affect 

employees’ feeling of psychological empowerment significantly but exerts a positive 

effect on engagement of employees (β = .165, p <0.01). 

To summarize, this model is suitable to predict the effects of different leadership styles 

on engagement due to the relatively high explained variance obtained for engagement 

(R²= .734). This engagement variance is explained by empowering leadership (β =.270), 

servant leadership (β = .165), and psychological empowerment (β = .633). Results also 

reveal a moderate explained variance of psychological empowerment (R² = .201), obtained 

thanks to the effects received from paradoxical leadership (β = .173) and empowering 

leadership (β = .389). Although there is no influence of servant leadership on 

psychological empowerment, this leadership style still affects job engagement directly 

and significantly (β = .165).  



The SEM results indicate the positive relationship between psychological empowerment 

and engagement predicted, with a positive, significant path coefficient from 

psychological empowerment to engagement (β=.633, p<0.01), supporting Hypothesis 7. 

 

Mediation analysis (test of hypotheses 8 to 10) 

To improve interpretation of the relationships hypothesized in the model, Zhang and 

Bartol (2010) advise conducting decomposition of effects, as this procedure provides 

fuller understanding of the direct and indirect effects. The direct, indirect, and total 

influence of each leadership style on engagement was thus assessed, following Zhao, 

Lynch Jr., and Chen (2010). In addition, 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals were 

calculated and bootstrapping (5000 resamples) performed, as recommended in Preacher 

and Hayes (2008) and Hayes (2013), using SPSS v.22. Zhao et al. (2010) and Hayes 

(2013) consider the mediating effect as significant when confidence intervals for the 

indirect effect do not include zero. 

 

Table 5. Mediation Analysis 

 

“Specific indirect effects represent the portion of the total effect that works through a 

single intervening variable” (Zhang et al., 2010: p. 118). For coefficient (β), effects 

decomposition yielded a value of .246 (p <0.05) for empowering leadership’s indirect 

influence on engagement at work, via psychological empowerment. This effect accounted 

for 47.67% of empowering leadership’s full effect, as hypothesized in H8 (Table 5). Table 

5 also displays paradoxical leadership’s indirect effect on job engagement through 

psychological empowerment, which is positive and significant (indirect effect β = .109, t 

= 2.103, p <0.05), confirming hypothesis 9.  There is no evidence, however, that servant 

leadership influences engagement indirectly via psychological empowerment, and thus 

no evidence to support H10. 
 

 

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

Hospitality workers must frequently take prompt action at the frontline level to provide 

good service. For this reason, the inability or unwillingness of customer-contact 

employees to respond quickly to service contingencies may result in unsatisfactory 

service encounters. Empowerment represents a promising solution in hospitality 

organizations, since it empowers employees, enabling them to make decisions to achieve 

successful service recovery and, in turn, satisfaction, and retention of customers. In hotel 

settings, providing outstanding service sometimes indeed requires departing from the 

script. In line with Baum's (2015) recommendations, companies should empower their 

front-line workforce to make decisions independently, without  deferring to supervisors 

and managers. The present research findings especially advocate empowering and 

paradoxical leadership behaviors for employees to experience psychological 

empowerment in hotel settings.  



 

This study’s findings also advance the literature by showing (in the context of hospitality) 

that psychological empowerment clearly precedes job engagement. Only a few studies 

(Jose & Mampilly, 2014; Macsinga et al., 2015; Quiñones et al., 2013) anticipated this 

positive association: that employees who experience workplace significance, skill, 

autonomy, and efficacy—in other words, psychological empowerment, are more 

engaged. Alfes et al. (2013) find that engaged employees are intensely engrossed in their 

work, exerting more energy and enthusiasm and excelling in service. Many practitioners 

and organizations in the service sector are thus investing great effort in finding ways to 

increase their employees’ engagement. According to the study results, the employee’s 

gender is not a determining factor in his/her experience of engagement, but education 

level is. It seems logical that more educated employees in hospitality are more skilled 

when performing their jobs and tend to feel more pride and enthusiasm about their own 

performance.  

This study suggests that achieving engaged employees in hotel businesses requires 

managerial tools that foster psychological empowerment. In this line, empowering 

leadership is found to be a key leadership style for hospitality managers, given its strong 

and positive influence on customer-contact staff. Employees who identify their managers 

as employing an empowering leadership style are more likely to feel engaged and 

empowered at work. These findings reinforce those of prior research (Albrecht & 

Andreetta, 2011; Tuckey et al., 2012). Staff-enabling actions such as providing autonomy, 

encouraging employee participation, expressing confidence in workers’ performance, and 

helping employees to understand the importance of their work are essential actions for 

leaders to perform, not only to enhance psychological empowerment but also to increase 

engagement levels among hospitality workers. People are so diverse that every service 

encounter differs. Yet frontline workers can respond to the unexpected when management 

empowers their judgment, expertise, and discretion in service delivery. This latitude and 

responsibility will make employees feel more capable, more enthused, and more 

dedicated at work—in sum, more engaged. 

Furthermore, like the findings of De Klerk and Stander (2014), the partial mediation 

results in this study confirm the indirect effect of psychological empowerment in the 

relation of empowering leadership to job engagement. Enhancing managers’ empowering 

leadership behavior thus produces greater psychological empowerment and subsequently 

job engagement in hospitality employees. Leaders who empower followers through 

increased responsibility, access to information and power, and reward for autonomous 

action heighten follower self-efficacy, increasing their employees’ level of engagement.  

Evidence was also found for the positive relationship of paradoxical leadership to 

psychological empowerment. Managers following paradoxical behavior leadership 

approach grant autonomy while simultaneously preserving decision control. When 

managing their staff, such managers maintain both distance and closeness, achieving a 

perfect combination of self-centeredness and other-centeredness to share the leadership 

role in some aspects of the daily work. In this way, employees believe they have some 

flexibility to resolve work issues using their creative personal judgment. 

Contrary to expectations, no relationship was found between employee engagement and 

paradoxical leadership among hotel staff surveyed: employees do not feel “directly” 



engaged when their managers display this type of paradoxical leadership behavior; 

paradoxical style only engages them when they experience psychological empowerment 

first. This full mediation -in terms of the Baron and Kenny (1986) approach- explains that 

hotel employees feel trusted and empowered when leaders engage in paradoxical 

behavior, but that, at the same time, some ambiguous behaviors associated with 

paradoxical leadership may raise suspicion among employees rather than engage them. 

This result can be explained because, traditionally, hospitality organizations in Spain have 

had very hierarchical and autocratic structures. In such tightly structured contexts, 

unconventional approaches to work problems are not popular. In fact, paradoxical 

leadership style is more suited to organic workplace structures than to workplaces with 

mechanistic processes, characterized by higher-level authorities (Zhang et al., 2015). 

Consequently, it is possible that the employees surveyed in this study are not yet ready 

cognitively to identify the benefits of paradoxical mindsets in their leaders. On the 

contrary, some employees may even perceive those paradoxical behaviors as ambiguous 

management moves and thus be confused about their superiors’ real intentions.  

Despite its exploratory nature, this study also produced some compelling findings from 

its analysis of servant leadership’s connection to job engagement: belief that one’s 

manager is a servant leader increases likelihood of engagement in one’s job. This finding 

can be explained by drawing on Liden and colleagues (2015), who note that servant 

leaders normally stimulate strong relationships with followers and encourage employee 

enthusiasm and dedication. Moreover, servant leaders motivate their followers by helping 

them to realize their full potential, as well as by paying attention to their needs. Employees 

frequently see this type of leader as a role model and normally display positive and ethical 

behaviors at work in return (Greenleaf, 1970).  

This study did not find a significant relation of servant leadership to psychological 

empowerment among hospitality employees. This finding diverges from Correia and Van 

Dierendonck (2014), who conclude that servant leaders enable workers to participate in 

organizational processes and to become agents of change, inducing greater levels of 

psychological empowerment. One possible explanation for this difference is that what 

constitutes an effective style of leadership differs by sector, culture, and momentum of 

the organization. For example, Humphreys (2005) postulates that servant leadership is 

better suited to stable contexts and less effective in periods of renewal and change. 

Contrary to the ideal servant leadership scenario, Spain has in recent years been 

characterized by turbulence and fluctuations due to economic crisis. In this context of 

uncertainty and frequent layoffs, servant leaders who prioritize employees’ needs over 

their own are surely a minority; or they may on some level avoid fostering psychological 

empowerment fully among their employees so that they themselves become 

indispensable in the company. Further, cultural contexts like Spain, with higher levels of 

power distance (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Micheal, 2010), could provide a less fertile 

environment for employees to feel empowered by the servant leadership style, especially 

in traditionally hierarchical sectors such as hospitality, where pyramidal charts dominate 

HR configurations. One last explanation for this lack of connection between servant 

leadership and psychological empowerment could be that, despite servant leaders’ 

empowerment of their employees, bureaucratic constraints or even psychological barriers 

(culture) persist in the workplace that limit the staff’s ability to perceive that their servant 

managers are in fact empowering them when displaying this type of retainer leadership. 



Servant leaders in this study were observed to be good at fulfilling some needs of their 

followers but not at effectively empowering their workforce, as shown by the absence of 

evidence that psychological empowerment mediates the relationship between servant 

leadership and engagement. 

The findings of this research provide both scholars and practitioners with empirical proof 

that empowering, paradoxical, and servant leadership are valuable in producing 

workforce empowerment and engaged employees. 

 

5.1. Theoretical implications 

This study answers the call for specific research to determine which aspects of 

management practice are most effective in fostering positive attitudes and behavior in 

employees in the 21st-century hotel context. 

Whereas traditional leadership styles such as transformational leadership have been 

widely studied in many sectors, only a handful of studies have gathered evidence to assess 

how newly identified leadership types affect service delivery. For example, exceptionally 

little research explores how servant leadership affects hospitality (e.g., Ling, Lin, & Wu, 

2016; Wu, Tse, Fu, Kwan, & Liu, 2013), when one considers that the foundation of the 

hospitality industry is the culture of serving others. Moreover, ours is the first study to 

apply the recently-developed paradoxical leadership scale (Zhang et al., 2015) in a 

Western country. In addition, whereas empowering leadership has been posited as one of 

the best leadership approaches for managing service workers, most prior research has 

been conducted outside Europe (e.g., Albrecht & Andreetta, 2011; Bester et al., 2015; De 

Klerk & Stander, 2014; Lorinkova & Perry, 2014; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). This study 

advances prior scholarship on leadership by stressing the importance of innovative 

leadership methods to increase more positive states of mind in Spanish hotel employees. 

Further, the concept of employee engagement is rather new and is thus an emerging 

construct in academia (Saks, 2006). This investigation also helps to identify antecedents 

of job engagement in one service sector—hospitality—where determined, contented 

employees make a significant difference in performance of the organization. The study 

can also increase scholars’ comprehension of how psychological empowerment relates to 

engagement. 

Finally, SDT helps to interpret the study’s findings on improving employees’ 

psychological empowerment and engagement (Ryan & Deci, 2000), in accordance with 

Jose and Mampilly (2014) and Menguc, Auh, Fisher, and Haddad (2013). Some 

leadership styles favor the satisfaction of two basic human needs: self-determination and 

competence. Hence, managerial support encouraging employees’ participation and 

autonomy can produce greater levels of engagement in their subordinates by increasing 

feelings of power and control over their jobs. 

Building on the recent positive psychology paradigm (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 

2014), the study results recommend further studies on the ways different leadership styles 

produce varying positive results to enhance employee well-being. 

 



5.2. Practical implications 

As employees play a decisive role in service encounters, it is imperative to learn ways to 

motivate and engage them so that they display positive attitudes and behaviors that result 

in outstanding performance. The present study outlines various practical implications for 

hospitality managers by identifying leadership styles that foster positive behavior in 

followers.  

Trends in hospitality research and practice show the increasing importance attributed to 

innovation in styles of leadership. For Liden et al. (2014: p. 1447), “as employees’ 

education levels increase, autocratic leadership approaches will no longer be tolerated.” 

Contemporary service employees prefer collaborative, people-oriented leadership styles 

that mesh with what companies themselves expect from them when attending to 

customers, and managers must be exemplary role models. Managers must, therefore, 

understand not merely how their behavior influences intermediate organizational 

outcomes but also which of their behaviors produce each effect (Namasivayam et al., 

2014).  

Unlike leadership approaches with a top-down hierarchical tone, servant, empowering, 

and paradoxical leadership styles emphasize trust and collaboration and enhance 

employee self-efficacy. This research thus outlines how servant and empowering leaders 

can influence employee engagement significantly. Servant leaders are especially 

beneficial to service organizations such as the hospitality industry, because servant 

leaders focus on power sharing and satisfaction of their followers’ needs, even placing 

others’ interests ahead of their own. Servant leaders serve as an example of orientation 

towards others. The research of Liden and colleagues (2015) confirms a major tenet in 

the theory of servant leaders: that servant leaders’ subordinates follow the example of 

their supervisors’ ethical behavior, sometimes giving priority to the needs of others above 

their own. Since servant leadership can permeate the whole organization (Hsiao et al., 

2015), this kind of leadership is especially advocated for the hospitality industry, where 

“serving culture” is the prime principle.  

The study results urge hospitality managers to adopt stronger participatory styles of 

leadership, particularly behavior that makes employees feel empowered and engaged 

psychologically. Organizations in this sector must encourage their managers to enable 

followers by encouraging them to take responsibility and assert autonomy independently 

of “always getting a stamp of approval” (Tuckey et al., 2012). But such empowerment is 

not only delegation: the organization must both give employees the resources necessary 

to make such decisions and reward them for doing so.  

Nevertheless, acceptance of empowerment by first-line managers and frontline 

employees is not a sure thing, as Karatepe (2013) highlights. In a traditionally hierarchical 

sector like hospitality, it is not an easy task to unanimously accept employees’ freedom 

of choice. On the one hand, employees may perceive that they are being given more 

responsibilities for the same salary, or even see the empowering philosophy as demagogic 

or as mere lip service (Biron & Bamberger, 2011) with no real authority delegated. On 

the other, managers frequently do not fully understand, embrace, or encourage 

empowerment because they do not even know how to delegate authority and power. In 

both cases, extensive training programs should be implemented. The empowerment 



process should in any case be accompanied by a proper rewards system, not only 

economic but also emotional. On the practical level, hospitality companies must train the 

workforce at all levels of the hierarchy: 1) managers in successfully delegating power, 

and 2) employees in accepting more responsibility and authority to act in challenging 

service encounters. 

Finally, and of equal importance, this study has interesting outlines for educators. As 

Brownell (2010) stresses, it is important to reflect growing trends in leadership curricula. 

For example, appropriate measures by professors can inculcate principles of modern 

leadership in students by using pedagogical tools that help learners adopt paradoxical 

thinking and servant behaviors, such as, for example, role-playing. Case studies of 

successful organizations run under the empowerment philosophy, such as Semco (Semler, 

1989) or Ritz Carlton (Michelli, 2008), can also make people rethink their mental 

frameworks. 

 

5.3. Study Limitations and Future Lines of Research 

The limitations suggest issues for subsequent investigation.  

First, the study is cross-sectional, evaluating participants in specific situations at a specific 

moment in time, while participants are likely to change their perceptions over time. 

Caution must thus be exercised when using the results to draw conclusions about causal 

relationships. Future studies could “perform longitudinal surveys to conduct cross-period 

research and collect long-term data on organizations” (Hsiao et al., 2015: p. 54). 

Second, as one cannot be certain that convenience sampling accurately represents workers 

in Spanish hotels, caution is necessary when making generalizations to the population as 

a whole. Further studies must improve the generalizability of the results by ensuring 

representative samples through random sampling. Similarly, a larger sample size is 

advisable, as mentioned in the methodology section. 

 

Third, although the model was not modified based on specification searches, changes 

were made in the measurement instruments (some items of different constructs were 

removed) that could correspond to specific characteristics of the sample. Whether these 

changes can be generalized to different samples or the general population thus remains to 

be confirmed in further research, and the resulting model should be evaluated using 

independent samples (MacCallum, Roznowski, & Necowitz, 1992). This limitation is 

mitigated, however, by the exploratory nature of this study, which admits the changes 

described above (MacCallum et al., 1992). Similarly, the remedy prescribed by 

MacCallum et al. (1992)—constructing competing models, as in the case of the 

multidimensional constructs—helps to avoid capitalizing on chance. 

 

Fourth, the self-report measures have both benefits and limitations. While they are crucial 

to gathering information on employee perceptions—information that managers cannot 

provide—such single-source data is vulnerable to common method bias, as bias due to 

self-interest may distort some findings. The questionnaire was constructed, however, to 

minimize this distortion, and the results suggest that method bias is not a problem. 



However, data from multiple sources is usually desirable. Future multilevel investigations 

are advised to reveal the leaders’ vision of their own behaviors (Wong, 2016). 

Further, the boundary conditions must be determined within which leaders’ influence 

obtains optimal outcomes, and this requires exploration of factors moderating 

connections between engagement and leadership styles. For example, as Barnes and 

Collier (2013) hypothesize, the kind of relationship that managers and employees have 

developed seems likely to influence employees’ level of engagement. It could thus be 

interesting to include a theoretical approach based on Leader-Member Exchange (LMX, 

Graen & Uhl-Bein, 1995), as do Garg and Dhar (2016) and Luo, Wang, Marnburg, and 

Øgaard (2016), in the proposed model.  

On the other hand, it is necessary for certain contextual and personal factors to converge 

for employees to experience positive feelings at work. Prior research has identified 

personality factors as relevant to psychological empowerment (Kim, Shin, & Swanger, 

2009) and job engagement (e.g., Macsinga et al., 2015). Employees’ perceptions and 

experiences in the workplace could also be influenced by their personalities. Future 

research could incorporate the Five-Factor personality model in the proposed model to 

provide a more comprehensive portrait of critical factors influencing empowerment and 

engagement of hospitality employees.  

These limitations appear not to undermine the study’s contributions in advancing 

understanding of the role of leadership in hospitality management. The research does 

illuminate part of the relationship of emerging leadership styles to employee 

psychological empowerment and engagement. Future studies could build on this 

investigation of empowering, paradoxical, and servant leadership by investigating 

additional styles, for example, authentic (Walumbwa, Wang, Wang, Schaubroeck, & 

Avolio, 2010) or charismatic leadership (Babcock-Roberson & Strickland, 2010). This 

study thus opens a stream of potential research that seeks to understand how other 

leadership behaviors result in employee wellbeing in hospitality. 
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Figure 1. Research Model 
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Figure 2. Measurement Model. (Full Confirmatory Factor Analysis) 
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Figure 3. Structural Equation Model 
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Table 1. Sample Characteristics 

 

Respondents’ 

demographics 

Frequency  

(N= 329*)  

and percentage 

Hotel 

characteristics 

Frequency 

(N=329*)  

and percentage 
 

Gender Hotel star rating 

Female 136  (41.3%) 1 star 11   (3.3%) 

Male 193  (58.7%) 2 stars 21   (6.4%) 

 3 stars 105  (31.9%) 

Education 4 stars 145  (44.1%) 

High school or below 72     (21.9%) 5 stars 47   (14.3%) 

University 204   (62%)  

Master’s / Doctorate 53     (16.1%) Hotel type 

 Hotel chain 199    (60.5%) 

Age Independent hotel 130    (39.5%) 

21-30  120   (42.8%)  

31-40 131 (39.8%) Hotel size (no. employees) 

41-50 43 (13.1%) < 25 184 (56%) 

> 51 14 (4.2%) 26-50 77  (23%) 

  50-75 26  (8%) 

Average job tenure Average tenure 

in the company 

>75 42  (13%) 

5 years 6 years Average number of rooms 

 113 

* (Only complete surveys included; N=329) 

 

  



Table 2. CFA of Second-Order Constructs 

Factors Standardized 

parameters 

t-values R2 Scale reliability 

Empowering Leadership  

E.L. Meaningfulness 0.866 a 0.750 CR:0.9161/0.9372 

E.L. Participation 0.913 21.139 0.834 AVE: 0.7321/0.5572 

E.L. Confidence 0.734 10.859 0.539 Cronbach’s α: 0.946 

E.L. Autonomy 0.898 13.272 0.806  

Paradoxical Leadership  

P.L. Treating uniformly/ 

individualization 

0.845 a 0.714  

P.L. Self-centeredness/ other-

centeredness 

0.952 15.583 0.906 CR: 0.9501/0.9542 

P.L. Decision control/ 

autonomy 

0.839 13.983 0.705 AVE: 0.7931/0.5542 

P.L. Enforcing work 

requirements/ flexibility 

0.808 9.115 0.653 Cronbach’s α: 0.940 

P.L. Distance/ Closeness 0.994 20.359 0.989  

Psychological empowerment  

P.E. Meaning 0.989 a 0.979 CR:0.9311/0.9502 

P.E. Competence 0.874 19.861 0.763 AVE: 0.8711/0.7602 

    Cronbach’s α: 0.958 

Engagement  

E. Vigor  0.904 a 0.818 CR:0.9261/0.9502 

E. Dedication 0.952 23.184 0.906 AVE: 0.8071/0.6802 

E. Absorption 0.835 11.796 0.698 Cronbach’s α: 0.928 

a indicates that the parameter was set at 1.0. If a different parameter is set at 1.0, however, the indicator of the scale is also statistically 

significant. 

1 indicates that it is the procedure to calculate CR and AVE accordingly to MacKenzie et al. (2011). 

2 indicates that it is the procedure to calculate CR and AVE accordingly to Gefen, Straub and Rigdon (2011).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 3. Correlation Matrix 
 

 1x 2x 3x 4x 5 Mean S.D. 

1.Engagement 0.898 
    

5.09 1.27 

2.Psychological 

empowerment 

0.66** 0.933 
   

5.55 0.99 

3.Empowering 

leadership 

0.58** 0.61** 0.855 
  

4.81 1.42 

4.Paradoxical 

leadership 

0.46** 0.41** 0.69** 0.890 
 

4.82 1.40 

5.Servant 

leadership 

0.48** 0.35** 0.71** 0.62** 0.820 3.63 1.64 

Diagonal elements (bold figures) are the square root of the AVE (calculated with the procedure specified in MacKenzie et al., 2011) 

** significant at a significance level of 0.01 (2-tailed).  

S.D. =standard deviation



 

 

Table 4. Heterotrait-monotrait Ratio 

 

 

 

 

 

  POWMEA POWCOM POWDET POWIMP ENGVI ENGDE ENGAB PDXUI PDXSO PDXCA PDXRF PDXDC SVL ELWME ELWPA ELWCF ELWAU 

POWMEA                                   
POWCOM 0,850                                 
POWDET 0,395 0,401                               
POWIMP 0,352 0,284 0,617                             
ENGVI 0,682 0,602 0,490 0,506                           
ENGDE 0,720 0,638 0,407 0,446 0,850                         
ENGAB 0,724 0,669 0,399 0,379 0,803 0,849                       
PDXUI 0,371 0,358 0,281 0,330 0,425 0,431 0,355                     
PDXSO 0,338 0,297 0,319 0,304 0,456 0,480 0,405 0,803                   
PDXCA 0,322 0,259 0,381 0,352 0,394 0,371 0,349 0,706 0,814                 
PDXRF 0,360 0,318 0,178 0,230 0,398 0,414 0,358 0,633 0,797 0,715               
PDXDC 0,386 0,332 0,337 0,331 0,441 0,453 0,413 0,850 0,848 0,832 0,810             
SVL 0,319 0,242 0,266 0,410 0,523 0,518 0,431 0,581 0,712 0,554 0,547 0,629           
ELWME 0,368 0,316 0,349 0,487 0,541 0,541 0,474 0,640 0,706 0,618 0,562 0,687 0,810         
ELWPA 0,428 0,403 0,471 0,637 0,598 0,553 0,510 0,557 0,652 0,628 0,532 0,636 0,724 0,781       
ELWCF 0,326 0,312 0,434 0,542 0,474 0,391 0,381 0,407 0,443 0,505 0,380 0,458 0,473 0,577 0,739     
ELWAU 0,315 0,300 0,584 0,573 0,578 0,498 0,481 0,516 0,698 0,732 0,529 0,660 0,668 0,742 0,842 0,783   



 

 

Table 5. Mediation Analysis 

Leadership style Estimate T-statistic p-level 95% Bc CI Type of mediation 

Empowering Leadership      

Direct effect Empowering Leadership           Engagement 0.270 3.003 0.05 0.200 – 0.300  

Partial mediation Indirect effect Empowering Leadership          Engagement 0.246 2.736 0.05 0.142 – 0.273 

Total effect Empowering Leadership           Engagement 0.516 5.739 0.05 0.451 – 0.604 

Paradoxical Leadership      

Direct effect Paradoxical Leadership         Engagement -0.060 0.858 n.s. -0.082 – 0.105  

Full mediation Indirect effect Paradoxical Leadership         Engagement 0.109 2.103 0.05 0.077 – 0.187 

Total effect Paradoxical Leadership          Engagement 0.049 2.142 0.05 0.025 – 0.103 

Servant Leadership      

Direct effect Servant Leadership          Engagement 0.165 3.338 0.05 0.161 – 0.237  

No mediation Indirect effect Servant Leadership      Engagement -0.070 0.101 n.s -0.107 – 0.035 

Total effect Servant Leadership           Engagement 0.095 2.004 0.05 0.039 – 0.176 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

APPENDIX 

Table A1. Summary of Factor Loadings, Cronbach’s Alpha, Construct Reliability, Average Variance Extracted, Skewness, and Kurtosis 

Item Mean S.D. Skewness Kurtosis Factor 

loadings 

t-value R2 Scale 

reliability 

SERVANT LEADERSHIP (From Liden, Wayne, Meuser, Hu, Wu, and 

Liao [2015]). 

Servant leadership 

 

Svl2. Making my career development a priority. 3.723 1.911 0.007 -1.150 0.815 a 0.665 CR: 0.891 

Svl3. Seeking help from my leader. 4.164 2.191 -0.208 -1.367 0.802 19.084 0.643 AVE: 0.672 

Svl4. Giving back to the community 3.790 1.881 -0.048 -1.027 0.872 21.276 0.761 Cronbach’s 

α: 0.868 

Svl5. My interests ahead. 2.881 1.759 0.464 -0.919 0.887 23.387 0.787  

EMPOWERING LEADERSHIP (From Ahearne, Mathieu, and Rapp 

[2005], in Zhang et al., 2010). 

Elwme 

Empowering leadership (enhancing the meaningfulness of work) 

 

Elwme1. Helping understand objectives. 

 

4.240 1.940 -0.361 -1.009 0.887 a 0.788 CR: 0.943 

Elwme2. Helping understand the importance of my work. 4.529 1.908 -0.509 -0.840 0.946 32.275 0.895 AVE: 0.847 

Elwme3. Understanding how job fits into the bigger picture. 4.386 1.960 -0.397 -1.034 0.926 31.942 0.857 Cronbach’s 

α: 0.942 

Elwpa Empowering leadership (fostering participation in decision making) 

 

Elwpa1. Making decisions together. 4.106 2.028 -0.198 -1.269 0.919 a 0.845 CR: 0.905 

Elwpa2. Consulting on strategic decisions. 4.036 2.000 -0.169 -1.256 0.888 32.838 0.789 AVE: 0.761 

Elwpa3. Soliciting opinion. 4.559 1.901 -0.481 -0.855 0.807 20.349 0.652 Cronbach’s 

α: 0.902 

Elwcf Empowering leadership (expressing confidence in high performance) 

 

Elwcf1. Handling demanding tasks. 5.517 1.506 -1.075 0.666 0.880 a 0.775 CR: 0.931 

Elwcf2. Ability to improve. 5.486 1.554 -1.143 0.769 0.894 19.108 0.799 AVE: 0.818 

Elwcf3. Ability to perform. 5.620 1.473 -1.179 0.822 0.938 20.472 0.880 Cronbach’s 

α: 0.929 

Elwau Empowering leadership (providing autonomy from bureaucratic constraints) 

 



 

 

Elwau1. Doing my job my way. 5.073 1.732 -0.860 -0.102 0.862 a 0.743 CR: 0.842 

Elwau2. Keeping the rules and regulations simple. 4.787 1.721 -0.621 -0.423 0.714 14.953 0.509 AVE: 0.641 

Elwau3. Allowing me to make important decisions quickly. 5.346 1.682 -1.074 0.430 0.819 18.081 0.671 Cronbach’s 

α: 0.837 

PARADOXICAL LEADERSHIP (From Zhang, Waldman, Han and Li 

[2015]). 

Pdxui 

Paradoxical leadership (treating subordinates uniformly while allowing individualization) 

 

Pdxui1. Treating all subordinates uniformly, but also as individuals. 4.720 1.921 -0.548 -0.833 0.876 a 0.768  

Pdxui2. On an equal footing, but considering individual personalities. 4.860 1.867 -0.674 -0.550 0.911 27.139 0.829 CR: 0.933 

Pdxui3. Communicating uniformly, but varying styles.   4.790 1.833 -0.566 -0.649 0.866 23.499 0.749 AVE: 0.736 

Pdxui4. Managing uniformly, but considering individualized needs. 4.675 1.877 -0.567 -0.669 0.903 26.239 0.816 Cronbach’s 

α: 0.929 

Pdxui5. Assigning equal workloads, but considering individual capabilities  4.450 2.010 -0.328 -1.138 0.721 17.036 0.550  

Pdxso Paradoxical leadership (combining self-centeredness with other-centeredness) 

 

Pdxso1. 4.255 1.985 -0.330 -1.128 0.725 a 0.525  

Pdxso3. Getting and showing respect. 5.264 1.828 -0.943 -0.153 0.766 13.294 0.586 CR: 0.871 

Pdxso4. High self-opinion, but awareness of the value of other people. 4.544 1.829 -0.466 -0.811 0.797 15.002 0.635 AVE: 0.629 

Pdxso5. Confident but open to learning. 4.766 1.939 -0.585 -0.843 0.876 17.301 0.767 Cronbach’s 

α: 0.865 

Pdxca Paradoxical leadership (maintaining decision control while allowing autonomy) 

 

Pdxca1. Control, but allowing subordinates to handle details. 4.991 1.756 -0.819 -0.196 0.813 a 0.661 CR:0.904 

Pdxca2. Final decisions, but allowing subordinates to control specific areas. 5.058 1.701 -0.891 0.040 0.845 21.960 0.713 AVE: 0.702 

Pdxca3. Big decisions, but delegating lesser issues. 5.109 1.700 -0.864 -0.090 0.826 16.915 0.682 Cronbach’s 

α: 0.903 

Pdxca4. Maintains overall control, but gives subordinates appropriate 

autonomy. 

5.164 1.670 -0.874 -0.032 0.866 17.936 0.750  

Pdxrf Paradoxical leadership (enforcing work requirements while allowing flexibility) 

                                                                                                                                                  CR:0.773 

Pdxrf3. Highly demanding, but not hypercritical. 4.647 1.668 -0.611 -0.395 0.711 a 0.505 AVE: 0.633 

Pdxrf4. High requirements, but allowing mistakes. 4.860 1.709 -0.748 -0.223 0.872 12.160 0.761 Cronbach’s 

α: 0.765 

Pdxdc Paradoxical leadership (maintaining both distance and closeness) 

                                                                                                                                               CR:0.929 



 

 

Pdxdc3. Position differences, but upholding dignity. 5.109 1.700 -0.865 -0.090 0.934 a 0.872 AVE: 0.867 

Pdxdc4. Distant but amiable. 5.164 1.670 -0.874 -0.032 0.928 40.285 0.861 Cronbach’s 

α: 0.928 

PSYCHOLOGICAL EMPOWERMENT (From Spreitzer [1995]). 

Powmea 

Empowerment (meaning) 

 

Powmea1. Importance of work. 5.638 1.602 -1.243 0.823 0.925 a 0.855 CR:0.947 

Powmea2. Meaningful work activities. 5.441 1.601 -1.003 0.281 0.909 29.160 0.826 AVE: 0.857 

Powmea3. Work meaningful to me. 5.580 1.585 -1.146 0.628 0.943 34.319 0.889 Cronbach’s 

α: 0.947 

Powcom Empowerment (competence) 

 

Powcom1. Confidence about my ability. 6.444 0.817 -1.713 3.110 0.970 a 0.942 CR:0.961 

Powcom2. Self-assured about my capabilities. 6.422 0.841 -1.661 2.730 0.966 45.063 0.934 AVE: 0.893 

Powcom3. Necessary skills mastered. 6.283 0.885 -1.218 1.144 0.897 41.851 0.805 Cronbach’s 

α: 0.878 

Powdet Empowerment (self-determination) 

 

Powdet1. Autonomy. 5.705 1.451 -1.176 0.703 0.855 a 0.731 CR:0.924 

Powdet2. Deciding how to go about doing my work. 5.389 1.621 -0.966 0.175 0.948 16.269 0.899 AVE: 0.802 

Powdet3. Independence. 5.210 1.629 -0.916 0.143 0.881 13.135 0.777 Cronbach’s 

α: 0.920 

Powimp Empowerment (impact) 

 

Powimp1. Large impact in my department. 5.052 1.722 -0.791 -0.240 0.846 a 0.716 CR:0.920 

Powimp2. Control. 4.848 1.762 -0.669 -0.457 0.895  15.411 0.802 AVE: 0.794 

Powimp3. Influence. 4.666 1.824 -0.546 -0.663 0.930 18.128 0.865 Cronbach’s 

α: 0.918 

ENGAGEMENT (UWES-9, from Schaufeli and Bakker, 2003). 

Engvi 

Engagement (vigor) 
 

Engvi1. Feeling I am bursting with energy. 4.970 1.604 -0.821 0.199 0.954 a 0.910 CR:0.935 

Engvi2. Feeling I am strong and vigorous. 5.106 1.575 -0.847 0.288 0.947 33.256 0.987 AVE: 0.829 

Engvi3. Feeling like going to work. 4.404 1.834 -0.518 -0.682 0.825 24.017 0.680 Cronbach’s 

α: 0.892 

Engde Engagement (dedication) 

 



 

 

Engde1. Enthusiastic about my job. 4.617 1.796 -0.593 -0.514 0.964 a 0.930 CR:0.968 

Engde2. Job inspiration. 4.477 1.871 -0.559 -0.668 0.962 54.946 0.926 AVE: 0.910 

Engde3. Proud of the work. 5.593 1.547 -1.338 1.426 0.935 41.650 0.876 Cronbach’s 

α: 0.862 

Engab Engagement (absorption) 

 

Engab1. Happy when working intensely. 5.112 1.639 -0.876 0.147 0.808 a 0.652 CR:0.910 

Engab2. Immersed in my work. 5.772 1.217 -1.193 1.593 0.930 23.253 0.864 AVE: 0.772 

Engab3. Getting carried away when working. 5.815 1.118 -1.008 1.058 0.894 18.007 0.798 Cronbach’s 

α: 0.827 
1a indicates that the parameter was set at 1.0. If a different parameter is set at 1.0, however, the indicator of the scale is also statistically significant. 

  



 

 

Table A2. Summary of Confirmatory Factor Analysis Indexes 

 

 

Model 

 Chi square p value d.f. NFI NNFI CFI GFI SRMR RMSEA T 

Engagement           

First-order one-factor model 621.748 0.000 27 0.802 0.748 0.811 0.727 0.068 0.211  

First-order three-factor 

model 

254.868 0.000 24 0.918 0.892 0.928 0.862 0.077 0.138  

Second-order model 254.868 0.000 24 0.918 0.892 0.928 0.862 0.077 0.138 1 

Empowering leadership           

First-order one-factor model 1087.538 0.000 54 0.760 0.723 0774 0.593 0.093 0.187  

First-order four-factor 

model 

219.764 0.000 48 0.954 0.960 0.971 0.899 0.051 0.071  

Second-order model 240.309 0.000 49 0.952 0.958 0.969 0.884 0.054 0.073 0.914 

Psychological 

Empowerment 

          

First-order one-factor model 1863.691 0.000 54 0.516 0.420 0.525 0.467 0.227 0.257  

First-order four-factor 

model 

163.794 0.000 48 0.972 0.987 0.991 0.949 0.037 0.038  

Second-order model 203.219 0.000 50 0.948 0.957 0.967 0.918 0.133 0.070 0.806 

Paradoxical Leadership           

First-order one-factor model 1076.247 0.000 119 0.827 0.834 0.854 0.666 0.071 0.115  

First-order five-factor model 369.241 0.000 109 0.938 0.958 0.967 0.889 0.046 0.057  

Second-order model 389.928 0.000 114 0.935 0.957 0.964 0.883 0.048 0.058 0.947 



 

 

Table A3. Fit of the Structural Model 

 

(*Hu and Bentler, 1999) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Measures Acceptance levels* Result of the model 

Measures of Absolute Fit  

Chi-Square p ≥0.01 2412.825, df = 1149 (p=0.000) 

Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) > 0.9 0.872 

Root Mean Square Residual 

(SRMR) 

< 0.08 0.057 

Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA) 

90% Confidence Interval                                                                                 

< 0.09 0.044 

(0.04-0.047) 

Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index 

(AGFI) 

>0.9 0.846 

Measures of Incremental Fit  

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) >0.95 0.945 


