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Based on transactional stress theory and theoretical propositions regarding affective perceptions and
reactions, we develop and test a model of reciprocal within-person relations between perceptions of
directive and empowering leadership and employee emotional engagement and fatigue. A sample of n =
1,610 employees participated in a study with a three-wave, fully crossed and lagged panel design across 6
months. We used a random intercepts cross-lagged panel model to separate within- from between-person
sources of variance in leadership perceptions and employee well-being. Consistent with previous research,
at the between-person level of analysis, we found that directive leadership was positively related to both
engagement and fatigue, whereas empowering leadership was positively related to engagement and
negatively related to fatigue. Interestingly, at the within-person level, we found that some of these relations
occur reciprocally, in that directive leadership predicts engagement and, simultaneously, engagement
positively predicts perceptions of both directive and empowering leadership. These findings challenge
existing assumptions about the directionality of the association between perceived leadership and employee
well-being and contribute to an enhanced understanding of the role of employee well-being for the
development of leadership perceptions overtime.
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The association between leadership and employee well-being has
long been examined (see Arnold, 2017; Inceoglu et al., 2018; Skakon
et al., 2010, for reviews). Research generally supports positive
relations between these constructs, arguing that “better” leadership
is associated with higher levels of employee well-being (see Harms
et al., 2017; Kuoppala et al., 2008; Montano et al., 2017, for meta-
analyses). Yet, most research on the potential salutogenic effects of
leaders on employees has been cross-sectional, adopting single-
timepoint research designs (Montano et al., 2017; Rudolph et al.,
2020). Such designs do not allow for strong causal inferences and,
likewise, do not allow for the separation of within- from between-
person sources of variance. This matters for two important reasons.
First, in such designs, it is not possible to ascertain whether leader-
ship causes employee well-being, whether employee well-being
causes leadership, or whether there are potential reciprocal or
mutually supportive relations between leadership and employee

well-being. Second, as both leadership and well-being are dynamic
phenomena, it is likely that there are different relations between
leadership and well-being “in general” (i.e., when considered at the
between-person level of analysis), compared with relations that vary
and co-occur within-person, overtime.

Recognizing that there are multiple ways to conceptualize the
association between leadership and employee well-being
(e.g., Arnold, 2017), we address some of the abovementioned
limitations by theorizing and modeling reciprocal within-person
relations between employees’ perceptions of directive and empow-
ering leadership and their emotional engagement and fatigue. We
accomplish this by developing dynamic theorizing on leadership
perceptions and employee well-being drawing from transactional
theories of stress and stress appraisals (e.g., Lazarus & Folkman,
1984), as well as theoretical propositions regarding affective percep-
tions and reactions (Lang et al., 2011). Based upon this theorizing,
we test the possibility of reciprocal relations between leadership
perceptions and employee well-being in a three-wave longitudinal
study, conducted across 6 months. We model cross-lagged effects of
these variables in a random intercepts cross-lagged panel model (RI-
CLPM; Hamaker et al., 2015), which allows for the concurrent
modeling of, and differentiation among, within-person and
between-person effects.

As suggested, we focus on two forms of perceived leadership
behaviors: directive leadership and empowering leadership (Martin
et al., 2013). Directive leadership involves employees’ perception
that their leader provides them with specific performance goals,
outlines approaches to achieve such goals, monitors their perfor-
mance progress, sets clear performance standards, and offers feed-
back for their performance (House & Mitchell, 1974; Martin et al.,
2013; Stogdill, 1950). Empowering leadership involves employees’
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perception that their leader promotes their self-management and
autonomous decision-making, removes barriers that stand between
them and their goals, and provides developmental feedback and
support (Manz & Sims, 1987; Martin et al., 2013).
Given their different foci, directive and empowering leadership

present a potentially “double edged” sword when it comes to
employee well-being. On the one hand, both directive and empow-
ering leadership are likely to be positively associated with employee
well-being, as they both encourage high levels of work-role invest-
ment and performance (Martin et al., 2013). On the other hand,
given its task focus, directive leadership may also lead to increased
strain, whereas empowering leadership, given its resource focus,
may mitigate strain (Skakon et al., 2010). Following Russell’s
(1980) affective circumplex, we focus on two complementary forms
of employee well-being: emotional engagement, which refers to the
investment of employees’ affective energy into their work role (i.e.,
high arousal, positive valence; Bakker et al., 2008; Rich et al.,
2010), and emotional fatigue, which is a state of feeling “ : : :
overwhelmed, drained, and used up : : : ” by the emotional demands
imposed by the job and other people at work (i.e., low arousal,
negative valence; Maslach, 1982, p. 3).

Between-Person Relations Between Perceived
Leadership and Employee Well-Being

As suggested, both directive and empowering leadership encour-
age work-role investment and performance, as they involve leader
behaviors that provide guidance, help employees structure their
work tasks, and motivate them, respectively (Martin et al., 2013).
Thus, we expect that directive and empowering leadership are both
positively associated with employee emotional engagement. How-
ever, owing to its inherent task focus, directive leadership is also
likely to be positively associated with emotional fatigue, whereas
empowering leadership, given its resource focus, is likely to be
negatively associated with emotional fatigue (Skakon et al., 2010).
Thus, based on the theoretically specified nature of these forms of
leadership and consistent with prior cross-sectional research on
leadership and well-being, we expect between-person relations
among employee perceptions of leader behavior and well-being
outcomes:

Hypothesis 1: At the between-person level of analysis, directive
leadership is positively associated with both (Hypothesis 1a)
emotional engagement and (Hypothesis 1b) emotional fatigue.

Hypothesis 2: At the between-person level of analysis, empow-
ering leadership is positively associated with (Hypothesis 2a)
emotional engagement and negatively associated with (Hypoth-
esis 2b) emotional fatigue.

Within-Person Effects of Perceived Leadership on
Employee Well-Being

Most research on leadership and well-being assumes a top-down
influence of leaders on employee well-being (e.g., Harms et al.,
2017; Rudolph et al., 2020). This top-down perspective suggests
that, through their enactment of various role-prescribed behaviors,
leaders may exert a positive (e.g., by exhibiting individualized
consideration; Rafferty & Griffin, 2006) or a negative (e.g., by

“micromanaging”; Webster et al., 2016) influence on employee
well-being. One explanation for this top-down influence can be
derived from various tenets of transactional theories of stress and
stress appraisals (e.g., Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Scherer & Moors,
2019), especially those which share features with theories of situa-
tion perception (e.g., Rauthmann et al., 2015). Considered in more
discrete terms, various perceived leadership behaviors could be
construed as either resources or threats to one’s resources (i.e.,
stressors), and thus need to be interpreted and evaluated by employ-
ees through the process of “primary appraisal” (Lazarus & Folkman,
1984). Indeed, the transactional stress model proposes that indivi-
duals appraise the extent to which events have bearing on their well-
being as either irrelevant, benign-positive, or stressful through a
process of primary appraisal. Moreover, such stress appraisals can
be further categorized into harm-loss, threat, and challenge
(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). After appraising a stressor, indivi-
duals assess their options, that is, what they can do to cope with a
stressor through a process of secondary appraisal. The combina-
tion of primary and secondary appraisals then leads to strain,
coping behaviors, and potential reappraisal processes.

The notion that the enactment of specific leader behaviors could be
perceived by employees as resources or stressors is variously sup-
ported, and research on work stress identifies aspects of leaders’
behavior that could serve as either resources or as stressors. For
example, leaders can sanction autonomy at work, which is an
important resource for bolstering employee well-being (Eatough &
Spector, 2014). At the same time, a lack of autonomy is a stressor
(Spector, 1986). Likewise, leaders manage interpersonal relationships
(e.g., Uhl-Bien, 2003). Interpersonal conflicts at work are construed as
a stressor (De Raeve et al., 2009; Spector & Jex, 1998), whereas close
interpersonal relationships at work are an important resource closely
related to employee well-being (Fisher, 2014).More in general, leader
(mis)behavior at work has likewise been construed as a source of
stress (Schyns & Schilling, 2013), whereas more ethical leaders tend
to have healthier employees (e.g., Yang, 2014).

These ideas manifest in the forms of leadership studied herein,
with potential impacts on employee well-being. On the one hand,
directive leaders set clear performance expectations and guidelines
on how to accomplish performance goals (House &Mitchell, 1974),
increasing the likelihood that employees will accomplish these
goals, resulting in a sense of fulfillment and motivation (Latham &
Locke, 1991; Locke & Latham, 2006). Feedback and support from
directive leaders on performance progress and goal accomplishment
are valuable resources that increase the likelihood of emotional
engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Demerouti et al., 2001).
Yet, at the same time, directive leadership may increase employees’
emotional fatigue. That is, employees working with a directive
leader are frequently monitored by their leader and, as such, may feel
that they have little control over their work, thereby frustrating their
autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 2012). Research shows that when employ-
ees’ behavior is heavily monitored by their leader, they are more
likely to experience burnout, of which emotional fatigue is symp-
tomatic (e.g., Hetland et al., 2007; Stordeur et al., 2001).

Hypothesis 3: At the within-person level of analysis, direc-
tive leadership is positively associated with subsequent emo-
tional engagement (Hypothesis 3a) and emotional fatigue
(Hypothesis 3b).
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On the other hand, empowering leaders motivate employees to
accomplish goals by providing them with autonomy and support,
resources that are well-established predictors of high well-being and
low strain (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Demerouti et al., 2001).
Indeed, empowering leadership has been shown to increase
employee work engagement (e.g., Albrecht & Andreetta, 2011;
Tuckey et al., 2012) as well as psychological capital (e.g., Ahearne
et al., 2005; Park et al., 2017). As such, we expect empowering
leaders to provide employees with support, energy, and the motiva-
tion to invest this energy into their work role, thus increasing their
emotional engagement and decreasing their emotional fatigue.

Hypothesis 4: At the within-person level of analysis, empow-
ering leadership is positively associated with subsequent emo-
tional engagement (Hypothesis 4a) and negatively associated
with subsequent emotional fatigue (Hypothesis 4b).

Within-Person Effects of Employee Well-Being on
Perceived Leadership

We also propose a countervailing explanation for the relation
between perceived leadership and employee well-being, namely,
that it is also likely that employee well-being influences leadership
perceptions. We base this alternative explanation on work by Lang
et al. (2011), which offers that both affective perceptions and
affective reactions can account for the influence of well-being on
perceived environmental characteristics. Lang et al. (2011) devel-
oped a model of dynamic relations between depression and justice
perceptions based on the idea of stress appraisals derived from
Lazarus and Folkman (1984). In their model, Lazarus and Folkman
(1984) refer to a “process orientation,” and posit the existence of
reciprocal causation between, on the one hand, people’s perception
of their environment (e.g., their leader’s behaviors) and, on the other
hand, their reactions to the environment (e.g., their well-being). This
process orientation is embodied in the notion that “ : : : the person
and the environment are in a dynamic relationship that is constantly
changing and : : : that this relationship is bidirectional, with the
person and the environment each acting on the other” (Folkman,
1984, p. 840).
Recognizing that affect is an important component of well-being

(e.g., Clark et al., 1994; Lonigan et al., 2003), the perception
assumption offers that the various ways that one views their leader
are influenced to some degree by one’s positive and negative
affective states. To this end, research that considers relations
between well-being and environmental appraisal finds that those
with lower well-being perceive their environment as more threaten-
ing and riskier (e.g., Alloy & Abramson, 1979; Lang et al., 2011).
The reaction assumption offers that employee’s well-being affects
how they perceive their leader via leader’s behavior directed toward
their employees. That is, employees with lower well-being may
perceive their leaders differently, because they may actually be
treated differently by their leaders as a result of their lowered state of
well-being. Thus, considering both perception and reaction assump-
tions, we expect the potential for a countervailing directional,
within-person association with employee well-being preceding
perceived leadership.
To this end, following from the notions of affective perceptions

and reactions, high emotional engagement may make employees
more perceptive to positive features of their work environment,

including their leader’s behavior, as emotional engagement is often
accompanied with the experience of positive emotions such as hope
and optimism (e.g., Fredrickson, 2013; Ouweneel et al., 2012a,
2012b). In addition, leaders may act more directive and empowering
toward emotionally engaged employees, because they trust that
these employees have the capability and motivation to invest this
form of affective energy into their work. That is, emotionally
engaged employees have the personal resources that directive and
empowering leaders encourage (e.g., self-efficacy, personal initiative,
self-esteem, optimism; Hakanen et al., 2008; Xanthopoulou et al.,
2009). Such resources help emotionally engaged employees demon-
strate their ability to take on the responsibilities afforded by their
leader.

Hypothesis 5: At the within-person level of analysis, emotional
engagement is positively associated with subsequent directive
(Hypothesis 5a) and empowering (Hypothesis 5b) leadership.

Emotionally fatigued employees, in contrast, are more likely to be
perceptive of directive leadership and less likely to be perceptive of
empowering leadership, because they need more external structure
and tend to show less extra effort in the workplace (e.g., Chi &
Liang, 2013; Cole et al., 2010). Leaders may act more directive and
less empowering toward emotionally fatigued employees because
they want them to complete their tasks and guide them accordingly,
but they do not encourage behaviors that fatigued employees do not
have the energy for, such as setting their own goals, taking initiative,
and problem solving (Sims et al., 2009). In addition, as directive
leaders closely monitor employees’ behaviors, the tendency of
fatigued employees to withdraw from the workplace may trigger
more directive leadership as fatigue and withdrawal jeopardize the
accomplishment of work goals (Blanchard et al., 1993).

Hypothesis 6: At the within-person level of analysis, emotional
fatigue is positively associated with subsequent directive
(Hypothesis 6a) and negatively associated with subsequent
empowering (Hypothesis 6b) leadership.

Method

Open Science Practices

All data and code to reproduce the analyses reported in this paper,
along with full results of all focal, exploratory, and supporting
analyses, are available in our online appendix: https://osf.io/46crq/.
Data for this study were collected as part of a larger longitudinal data
collection effort, and so far five other studies based on the same
dataset, but with completely different research questions and
completely different substantive variables, have been published
(Koziel et al., 2021; Rudolph & Zacher, 2021; Zacher et al.,
2021; Zacher & Rudolph, 2021a, 2021b).

Design, Participants, and Procedure

We used a three-wave, fully crossed and lagged panel survey
design across 6 months, with time lags of 3 months between each
survey. We chose time lags of 3 months to be consistent with
recommendations to adopt relatively shorter lags in longitudinal
panel studies (Dormann & Griffin, 2015). Longitudinal research on
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leadership and employee well-being has typically used longer time
lags (e.g., 6 months–1 year, or longer; see Nielsen et al., 2008).
However, based on existing studies that have adopted shorter time
lags (e.g., Niessen et al., 2017; Volmer et al., 2011), we consider 3
months as an appropriate time frame for overtime dynamics in
employees’ perceptions of both leadership and their well-being to
emerge.
To recruit participants, we commissioned a professional and

certified panel company to sample from a nationally representative
online panel in Germany. To be eligible to participate, employees
had to be at least 18 years old and be working full-time. The
company sampled participants broadly from all 16 German states
and from various occupations. For the initial survey conducted at the
beginning of December of 2019 (Time [T] 1), n = 4,839 persons in
the company’s database were contacted, and n = 2,439 employees
initiated the survey and provided at least partial responses (e.g.,
demographics, leadership, well-being; response rate of 50.4%). At
each subsequent timepoint, these n = 2,439 participants were
recontacted by the panel company and invited to participate. Spe-
cifically, T1 participants were recontacted 3 months after the T1
survey, at the beginning ofMarch 2020 (T2, n= 1,521 respondents),
and 6 months after the T1 survey, at the beginning of June 2020 (T3,
n = 1,173 respondents). In total, n = 1,610 of the initial n = 2,439
participants provided at least partial responses on demographic and/
or substantive variables from T1 to T3, constituting the sample we
consider here; n = 958 participants provided complete responses at
T1–T3.
A summary of participant demographics can be found in Table 1.

Across the three waves of this study, some degree of attrition was
observed. To understand the nature of attrition, we compared
incomplete responders (n = 829) with panel responders (n =
1,610) on several demographic and substantive variables measured
at T1 (see Table 1). In a logistic regression model, these predictors
only accounted for .2% of the variability in observed attrition
(R2

CoxSnell = .002). As such, we are confident that systematic attrition
is not of principle concern here (see online appendix for complete
analysis).

Measures

For each of the substantive measures collected at each measure-
ment wave participants were instructed to think about the past 3
months at work in providing their ratings.

Directive and Empowering Leadership

Six items from Martin et al. (2013) measure of directive leader-
ship (3 items, αrange = .846–.849) and empowering leadership (3
items, αrange = .857–.884) were used collected. These items were
scaled with a 7-point response scale that ranged from 1 (never) to 7
(always). Example items are: “My supervisor monitored employee
performance” (directive) and “My supervisor taught employees how
to solve problems on their own” (empowering).

Emotional Engagement

Three items from Rich et al. (2010) emotional job engagement
scale were collected to assess emotional engagement (αrange =
.904–.922). These items were scaled with a 7-point response scale

that ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). An
example item is: “I was enthusiastic in my job.”

Emotional Fatigue

Three items from Frone and Tidwell’s (2015) emotional fatigue
scale were collected to assess emotional fatigue (αrange =
.902–.935). These items were scaled with a 7-point response scale
that ranged from 1 (never) to 7 (always). An example item is: “I felt
emotionally worn out at the end of the workday.”

Demographics

We assessed several key participant demographics as part of the
T1 survey (see Table 1). Specifically, we assessed chronological age
(i.e., years since birth), sex (i.e., coded as 1 =male”; 2 = “female”),
educational attainment (i.e., coded as 1 = “Lower Secondary
School” to 4 = “College/University or Technical College”), and
monthly household income (i.e., coded as 1 = “€0–€999/Month” to
7 = “€6,000–€6,999/Month”).

Analyses

All analyses were conducted in a structural equation modeling
framework using the “lavaan” package (Rosseel, 2012) for R. In
specifying all models, a maximum-likelihood estimator was used;
full information maximum likelihood was used to account for
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Table 1
Summary of Participant Demographic Characteristics for
Incomplete and Complete Responders

Demographic characteristic
Incomplete Complete
(n = 829) (n = 1,610)

Sex
Male 101 (12.2%) 874 (54.3%)
Female 185 (22.3%) 730 (45.3%)
Missing 543 (65.5%) 6 (0.4%)

Age (years)
M (SD) 46.9 (13.6) 43.7 (11.2)
Mdn (Min, Max) 49.0 (19.0, 99.0) 44.0 (18.0, 69.0)
Missing 539 (65.0%) 1 (0.1%)

Education
Lower secondary school 31 (3.7%) 112 (7.0%)
Intermediate secondary school 96 (11.6%) 583 (36.2%)
Upper secondary school 50 (6.0%) 281 (17.5%)
College/University or technical

college
109 (13.1%) 618 (38.4%)

Missing 543 (65.5%) 16 (1.0%)
Monthly household income (Euros/Month)
0–999 54 (6.5%) 92 (5.7%)
1,000–1999 56 (6.8%) 262 (16.3%)
2000–2,999 58 (7.0%) 369 (22.9%)
3,000–3,999 52 (6.3%) 346 (21.5%)
4,000–4,999 38 (4.6%) 284 (17.6%)
5,000–5,999 19 (2.3%) 134 (8.3%)
6,000–6,999 13 (1.6%) 122 (7.6%)
Missing 539 (65.0%) 1 (0.1%)

Organizational tenure (years)
M (SD) 11.2 (9.77) 12.1 (10.3)
Mdn (Min, Max) 8.00 (0, 38.0) 9.00 (0, 48.0)
Missing 797 (96.1%) 27 (1.7%)

444 RUDOLPH, BREEVAART, AND ZACHER



missingness. Confirmatory factor analyses were initially run to
support measurement model fits and longitudinal measurement
invariance (i.e., invariance across time), both of which were upheld;
for the sake of space, complete results of these analyses are available
in our online appendix. All hypotheses were tested simultaneously
using an RI-CLPM (Hamaker et al., 2015; see Figure 1 for a general
depiction).

Results

Table 1 contains descriptive statistics on the demographics of our
sample, and Table 2 presents descriptive statistics and intercorrela-
tions among substantive variables. Our hypotheses pertain to within-
person relations, rather than overtime changes. Thus, to ascertain
whether there were overtime changes, initially, we specified two

RI-CLPM models, the first allowing overtime parameters (i.e.,
autoregressive and cross-lagged effects) to vary overtime (i.e.,
the unconstrained RI-CLPM) and the second fixing these overtime
parameters to equality (i.e., the constrained RI-CLPM; see Hamaker
et al., 2015; Mulder & Hamaker, 2021; Orth et al., 2021). The
constrained RI-CLPM fit the data well (χ2 = 53.351, df = 32, p =
.010, CFI = .997, RMSEA = .020, SRMR = .024) and did not fit
significantly differently than the unconstrained RI-CLPM (Δχ2 =
32.08, df = 26, p = .191). Thus, in service of parsimony and
consistent with our hypotheses, the results reported here are based
on the constrained RI-CLPM. Table 3 contains relevant parameter
estimates from the constrained RI-CLPM, and complete results of
this model are available in our online appendix.

At the between-person level of analysis, we found that directive
leadership was positively correlated with both emotional engage-
ment (rxy = .136) and emotional fatigue (rxy = .174), supporting
Hypotheses 1a and 1b. Moreover, empowering leadership was
positively correlated with emotional engagement (rxy = .389) and
negatively correlated with emotional fatigue (rxy = −.170), support-
ing Hypotheses 2a and 2b (all p < .05).

At the within-person level of analysis (see Table 3), we observed
a significant (p < .05) and positive cross-lagged effect of directive
leadership on emotional engagement (B = .100), but not on emo-
tional fatigue. Empowering leadership did not have significant
effects on well-being at the within-person level. Thus, Hypothesis
3a was supported, whereas Hypotheses 3b as well as 4a and 4b were
not supported. In addition, and in support of Hypotheses 5a and 5b,
we observed two significant reverse cross-lagged effects, suggesting
that employees’ emotional engagement predicted perceptions of
both directive leadership (B = .128) and empowering leadership
(B = .144). Finally, emotional fatigue did not significantly predict
leadership perceptions and, thus, Hypotheses 6a and 6b were not
supported.

Robustness Checks and Sensitivity Analyses

To gauge the robustness of our conclusions observed at the
within-person level of analysis, we conducted sensitivity analyses
proposed by Frank (2000) and Frank et al. (2013) to gauge the
(potential) influence of omitted variables. To supplement this, we
also conducted a sensitivity analysis considering five covariates: (a)
work demands, (b) positive affect and negative affect, (c) degree of
contact between leaders and employees, (d) remote work status, and
(e) exposure to coronavirus disease (COVID-19). These exogenous
covariates were treated as orthogonal to one another due to conver-
gence issues with models specifying oblique covariances. Bolster-
ing the confidence we have in our conclusions, we find that omitted
variables are likely not of great concern to our within-person
relations, and that the inclusion of covariates decreased the fit of
our focal model to the data. Complete results are available in our
online appendix.

Discussion

We found some support for the proposition that employee
perceptions of leadership and well-being have mutually reinforcing
cross-lagged effects at the within-person level of analysis. Consis-
tent with transactional theories of stress and stress appraisals (e.g.,
Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) and the notions of affective perceptions
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Figure 1
Random Intercepts Cross-Lagged Panel Model—Simplified
Representation

Note. For the sake of simplifying this representation “perceived leader-
ship” (L) and “employee well-being” (W) variables are combined; in our
statistical model, these variables are treated separately. LT1–LT3 represents
measurement of perceived leadership (i.e., directive and empowering)
overtime. WT1–WT3 represents measurement of employee well-being (i.e.,
emotional engagement and fatigue) overtime. Li and Wi represent random
intercepts (i.e., between-person effects) for leadership and well-being,
respectively. Solid (dashed) directional arrow represent within-person
(between-person) parameter estimates. This figure was adapted from
Hamaker et al. (2015). Certain parameters have been omitted from this
representation for sake of parsimony.
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and reactions (Lang et al., 2011), perceptions of directive leadership
not only positively predicted employee emotional engagement, but
emotional engagement also positively predicted perceptions of both
directive and empowering leadership. In contrast to results at
the between-person level, which were consistent with theory and
meta-analytic work (Harms et al., 2017; Kuoppala et al., 2008;
Montano et al., 2017), at the within-person level we did not find
effects of directive leadership on emotional fatigue or of empowering
leadership on emotional engagement or fatigue. Moreover, employ-
ees’ emotional fatigue did not predict their perceptions of leadership.
Interestingly, we also found some non-significant relations

between perceptions of leadership and employee well-being at
the within-person level. First, perceptions of directive leadership
were not related to employees’ emotional fatigue. One possible
explanation for this finding could be that directive leaders are both
resource draining (e.g., by limiting the amount of control employees
have over their work) and resource building (e.g., by providing
feedback and support). In addition, we found no support for the

hypothesized relations between perceptions of empowering leader-
ship and both employee emotional engagement and emotional
fatigue at the within-person level of analysis. It could be that these
relations are dependent on certain contextual factors, such as
employees need for leadership (De Vries, 1997). The extent to
which employees need guidance from their leader toward goal
achievement (i.e., need for leadership) depends on a variety of
circumstances, such as employees’ feelings of competence to
complete a certain task, and may fluctuate accordingly. As such,
empowering leadership may enhance employee’s emotional
engagement and reduce their emotional fatigue in some situations
but may reduce their emotional engagement and increase their
emotional fatigue in others.

We also noted that the standardized effect from emotional
engagement to empowering leadership was slightly higher than
the standardized effect from emotional engagement directive lead-
ership (see Table 3). While interesting, we are cautious to interpret
the differential strength of these effects as being theoretically
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Table 2
Intercorrelations Among Study Variables

Variable name n M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1. T1 directive leadership 1,521 3.612 1.305 .846 —

2. T2 directive leadership 1,183 3.632 1.332 .594 .851 —

3. T3 directive leadership 1,062 3.628 1.327 .588 .602 .859 —

4. T1 empowering leadership 1,521 4.186 1.275 .531 .349 .372 .857 —

5. T2 empowering leadership 1,183 4.226 1.321 .338 .568 .366 .566 .878 —

6. T3 empowering leadership 1,062 4.185 1.303 .291 .344 .566 .566 .595 .884 —

7. T1 emotional engagement 1,609 4.696 1.302 .112 .139 .127 .239 .261 .293 .904 —

8. T2 emotional engagement 1,208 4.662 1.318 .105 .136 .158 .211 .295 .333 .651 .913 —

9. T3 emotional engagement 1,085 4.534 1.386 .088 .118 .197 .213 .219 .365 .612 .653 .922 —

10. T1 emotional fatigue 1,595 3.169 1.552 .126 .121 .063 −.091 −.066 −.168 −.236 −.226 −.240 .902 —

11. T2 emotional fatigue 1,204 3.118 1.508 .103 .132 .029 −.070 −.049 −.126 −.177 −.208 −.219 .661 .900 —

12. T3 emotional fatigue 1,081 2.814 1.580 .114 .094 .126 −.056 −.044 −.091 −.175 −.176 −.203 .629 .651 .935

Note. rxy ≥ |−.063| are p < .05. Coefficient alpha reliability estimates are listed in the diagonal. Additional descriptive statistics, including complete panel
correlations, are available in our online appendix.

Table 3
Relevant Parameters From Constrained RI-CLPM

Predictor → Outcome Braw SEB Z p value

95% CI

Bstd R2
withinLower Upper

Directive leadership Tk → Directive leadership Tk+1 .005 .051 .103 .918 −.095 .106 .005 .016
Empowering leadership Tk → Directive leadership Tk+1 .017 .043 .406 .685 −.066 .101 .017
Emotional engagement Tk → Directive leadership Tk+1 .128 .042 3.066 .002 .046 .209 .122
Emotional fatigue Tk → Directive leadership Tk+1 −.005 .036 −.138 .890 −.076 .066 −.006
Directive leadership Tk → Empowering leadership Tk+1 .059 .045 1.312 .189 −.029 .146 .056 .027
Empowering leadership Tk → Empowering leadership Tk+1 −.004 .051 −.084 .933 −.105 .096 −.004
Emotional engagement Tk → Empowering leadership Tk+1 .143 .043 3.354 .001 .059 .226 .135
Emotional fatigue Tk → Empowering leadership Tk+1 .072 .037 1.939 .053 −.001 .144 .077
Directive leadership Tk → Emotional engagement Tk+1 .100 .043 2.309 .021 .015 .185 .094 .030
Empowering leadership Tk → Emotional engagement Tk+1 −.065 .042 −1.548 .122 −.148 .017 −.062
Emotional engagement Tk → Emotional engagement Tk+1 .156 .050 3.106 .002 .057 .254 .156
Emotional fatigue Tk → Emotional engagement Tk+1 .007 .036 .186 .852 −.063 .077 .007
Directive leadership Tk → Emotional fatigue Tk+1 −.036 .049 −.739 .460 −.131 .059 −.031 .016
Empowering leadership Tk → Emotional fatigue Tk+1 .070 .047 1.501 .133 −.021 .162 .061
Emotional engagement Tk → Emotional fatigue Tk+1 .061 .045 1.351 .177 −.028 .150 .052
Emotional fatigue Tk → Emotional fatigue Tk+1 .109 .049 2.211 .027 .012 .206 .106

Note. RI-CLPM= random intercepts cross-lagged panel model; Braw = raw regression weight; SEB = standard error of raw regression weight; 95% CI = 95%
confidence interval; Bstd = standardized regression weight.
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meaningful, as we note that the 95% confidence intervals defining
these relations overlap with one another. Thus, while the absolute
magnitude of these relations may be different, the difference
between them is likely to be non-significant.
Finally, emotional fatigue was unrelated to employees’ percep-

tions of directive and empowering leadership at the within-person
level. One reason for these findings could be that, regardless of
whether their leader behaves differently toward them, fatigued
employees may not pay a great deal of attention to these behaviors.
Contrary to positive experiences such as emotional engagement,
which broaden people’s views, negative experiences such as emo-
tional fatigue narrow people’s attention to their environment
(Fredrickson, 2013). As such, it could be that the perception
assumption (Lang et al., 2011) does not apply here and employees’
emotional fatigue does not affect their perceptions of their leaders’
behaviors. Another explanation may be that, in contrast to the
reaction assumption (Lang et al., 2011), leaders do not change their
behavior according to employees’ emotional fatigue, because one
way in which emotionally fatigued employees cope with their
situation is through perseverance and reluctance to ask for social
support (Van Dam, 2021). As emotionally fatigued employees may
not admit to themselves that they must slow down and recover, their
leaders are unlikely to signal what is going on, and as such, have no
reason to change their behavior.

Theoretical and Practical Implications

Overall, these findings contribute to an enhanced understanding
of the reciprocal nature of leadership perceptions and well-being and
answer the call for more longitudinal research in the study of these
processes (e.g., Skakon et al., 2010). Moreover, these findings
challenge existing assumptions about the directionality of the rela-
tion between perceived leadership and employee well-being, with
implications for both theory and practice. Most notably for theory,
this study both challenges and extends the commonly understood
idea that leadership exerts a top-down influence (i.e., from leaders to
their employees) on employee well-being. The findings that
employee well-being reinforces leadership perceptions, especially
that employees’ emotional engagement is associated with higher
subsequent levels of both directive and empowering leadership,
suggests also a “bottom-up” relation between employee well-being
and perceived leadership (i.e., in a hierarchical sense, employee
well-being exerts an “upward” influence on perceptions of their
leader’s behavior). The observed simultaneous cross-lagged rela-
tions between directive leadership and emotional engagement and
emotional engagement and directive leadership suggests that both
top-down (i.e., from leader to employee) and bottom-up (i.e., from
employee to leader) processes co-occur and are likely to be mutually
reinforcing overtime. Moreover, this paper extends the notions of
affective perceptions and reactions based upon the interpretation of
stress appraisal theory advanced by Lang et al. (2011), from
research on organizational justice and clinical depression to the
context of perceived leadership and employee well-being.
In terms of practical implications, this study confirms the long-

held notion that leadership is important for employee well-being, but
also highlights that this relation is more complex than previously
understood. This study specifically highlights the importance of
both employees’ perception of their leader’s general behavioral
pattern (i.e., between-person relations) as well as their perceptions of

their leader’s short-term behaviors (i.e., within-person relations). In
general, organizations should focus on ways to increase employee
emotional engagement and reduce fatigue (e.g., through work
design, efforts to change “overwork” cultures; see similar recom-
mendations by Inceoglu et al., 2018). Importantly, our findings
regarding the effects of emotional engagement on perceptions of
both directive and empowering leadership suggest that, in doing so,
perceptions of leadership may be positively affected as well.

In addition, leadership training and development programs should
be designed to help promote engagement and curtail fatigue. Our
results suggest that employees’well-being affects their perception of
their leader’s behaviors. As such, organizations can take measures
that are likewise mutually reinforcing, for example, by hiring
empowering leaders and taking additional measures to enhance
employees’ well-being (which consequently affects employees’
perception of leadership). To this point, in this study, observed
relations at the between-person level of analysis suggest that
although both directive and empowering leadership are positively
related to emotional engagement, directive leadership is associated
with higher fatigue on average, whereas empowering leadership is
associated with lower fatigue on average.

Limitations and Future Research

No study is without limitations, and although the longitudinal
research design employed here is a strength of our study, future
research should endeavor to extend this work. First, it is worth
pointing out that we only considered self-report measures of both
perceived leadership and employee well-being, and data were
collected from a single source (i.e., employees), with no data
collected from leaders. Although arguably employees themselves
are the “best source” to report on their well-being, research has
shown that leadership ratings are subject to various person-level
influences, such as personality and affect (see Felfe & Schyns, 2010;
Hansbrough et al., 2015), and, as we show, their own well-being.
Future research should consider self- and other-reports and strive to
obtain data from both leaders and their employees from intact work
groups to study the reciprocal effects of leadership and employee
well-being. Such research would also allow for further testing the
idea of “top down” and “bottom up” processes as emergent qualities
of work groups that manifest as shared perceptions of employee
well-being and leadership.

Moreover, although we focus on perceived leadership here,
researchers would be well advised to collect both subjective
(e.g., perceptual) and objective (e.g., behavioral) measures of
leadership (e.g., observations of leader’s actions), but also recognize
that the latter are not necessarily a panacea to the study of leadership
(e.g., Lord et al., 2017). Still, leadership research should consider
both subjective and objective leadership behaviors to better under-
stand the correspondence (or lack thereof) between these differing
conceptualizations.

Second, although we focused on the specific constructs of direc-
tive and empowering leadership, other leadership constructs (e.g.,
leader-member exchange, see Gottfredson et al., 2020; respectful
leadership, see Rudolph et al., 2021) and well-being indicators (e.g.,
physical health, job satisfaction) may operate in similar or different
ways. Future research should pit various leadership constructs
against one another (including measures of “healthy leadership,”
see Rudolph et al., 2020) to better understand the role of these
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various leadership constructs in the prediction of employee
well-being.
Third, as suggested, we considered a time lag of 3 months

between each survey in our study based on previous research on
perceptions of leadership and employee well-being, and best prac-
tice recommendations (e.g., Dormann & Griffin, 2015). However,
there is not a clear theory to suggest the time frames over which
these effects occur. In addition, we consider only three waves of data
in our study, and it is possible that these effects might occur
differently across a longer span of time, or manifest as variability
that only a design with more (and more frequent) observations could
detect. Future research should endeavor to build a stronger theory
for “when” the effects of leadership affect employee well-being and
vice-versa to help establish optimal time lags and time frames to
study these effects. To this end, researchers are encouraged to use
continuous time approaches to establish such parameters (Rauvola
et al., 2021).
Future research should also examine mechanisms and moderators

of relations between leadership and employee well-being at the
between- and within-person levels of analysis. For instance, sub-
stitutes for leadership theory (Kerr & Jermier, 1978) suggests that
other work-related factors, such as job characteristics, team factors,
or organizational climate, may compensate for a lack of beneficial
leadership behavior in predicting employee well-being. Likewise,
based on stress appraisal theory (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), it could
be argued that effects of employee well-being on perceived leader-
ship depend on employees’ beliefs regarding the causes of their
well-being and their evaluation of available coping resources.
Similarly, experiments/interventions (e.g., Gerlach et al., 2021)
and daily/weekly diary studies (e.g., Breevaart & Zacher, 2019)
could be employed (using the suggestions provided here) to better
understand the causal and short term (respectively) implications of
leadership for employee well-being, and vice versa. Finally, it is
important to note that the measurement of directive and empowering
leadership is challenging, and fewwell-developed measures of these
constructs exists. Most research that assesses directive and empow-
ering leadership constructs uses measures adapted from scales
developed for other purposes (e.g., Kahai et al., 2004; Li et al.,
2018; Vecchio et al., 2010). The exception to this is the Martin et al.
(2013) measure used here; however this scale does not have a large
body of psychometric evidence supporting its use. Thus, we echo
calls found elsewhere (e.g., Rudolph et al., 2021) to improve the
quality of measurement tools used to study leadership phenomena.
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