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Abstract

The continuation of work that undermines employee well-being necessitates an investigation into the antecedents of work
design. Therefore, we examined how autonomy supportive and controlling leadership—as defined in self-determination
theory (SDT)—relate to employees’ job resources, job demands, and well-being. Using a cross-sectional (N=501) and
a daily diary study (N=123), we found that autonomy supportive leadership relates to employees’ work engagement
via job resources both at the between- and within-person levels. However, only the cross-sectional study evidenced a
relationship between autonomy supportive leadership and exhaustion via job resources. Controlling leadership related
to exhaustion via job demands at the between-person level in both studies but not at the within-person level. Alongside
implications for the literature on SDT, work design theory, the leadership literature, and workplace re-enchantment, we
advance concomitant insights to practitioners.
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However, over time such systems led employees to be
demotivated, stressed, counterproductive, and resentful
toward their leaders (Oldham & Fried, 2016). This
prompted scholars to reconsider the Tayloristic approach
and undertake a paradigm shift that focused on converting
dehumanizing workplaces into enchanting, human-centric
work stations (Boje & Baskin, 2011). Today, concerns for
employee motivation and well-being have become an
indispensable part of the conversation surrounding work
design. In addition, ideas about leadership are also being
modified to be compatible with work designs which include
more job resources, that is, motivation fostering aspects of
work such as autonomy and learning opportunities, and
fewer job demands, that is, health-impairing aspects of
work such as role problems (Demerouti et al., 2001).

However, most research examining the influence of
work design and leadership on employee well-being have
been conducted in isolation from one another, thereby pre-
venting theoretical integration of naturally integrated
workplace processes. Such lack of integration is high-
lighted by work design scholars, who have voiced the need
for future research examining leadership as antecedents of
work design (Parker, Van den Broeck, & Holman, 2017).
In addition, leadership scholars have also called for inte-
grative research that links specific theory-driven choice of
leadership behaviors to positive and negative forms of
employee well-being (e.g., work engagement and exhaus-
tion) via congruent mediators (Inceoglu et al., 2018).

Given that employee motivation serves as a common
underlying denominator which links leadership, work
design, and employee well-being, we attempt to address
the aforementioned appeals for integrative research by
using self-determination theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 2000;
Gagné & Deci, 2005)—a motivation theory—to investi-
gate leadership as an antecedent of employees’ work
design and well-being. SDT specifies that both social (e.g.,
leaders) and structural (e.g., work design) factors in the
work setting can foster employees’ autonomous and con-
trolled motivation, and consequently their well-being. We
aim to address how different leadership styles (as described
in SDT) may relate to different aspects of employees’ work
design—as modeled in the Job Demands Resources (JDR)
Model—and thereby also to their well-being.

According to SDT (Gagné & Deci, 2005), leaders may
differ in the degree to which they foster autonomous moti-
vation (such that employees engage in their work because
they find it meaningful or enjoyable) or controlled motiva-
tion (such that employees engage in their work because
they feel an internal or external pressure to do so).
Autonomy supportive leaders seek to foster autonomous
motivation among employees, for example, by offering
choices and making work a valuable experience.
Controlling leaders in contrast actively foster controlled
motivation among employees, for example, through
deploying contingent rewards, threatening with sanctions,

and/or using pressure tactics based on guilt and shame
induction. Recent meta-analytic findings confirm that
when leaders are perceived as autonomy-supportive, their
employees report higher autonomous and lower controlled
motivation and therefore experience more well-being and
work engagement (Slemp et al., 2018). In addition,
research on controlling leadership shows that the more
employees consider their leader as controlling, the less
likely they are to report good psychological health and
work satisfaction (Moreau & Mageau, 2012).

While findings such as those of Slemp et al. (2018) and
Moreau and Mageau (2012) provide valuable insights on
the links between motivating approaches of leaders and
employee well-being, they do not illustrate whether such
relationships could be fostered through structural aspects
of work such as job demands and job resources. Lack of
such knowledge not only stunts theoretical advances but
also limits practitioners from having clear guidelines on
how leaders may maximize on the benefits of work designs
to ensure continued support toward employees’ well-
being. Therefore, in this article, we expand on the extant
literature and investigate how work design as a mediator
may channel the influences of autonomy supportive and
controlling leadership toward employee well-being.

In the current study, thus, we first theoretically integrate
the fields of leadership and work design by adopting an
SDT-based motivational lens to distinguish leadership
styles. Second, by investigating how such leadership styles
influence work design, we highlight the motivational con-
duit linking leader behavior to work design and contribute
to both work design theory and SDT. Moreover, we also
examine how such links between leadership and work
design affect employee well-being. In doing so, we con-
tribute to the leadership literature, which has thus far paid
little attention to how leadership may be linked to positive
and negative aspects of employee well-being such as work
engagement and exhaustion (Inceoglu et al., 2018).

Finally, we also advance the leadership literature and
SDT by including the darker side of leadership and exam-
ining its effects on work design and employee well-being.
While some studies have tapped into the associations
between leadership and work design (e.g., Fernet et al.,
2015; Rahmadani et al., 2020), the focus of those studies
have been mostly limited to rather positive forms of lead-
ership such as transformational and engaging leadership.
Since scholars have expressed much concern over the
prevalence of negative forms of leadership (Aasland et al.,
2010; Schyns & Schilling, 2013), it is equally pertinent to
explore how leadership styles that presumably have less
beneficial consequences for employees, such as control-
ling leadership, influence the work design process.

We thus expand our knowledge about controlling lead-
ership, which is a seemingly adverse, motivation-based,
social interaction style whose influence although rigor-
ously studied within other life domains such as parenting
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(Mageau et al., 2015) and education (Aelterman et al.,
2019) has been largely neglected in the work context
(Slemp et al., 2018, but see Moreau & Mageau, 2012, for
an exception). By comparing the effects of autonomy sup-
portive and controlling leadership as two contrasting lead-
ership styles, this study provides valuable insights to
practitioners about how to shape leadership trainings such
that managers can foster work designs that promote favora-
ble forms of employee motivation and well-being. We also
inform them that leadership—through its association with
work design—could be instrumental to the process of
workplace re-enchantment, that is, the process of convert-
ing dehumanized workspaces which undermine human
agency into empowering places that engender work mean-
ingfulness among resourceful and engaged employees
(Boje & Baskin, 2011).

Work design and employee well-
being

The relationship between work design and employee well-
being has been rigorously studied and documented for
more than a century now (Parker, Morgeson, & Johns,
2017). However, it continues to pique the interest of
researchers as ever-changing organizational structures and
systems require continuous re-evaluation of how to sup-
port employee well-being through high-quality work
(Grant & Parker, 2009; Pfeffer, 1995). One of the theoreti-
cal advances that has been instrumental in explaining and
predicting employee well-being over a range of working
conditions is the JDR model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017,
Demerouti et al., 2001). Within this model, job demands
refer to “physical, psychological, social, or organizational
aspects of the job that require sustained physical and/or
psychological (cognitive and emotional) effort or skills
and are therefore associated with certain physiological
and/or psychological costs” (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007,
p. 312). Job resources, however, encompass “physical,
psychological, social, or organizational aspects of the job
that . . . (1) [are] functional in achieving work goals, (2)
reduce job demands and the associated physiological and
psychological costs, [or] (3) stimulate personal growth,
learning, and development” (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007,
p-312).

Job demands require employees to exert effort at work,
which may consequently tax their physical and mental
energy, and lead them to experience physical strains, psy-
chological overexertion, and fatigue (Bakker & Demerouti,
2007; Demerouti et al., 2001). Because of their energy-
depleting effects, job demands elicit a health-impairing
process which leads to exhaustion (Bakker & Demerouti,
2007). Job resources, in contrast, are highly motivating.
Their presence facilitates employees to achieve their work
goals, enhance personal growth, and satisfy basic needs
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Job resources thus cater both

extrinsic and intrinsic motivation of employees. As such,
job resources are expected to contribute to enhanced well-
being and high levels of work engagement among employ-
ees (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007).

Research applying the JDR model shows that job
demands (e.g., emotional demands and role conflict) are
responsible for a wide range of negative health outcomes
among employees such as emotional exhaustion and burn-
out, whereas job resources (e.g., autonomy and learning
opportunities) are crucial for enhancing employees’ work
engagement (Nahrgang et al., 2011). Furthermore, albeit
not stipulated in the original JDR model (Demerouti et al.,
2001), Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) also predicted and
found that job resources relate negatively to exhaustion.
Based on the conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll,
1989), they argue that a lack of job resources may make
employees more vulnerable to feeling depleted. As such,
having adequate job resources may create twin advan-
tages: on one hand, it may foster work engagement and, on
the other hand, it may prevent exhaustion (Schaufeli,
2017). A recent meta-analysis of longitudinal studies by
Lesener et al. (2019) confirms this assertion and shows
that while work engagement is only fostered by job
resources, exhaustion can be elicited by job demands and
prevented by job resources. Given that job demands and
job resources play a vital role in influencing employee
well-being, it becomes pertinent to study how they are cre-
ated in the workplace.

Leadership, job demands, and job
resources

Research shows that leaders may influence employees’
perceptions about job demands and job resources, which
can consequently influence their well-being. Fernet et al.
(2015), for example, found transformational leadership to
negatively associate with cognitive, emotional, and physi-
cal job demands and positively with job resources. Other
studies show that having an engaging leader is related to
more job resources, fewer job demands, higher work
engagement, and lower burnout (Rahmadani et al., 2020;
Schaufeli, 2015).

Engaging leadership is an SDT-inspired, recently devel-
oped leadership construct that elaborates on leadership ori-
entations aimed at fostering employees’ motivation and
engagement by empowering, strengthening, and connect-
ing employees (Schaufeli, 2015). Although it has been
linked to leader-facilitated satisfaction of basic psycho-
logical needs (i.e., autonomy, competence, and related-
ness), engaging leadership is yet to be thoroughly
embedded within the broader SDT literature (Schaufeli,
2015; Van Tuin et al., 2020).

Therefore, upon careful consideration, the extant litera-
ture seems to remain inadequate in two fronts. First, they
link multi-facet leadership styles such as transformational
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leadership—which was originally conceptualized with
performance and organizational effectiveness in mind—to
other outcomes such as employee well-being and work
design (Inceoglu et al., 2018). Hence, such researches are
often criticized for incoherent theorizing, as they fail to
explain the mechanisms by which such relationships mate-
rialize (Inceoglu et al., 2018). Second, since research in
this context has largely examined positive forms of leader-
ship, there is a dearth of information about what happens at
the other, equally important, “dark” side of leadership.

In response, we aim to build on and extend the afore-
mentioned line of research by adopting a single motiva-
tional framework, well-grounded within SDT, to investigate
the effects of leadership on employees’ perceived work
design and subsequent well-being. In addition, by compar-
ing the effects of both autonomy supportive and controlling
leadership, we adopt a well-balanced approach to examine
leadership as an antecedent of work design (Parker, Van
den Broeck, & Holman, 2017).

Autonomy supportive leadership:
an antecedent of job resources and
employee well-being

Autonomy supportive leadership refers to a style of leader-
ship where the focus is on leading employees by promot-
ing their autonomous motivation (Slemp et al., 2018).
Autonomous motivation is defined as engaging in an activ-
ity out of self-determined motivation, for example, because
one considers it enjoyable or interesting (i.e., intrinsic
motivation), or, valuable or infused with personal meaning
(i.e., identified regulation) (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Leaders
who seek to foster autonomous motivation take interest in
their employees’ perspectives, offer them opportunities for
choice and initiative, and provide them with meaningful
rationales for doing their task when choice is not possible
(Deci & Ryan, 1987). Autonomy supportive leaders
believe in respecting their employees’ opinions and are
committed to nurturing their personal interests by using
inviting and respectful communication styles (Haerens
etal., 2018).

Such efforts of the leader may influence employees’
work designs—both objectively as well as perceptually—
and, thereby, also influence employees’ well-being in
terms of work engagement and exhaustion (Schaufeli &
Bakker, 2004). Extant literature shows that to motivate
their employees, autonomy supportive leaders indeed
allow them to exercise autonomy, pursue their interests,
and build their skills to enhance competence (Slemp et al.,
2018). When leaders allow their employees to initiate and
fulfill self-conceived projects, they consequently also help
their employees to identify with their tasks and thrive at
work (Jiang et al., 2020). Moreover, autonomy supportive
leaders also ensure that when they make an inflexible
request to their employees, the rationale behind the request

is adequately conveyed so that employees can see the sig-
nificance and value of that work (Slemp et al., 2018).
Therefore, by infusing motivating job characteristics into
their employees’ work designs, autonomy supportive lead-
ers actively contribute to their employees’ job resources.
Apart from making objective changes to the work
design of their employees, autonomy supportive leaders
may also change employees’ perceptions about their work
designs. According to the social information processing
approach (SIPA; Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), the social con-
text of a workplace directs employees’ attention toward
certain information, making the information so salient that
it predominantly shapes their ideas about how the context
looks like, and which behaviors are expected of them. In
other words, social contexts assist employees’ sense-mak-
ing process and provides them with a guide to normative
beliefs, attitudes, and reasons for actions (Salancik &
Pfeffer, 1978). In the context of autonomy supportive lead-
ership, by providing choice, supporting initiatives, and
accommodating employees’ perspectives, autonomy sup-
portive leaders are likely to create a social context which
clearly communicates resource availability and the lead-
er’s support toward employees using those resources
(Baard et al., 2004; Slemp et al., 2018). Hence, by creating
an affable social context, autonomy supportive leaders
enhance resource salience in their employees’ perception
(Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978) and encourage them to use
those resources (Gagné & Deci, 2005; Slemp et al., 2018).
To summarize, we advance that autonomy supportive
leaders may not only contribute to their employees’ objec-
tive job resources, but may also accentuate the perceptual
salience of those resources by creating a congruous social
context. Since enhanced job resources contribute to
employees’ well-being by fostering their work engage-
ment, and reducing their susceptibility to exhaustion
(Lesener et al., 2019; Schaufeli, 2017), we hypothesize,

Hypothesis 1. Job resources mediate the positive rela-
tionship between autonomy supportive leadership and
work engagement, and the negative relationship between
autonomy supportive leadership and exhaustion.

Controlling leadership: an antecedent
of job demands and employee well-
being

In line with SDT, controlling leadership style can be defined
as a social influence process through which leaders foster
controlled work motivation among employees (Moreau &
Mageau, 2012). Controlled motivation is typified by feel-
ings of being pressured by others or oneself to engage in
particular activities (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Employees who
are motivated in a controlled way may experience pressure
to follow others’ biddings so that they may achieve rewards
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(e.g., bonus, promotion) and/or avoid punishments (e.g.,
being fired; that is, external regulation) (Deci & Ryan,
2000). Controlled motivation may also include employees
feeling pressurized by self-created regulations that make
their self-worth dependent upon their work, which conse-
quently prompts them to work to either feel good about
themselves or to avoid feeling bad (e.g., guilty or ashamed;
that is, introjected regulation) (Deci & Ryan, 2000).
Controlling leaders elicit such type of motivation by
restricting the locus of control to themselves, thus limiting
their employees’ self-determination and pressurizing them
into following their lead (Moreau & Mageau, 2012).

Controlling leaders issue inflexible and rigid orders and
gain the compliance of their followers by using contingent
rewards/punishments (e.g., putting at stake a desirable out-
come, say their holiday bonus) or by threatening with
penalizations (e.g., pay-cuts) if employees show deviance
(Hodge & Lonsdale, 2011; Reeve et al., 2014). They may
also rely on guilt and shame induction, and/or the use of
harsh language to bypass their employees’ opinions, needs,
interests, and emotions, thereby executing their personal
standards by triggering feelings of contingent self-worth
(Haerens et al., 2018).

It is noteworthy that, although other negative forms of
leadership such as petty tyranny (Ashforth, 1994) and
destructive leadership (Schyns & Schilling, 2013) may
also encompass similar leader behavior, such leadership
styles differ from controlling leadership because they
specify intentions that are unrelated to fostering self-deter-
mination among employees, and unlike the notion of con-
trolling leadership, do not specify the intended outcome of
leader behavior. For instance, while a leader’s sustained
display of follower-directed hostile behavior can be cate-
gorized as either abusive supervision or destructive leader-
ship (Schyns & Schilling, 2013), such acts would qualify
as controlling leader behavior only if they were used as a
tactic to demotivate employees from violating orders.

Through the use of techniques that foster controlled
motivation, controlling leaders may influence employees’
objective and perceived job characteristics, and conse-
quently influence their well-being. When controlling lead-
ers levy strict impositions and try to control their employees
instead of helping them find inherent pleasure and value
through work, their employees feel pressurized (Moreau &
Mageau, 2012) and may endure various job demands. By
adopting an authoritarian approach, using harsh language
for communication, and being non-inclusive of employ-
ees’ preferences (Reeve, 2009), controlling leaders may
create emotionally demanding situations for employees
(Haerens et al., 2018).

Moreover, controlling leaders do not explain to their
employees why they expect them to behave in a particular
way, and instead, they either demand complete obedience
of orders or use guilt induction when employee behave dif-
ferently (Reeve, 2009). This could prompt employees into

simply fulfilling the leaders’ orders, which could poten-
tially lead to workplace conflicts. For instance, when there
is an incongruence between what a controlling leader
expects employees to do and what the employees them-
selves perceive as being the purpose of their job, or what
others (e.g., co-leaders, colleagues, or customers) require
(Haerens et al., 2018), it could lead to role conflicts. In
sum, by maintaining monopoly over work proceedings and
intruding upon the thoughts and feelings of the workers
through harsh language, controlling leaders may actively
contribute to their employees’ job demands, which in turn
could foster exhaustion.

Apart from actually increasing the number and level of
job demands, at a perceptual level too, controlling leadership
may have rather detrimental implications for employees’
work designs and well-being. The incessant communication
of orders by controlling leaders, declarations about strict
deadlines, and threats against non-compliers strongly
enhance the salience of job demands that employees are
expected to fulfill at the workplace (Salancik & Pfeffer,
1978). Therefore, to summarize, we advance that controlling
leaders may not only increase their employees’ job demands,
but may also accentuate the perceptual salience of those
demands by creating a congruous social context. Given that
the JDR model states that job demands deteriorate employ-
ees’ well-being and promote exhaustion, we hypothesize,

Hypothesis 2. Job demands mediate the positive relation-
ship between controlling leadership and exhaustion.

Figure 1 depicts our research model, which we tested
through a cross-sectional survey study (Study 1) and a com-
plementary daily diary study (Study 2). We used the cross-
sectional data of Study 1 as the starting point of our analyses
to efficiently use our resources and check whether our
research questions deserve further attention (Spector, 2019).
However, cross-sectional data may suffer from problems
such as retrospective bias and may not solely suffice for
establishing reproducibility of results (Shafer & Dexter,
2012). Hence, to put more faith in our results, we retested
our model in Study 2, now using a stronger research design
(i.e., a repeated-measures or daily diary design), which
allowed us to rule out problems associated with the use of
“one-shot” cross-sectional designs, such as retrospective
biases (Ohly et al., 2010). Moreover, given that diary study
designs allow hypothesis testing at both the between and
within-person level (Ohly et al., 2010), Study 2 also helped
us to check for the reproducibility of our results.

Study |
Method

Participants and procedure. In Study 1, we made use of data
that were collected as part of a larger survey on employee
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Figure |. Hypothesized theoretical model highlighting effects of autonomy supportive and controlling leadership on work
engagement and exhaustion as mediated by job resources and job demands.

well-being in 2007. In total, 1,050 questionnaires were dis-
tributed electronically or via paper-pencil surveys across
seven different organizations in Belgium. These included
three organizations active in industry, three government
organizations, and one service organization. Participation
was voluntary and anonymous. Informed consent was
obtained from all participants. In total, 672 respondents
returned the survey (response rate=64%). The dataset was
then prepared for analysis by list-wise deletion of entries
containing straightlining/non-differentiation and missing
values to prevent systematic measurement errors (Loos-
veldt & Beullens, 2017). The resulting dataset contained
501 entries of which 45% were male and 55% were female.
The average age of participating employees was 40.91 years
(SD=10.34), while their average organizational tenure
was 11.54years (SD=10.38). The sample consisted of
76% full-time employees and 24% part-time employees,
and majority of our sample had permanent employment
contracts (92%).

Measures

Autonomy supportive and controlling leadership. Auton-
omy supportive leadership was measured with the six items
of the short Work Climate Questionnaire by Baard et al.
(2004). The items tapped into, for example, the degree to
which employees perceived their leader as accommodative
of their perspectives (e.g., “understands how I see things,”
“listens to how I want to approach things in my work,”
“asks my opinion about my work, before suggesting how
things should be done”) and providing choices and mean-
ingful explanations for doing particular tasks (e.g., “offers
me options,” “confirms my confidence to bring my work
to a successful conclusion,” “encourages me to ask ques-
tions”). Four items were used to assess controlling leader-
ship style. Drawing from the well-cited scale of parental
psychological control of Barber (1996), we used two items
which seemed most suitable for the context of work and
tapped into the degree to which leaders exert control by
directly rewarding and punishing particular employee

behaviors (e.g., “often reveals my previous mistakes when
he/she evaluates my work™) or by controlling how they
feel (e.g., “less friendly to me when I don’t see things the
way he/she sees them”). We also used two self-developed
items (i.e., “wants to have control over my tasks” and “is
demanding and strict”) for assessing the overall degree
to which employees perceived their leader as controlling.
Employees indicated how often their leaders displayed
autonomy supportive and controlling behaviors on a scale
from 1 (“never”) to 5 (“always”).!

Job Demands were measured using the commonly
experienced demands of emotional demands and role con-
flict on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (“totally
disagree”) to 5 (“totally agree”). Three items of emotional
demands (e.g., “My work is emotionally demanding.”)
were chosen from the scale developed by Notelaers et al.
(2007). Role conflict was measured using five items (e.g.,
“I get conflicting assignments from my immediate supe-
rior.”’) from Biessen and De Gilder (1993).

Job Resources were measured using the constructs
autonomy and learning opportunities, which are common
across occupations. A 5-point Likert-type scale ranging
from 1 (“totally disagree”) to 5 (“totally agree”) was used
to measure both job resources. In line with Baillien et al.
(2011), autonomy was measured using five items (e.g., “I
can plan my own work”) from Rosenthal et al. (1996).
Learning opportunities were measured using four items
(e.g., “At work I have the opportunity to further improve
my skills”) from Veldhoven and Meijman (1994).

Work engagement and exhaustion. Work engagement
was measured using the 3-item Ultra-Short Measure
for Work Engagement of Schaufeli et al. (2019), which
included items like “At my work, I feel bursting with
energy.” We measured exhaustion using five items (e.g., “I
feel emotionally drained from my work™) from Schaufeli
and Van Dierendonck (2000). Respondents indicated their
answers on both measures using a 7-point Likert-type
scale ranging from 1 (“never”) to 7 (“always, everyday”).
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Table |I. Means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s alphas, and correlations among the study variables of Study |.
M SD | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
I. ASL 327 0.90 (.92)
2.CL 1.98 0.73 =346 (.69)
3. Emotional Demands 2.45 0.95 -0l 27*%%  (.85)
4. Role Conflict 2.19 0.66 —27% 3% 23R (.86)
5. Autonomy 3.11 0.80 26FFF 08 -02 -06 (.78)
6. Learning Opportunities ~ 3.75 0.69 AGFRE | K 0l —. 22 7R (.85)
7. Work Engagement 472 0.99 e 3R 02 —26%%F .09% A4 (81)
8. Exhaustion 1.51 1.15 —2 |k 7 3% 300 — 0% — | gFRE R (92)

SD: standard deviation; ASL: autonomy supportive leadership; CL: controlling leadership.

N=501. Cronbach’s alphas are reported on the diagonal.
*p<.05.

p<.01.

HRkp <001

Analysis. To test our hypotheses, we conducted structural
equation modeling as proposed by Anderson and Gerbing
(1988) in Mplus software version 8 (Muthén & Muthén,
2017). First, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was
done to assess the goodness of fit of our measurement
model. A good model fit is obtained when comparative fit
index (CFI) and Tucker—Lewis index (TLI) values are
larger than or equal to 0.9, and root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) and standardized root mean
square residuals (SRMR) values are lower than or equal to
0.06 and 0.08, respectively (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Second,
we tested our mediation hypotheses by estimating the
structural model using standardized coefficients obtained
through maximum likelihood estimation. In line with
Preacher et al.’s (2010) recommendations, we used a para-
metric bootstrap procedure and computed 95% confidence
intervals around all effect estimates to account for the
asymmetric sampling distribution of the (indirect) effects.

Results

Descriptive statistics and model fit. The means, standard
deviations, internal consistencies, and correlations among
the study variables are shown in Table 1. A measurement
model was estimated to confirm the distinctiveness of our
constructs, using the scale means of learning opportunities
and job autonomy as indicators of job resources, and the
scale means of role conflict and emotional demands as
indicators of job demands. The other variables (i.e., auton-
omy supportive leadership, controlling leadership, work
engagement, and exhaustion) were measured with their
respective items. The measurement model was found to
have a good fit with the data (y?=575.64, p<.001;
RMSEA=.06; CFI=.93; TLI=.92; and SRMR =.05).

The corresponding structural model also resulted in a
good fit with the data (¥*>=589.87, p <.001; RMSEA=.06;
CFI=.93; TLI=.92; and SRMR=.05) and is depicted in
Figure 2. In addition, we also tested an alternative model

where all non-hypothesized structural paths from auton-
omy supportive leadership and controlling leadership to job
demands and job resources were specified. The alternative
model did not provide a significantly better fit than our
hypothesized model (32=582.44, p<.001; RMSEA=.06;
CFI=.93; TLI=.92; and SRMR=.05; Ay>=7.43, df=3,
p=.00).

Hypothesis testing. First, we investigated the relationships
between autonomy supportive and controlling leadership
with job resources and job demands, respectively (see
Table 2). A positive association was found between auton-
omy supportive leadership and job resources (f=0.50,
Cly=[0.36, 0.62]), and controlling leadership and job
demands (=0.64, CI,,=[0.49, 0.82]).

Then, we checked for the mediating effect of job
resources on the relationship between autonomy supportive
leadership and work engagement. Job resources mediated
the relationship between autonomy supportive leadership
and work engagement (indirect effect; =0.22, Cl,;=[0.12,
0.35]). The corresponding total effect (3=0.37, Cl,s=[0.27,
0.47]) and direct effects (3=0.16, CL,;=[0.01, 0.31]) were
also found to be significant. Job resources also mediated
the relationship between autonomy supportive leadership
and exhaustion (indirect effect; B=-0.11, Cl,=[-0.22,
—0.04]), albeit the corresponding total (3=-0.07, CL,=[-
0.21, 0.07]) and direct effects (3=0.04, CL,s=[-0.13,0.20])
failed to reach statistical significance (Zhao et al., 2010).
Thus, results supported our first hypothesis and revealed
that while job resources mediated the positive relationship
between autonomy supportive leadership and work engage-
ment, they also mediated the negative relationship between
autonomy supportive leadership and exhaustion.

Support was also found for Hypothesis 2 as job demands
mediated the relationship between controlling leadership and
exhaustion (indirect effect; p=0.28, Cl,=[0.13, 0.81]).
Although the direct effect (3=-0.04, Cl,;=[-0.43, 0.21]) of
controlling leadership on exhaustion was not found to be
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Figure 2. Standardized path coefficients of the structural equation models.
Above are the results from Study | (between-person) and below are the results from Study 2 (within-person/between-person).

significant, the corresponding total effect ($=0.24,
Cl,s=[0.08, 0.41]) reached statistical significance.

Study 2
Method

Participants and procedure. For Study 2, we collected data
over a span of five consecutive working days in February
2020. Participants were recruited via the online platform
LinkedIn to take part in a larger survey on employee well-
being. One hundred and twenty-three white-collar employ-
ees were included in the study. All of them had one direct
supervisor at their workplace. Participation was voluntary
and anonymous, and informed consent was obtained from
all participants. Participants were invited to take part in the
daily survey in the early afternoon with the request to fill it
out before the end of their working day. Ninety-one employ-
ees completed the questionnaire on more than one day.
There were more female than male participants (61.4% vs
38.6%) and their ages ranged from 22 to 62 years (M=40.2,
SD=11.6). The sample included employees working in the
service sector (55.4%), manufacturing (28.9%), govern-
ment (7.2%), and health care (8.4%). The majority of the
sample had obtained higher education degrees (36.1% at the
master’s level and 42.2% at the professional level), while
the rest of the sample had obtained secondary education.

Measures. Participants had to report on how they experi-
enced their leader, work design, and well-being on a spe-
cific day. To assess these daily experiences, we generally
used slightly shorter scales of well-validated measures.

Daily autonomy supportive and controlling leadership. Daily
autonomy supportive leadership was measured using five

items (i.e., “Today, I felt that my manager had provided me
with choices and options,” “Today, I felt understood by my
manager,” “Today, my manager conveyed confidence in my
ability to do my job well,” “Today, my manager encouraged
me to ask questions,” and “Today my manager listened to
how I would do things”) from Baard et al. (2004). Daily
controlling leadership style was measured using four items
(i.e., “revealed my previous mistakes when he/she evaluated
my work,” “was less friendly to me when I didn’t see things
the way he/she sees them,” “wanted to have control over
my tasks,” and “often interrupted me”), each of which were
preceded with the stem “today, my leader.” Unlike Study 1,
in Study 2, we used the item “often interrupted me” from
Barber (1996) instead of “is demanding and strict,” as it
seemed more appropriate for the daily context.? Respondents
indicated the degree to which they agreed with the items of
autonomy supportive and controlling leadership on a scale
from 1 (“totally disagree”) to 5 (“totally agree”).

Daily job demands. Daily job demands were measured with
three items of emotional demands (e.g., “Today, my work
was emotionally demanding”) from Notelaers et al. (2007)
and three items of role conflict (e.g., “Today, I had to deal
with conflicting rules or orders™) from Hansez (2001). Both
job demands were measured using a 5-point Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 (“totally disagree”) to 5 (“totally agree”).

Daily job resources. Daily job resources were measured
using three items of autonomy (e.g., “Today, I could plan my
work’’) from Rosenthal et al. (1996) and three items of learn-
ing opportunities (e.g., “Today, at work, I had the opportunity
to further improve my skills”) from Notelaers et al. (2007). A
5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (“totally disagree”)
to 5 (“totally agree”) was used to measure both job resources.
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Table 2. Mediation models of Study | predicting work engagement and burnout from autonomy supportive and controlling

leadership, mediated by job resources and job demands.

Alternative model

Hypothesized model

B SE CP B SE CP

Predictor on mediator

ASL — Job resources 0.55%* 0.08 [0.38, 0.69] 0.50%* 0.07 [0.36, 0.62]

CL — Job resources 0.07 0.08 [-0.07, 0.22]

ASL — Job demands 0.05 0.11 [-0.16, 0.29]

CL — Job demands 0.68** 0.14 [0.42, 0.95] 0.64%* 0.09 [0.49, 0.82]
Mediator on outcome

Job resources — W Eng 0.45%* 0.08 [0.32, 0.62] 0.43%* 0.08 [0.29, 0.59]

Job resources — Exhaustion —0.22%* 0.07 [-0.39, —0.10] —0.2%* 0.07 [-0.37, —0.09]

Job demands — Exhaustion 0.46** 0.32 [0.23, 1.14] 0.44%* 0.23 [0.23, 0.93]
Direct effects

ASL —> W Eng 0.06 0.09 [-0.13, 0.23] 0.16* 0.08 [0.01,0.31]

ASL — Exhaustion 0.04 0.12 [-0.16, 0.22] 0.04 0.08 [-0.13, 0.20]

CL > W Eng —0.16 0.08 [-0.32, 0.01]

CL — Exhaustion —-0.05 0.34 [-0.67, 0.22] —-0.04 0.22 [-0.43, 0.21]
Indirect effects

ASL — Job Resources — W Eng 0.25%* 0.07 [0.14, 0.42] 0.22%* 0.06 [0.12, 0.35]

ASL — Job Resources — Exhaustion —0.12%* 0.05 [-0.25, —0.05] —0.1 I** 0.05 [-0.22, —0.04]

ASL — Job Demands — Exhaustion 0.02 0.10 [-0.06, 0.25]

CL — Job Resources - W Eng 0.03 0.04 [-0.03, 0.12]

CL — Job Resources — Exhaustion -0.02 0.02 [-0.07, 0.01]

CL — Job Demands — Exhaustion 0.3 1%* 0.33 [0.12, 1.08] 0.28** 0.21 [0.13,0.81]
Total effects

ASL — Work Engagement 0.30%* 0.07 [0.16, 0.44] 0.37%* 0.05 [0.27, 0.47]

ASL — Exhaustion —-0.06 0.07 [-0.21, 0.08] -0.07 0.07 [-0.21, 0.07]

CL — Work Engagement —0.12 0.09 [-0.30, 0.05]

CL — Exhaustion 0.25%* 0.09 [0.08, 0.42] 0.24%* 0.08 [0.08, 0.41]

ASL: autonomy supportive leadership; B: estimated parameter; CL: controlling leadership; Cl: confidence interval; SE=standard error; W Eng: work

engagement.

N=501 individuals. All coefficients are standardized coefficients.
2Lower and upper limit of the 95% confidence interval.
*Significant at 95% CI.

**Significant at 99% CI.

Daily work engagement and exhaustion. The 3-item
Ultra-Short Measure for Work Engagement (Schaufeli
et al., 2019) was used to measure daily work engagement.
It included items such as “Today, at my work, I feel burst-
ing with energy.” To measure daily exhaustion we used
Schaufeli and Van Dierendonck’s (2000) scale, albeit
with a shorter selection of three items such as “Today, |
felt emotionally drained from my work.” A 5-point Likert-
type scale ranging from 1 (“totally disagree”) to 7 (“totally
agree”) was used to record responses on both scales.

Analyses

The entire model was estimated by specifying all paths
mentioned in Figure 1. Given the hierarchical data struc-
ture, we used a multilevel structural equation modeling
framework in Mplus 8 (Mplus Version 8, Muthén &
Muthén, 2017) and followed Preacher et al.’s (2010, 2011)

recommendations for testing a multilevel mediation model.
Analytical models were specified at the within-person and
between-person level simultaneously corresponding to
person-mean centering of predictor variables at the within-
person level. We used a parametric bootstrap procedure to
produce 95% confidence intervals around parameter esti-
mates to account for the asymmetric nature of the sam-
pling distribution of the indirect effects.

Results

Descriptive statistics and model fit. The means, standard
deviations, omega reliabilities, and correlations among the
study variables are shown in Table 3. To confirm the dis-
tinctiveness of our predictor, mediator, and outcome vari-
ables, we conducted a multilevel CFA including autonomy
supportive leadership, controlling leadership, job demands,
job resources, work engagement, and exhaustion. The
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Table 3. Means, standard deviations, and correlations among the study variables of Study 2.

M SD | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
I ASL 3.59 077 [8I, 96 ] -04 .04 —.16* .08 A 7% 2% -.06
2 CL 1.75 0.65 —45%** [.68, 95T .0I .06 — | 9%* .06 -.09 -.06
3 Emotional demands 1.94 066 -.17 AT7HEE [59,.96] .38kt 4% .07 -12 24%*
4 Role conflict 236 072 —-22% 5|k N ko [63,.90] —19%  —07 —24%* 2%
5 Autonomy 4.15 0.71 5k —49rrE —-15 —26%* [80,.97] .14% SRR Rk
6 Learning Opportunities 3.40 0.84 45  _ 9%« 03 13 Apeer[77,99]  35Fe o3
7 Work Engagement 3.63 0.70  .34% —.28%F .09 .00 Ak S4wek - 73,93] —26%F6
8 Exhaustion 239 075 -—36%* A A5HHE gERE 3@k _ )k —31%* [.84,.98]

SD: standard deviation; ASL: autonomy supportive leadership; CL: controlling leadership.
N=91 individuals and 358 observations. Within-person correlations are depicted above the diagonal; between-level correlations for the Level

| correlations were computed and aggregated to the person level. On the diagonal, the within and between Omega reliability coefficients are

reported.
*p <.05.
p < .01.
kD <.001.

items of these constructs loaded onto their respective fac-
tors at the within- and between-person levels of analysis,
respectively. All factors were allowed to correlate with
each other. The measurement model resulted in a good fit,
1?=418.98, p<.001; CFI=.94; TLI=.93; RMSEA=.04;
SRMR (within)=.05; SRMR (between)=.08.

In estimating the structural model, we used the scale
means of learning opportunities and job autonomy as indi-
cators of job resources, and the scale means of role conflict
and emotional demands as indicators of job demands. The
other variables (i.e., autonomy supportive leadership, con-
trolling leadership, work engagement, and exhaustion)
were measured with their respective items. The corre-
sponding structural model also resulted in a good fit with
the data, %2=22.17, p<.05; RMSEA=.06; CFI=.94;
TLI=.83; and SRMR (within and between)=.06, and is
depicted in Figure 2. In addition, similar to Study 1, we
tested an alternative model where all non-hypothesized
structural paths from autonomy supportive leadership and
controlling leadership to job demands and job resources
were specified at the within- and between-person levels.
The alternative model did not provide a significantly better
fit than our hypothesized model, %>=16.06, p<.01;
RMSEA=.06; CFI=.95; TLI=.59; and SRMR (within
and between)=.05; Ax*>=6.95, df=6, p=.33.

Hypothesis testing. To estimate the relative amount of
between- and within-person variance, we estimated intra-
class coefficients (ICC1). An inspection of intra-class coef-
ficients (ICCI1) revealed that within-person variability
accounted for 41% variance in autonomy supportive leader-
ship, 39% variance in controlling leadership, 38% variance
in job resources, 44% variance in job demands, 43% vari-
ance in work engagement, and 49% variance in exhaustion.

Within-person analysis. First, we investigated the relation-
ships between autonomy supportive and controlling lead-
ership with job resources and job demands (see Table 4).

Autonomy supportive leadership was positively related to
job resources (f=0.16, CI,=[0.04, 0.29]). Contrary to
expectations, controlling leadership was found to be unre-
lated to job demands (8=0.04, Cl,=[-0.11, 0.19]).

Results of the multilevel mediation model for work
engagement are depicted in Table 4. In line with Hypothesis
1, job resources mediated the relationship between auton-
omy supportive leadership and work engagement (indirect
effect; B=0.07, CI,,=[0.02, 0.12]). The corresponding total
effect was found to be significant (3=0.21, Cly=[0.04,
0.37]), although the direct effect (3=0.14, Cly=[-0.01,
0.28]) of autonomy supportive leadership on work engage-
ment failed to reach statistical significance. Job resources did
not mediate the relationship between autonomy supportive
leadership and exhaustion as the direct (3=0.01, Cl,=[-
0.10, 0.11]), indirect (3=-0.05, Clys=[-0.10, 0.01]), and
total (3=-0.04, Cly;=[-0.15, 0.07]) effects failed to reach
statistical significance. In conclusion, these results show that
Hypothesis 1 was only partially supported.

Hypothesis 2 was not supported as job demands did not
mediate the relationship between controlling leadership
and exhaustion (indirect effect; $=0.01, Cl,;=[-0.02,
0.04]). We also did not find significant direct (3=-0.10,
Clys=[-0.23, 0.03]) and total effects (B=-0.09, Cl,;=[-
0.23, 0.05]) of controlling leadership on exhaustion.

Between-person analysis. All the effects at the between-person
level in Study 2 were comparable to that of Study 1 except
that the hypothesized negative relationship between auton-
omy supportive leadership and exhaustion via job resources,
and the direct effect of autonomy supportive leadership on
work engagement were not significant (see Table 4).

Discussion

The aim of this research was to explore and compare how
autonomy supportive and controlling leadership styles relate
to job resources and job demands and—therefore—to
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employee well-being. A cross-sectional study and a comple-
mentary daily diary study were done to test our hypotheses
at the between- and within-person levels.

As respects autonomy supportive leadership, work
design, and employee well-being, our results consistently
showed that autonomy supportive leadership relates to
work engagement via job resources. In doing so, our
research supports the premise of SDT (Deci & Ryan, 2000;
Gagné & Deci, 2005) and solidifies extant literature
(Slemp et al., 2018) by showing that, when leaders provide
autonomy support (i.c., take interest in employees’ per-
spectives, offer choices, and give meaningful rationales
when choice is not possible), employees tend to feel well.
Next to supporting its tenets, our findings also advance
SDT by highlighting that the positive association between
autonomy supportive leadership (a social aspect of work)
and employees’ work engagement is mediated by work
design (a structural aspect of work). We thus provide
insights into the relationship between different sources
(i.e., social and structural) of work motivation and eluci-
date a process by which autonomy supportive leaders may
support employee well-being.

Notably, our results also advance the literature on ante-
cedents of work design (Parker et al., 2019; Parker, Van
den Broeck, & Holman, 2017) and the JDR model
(Demerouti et al., 2001). So far, scholars have only exam-
ined autonomy supportive leadership as an antecedent of
job crafting (Slemp et al., 2015), which is a bottom-up
approach to the work design process (Parker, Van den
Broeck, & Holman, 2017). Based on our findings, we
inform work design scholars that the positive link between
autonomy supportive leadership and employees’ perceived
job resources could also indicate a top-down effect of
autonomy supportive leadership in creating (perceptions
of) work design. Specifically, our results showed that
autonomy supportive leadership may serve as antecedents
to the motivational aspects of work design that is, job
resources, to foster work engagement. As such, our results
add to the literature where several positive types of leader-
ship have been found to be associated with an increase in
(perceptions of) resourceful job designs (e.g., Fernet et al.,
2015; Rahmadani et al., 2020).

Moreover, our results also indicate that such associa-
tions may emerge both at a general level between individu-
als and in individuals’ daily experiences. This implies that
(1) in general, it can be expected that employees of auton-
omy supportive leaders would tend to feel more resourceful
and engaged at work than employees who do not receive
autonomy support from their leaders, and (2) when leaders
adopt an autonomy supportive leadership style, they may
expect to see a related increase in their employees’ percep-
tions of job resources and work engagement in the same
day. This suggests that the positive association between
autonomy supportive leadership and employee well-being
via work design may emerge rather immediately. Note,

however, that, in our diary data, the effect of autonomy sup-
portive leadership on job resources was found to be smaller
at the within-person level than at the between-person level.

Our findings are particularly interesting to the scant lit-
erature on leadership and positive employee well-being.
Previous research on this topic has been criticized for lack-
ing conceptual alignment between leadership styles, medi-
ators, and positive well-being criteria (Inceoglu et al.,
2018). Our research overcomes this issue by linking a
solely motivation-based leadership style (i.e., autonomy
supportive leadership) to motivational aspects of work
design (i.e., job resources) and employee well-being (i.c.,
work engagement). Thus, our research provides theoreti-
cally coherent insights on the link between leadership
styles and positive employee well-being via work design.

When it comes to preventing negative well-being, we
found inconsistent evidence for autonomy supportive
leadership offsetting unhealthy consequences such as
exhaustion via job resources. While our hypothesis was
supported by the between-person analysis of Study 1, the
within- and between-person analysis of Study 2 failed to
confirm this line of thinking. In Study 2, at the within-
person level, the path from autonomy supportive leader-
ship to job resources and the path from job resources to
exhaustion were found to be significant in the expected
direction. Yet, given that the relationship between auton-
omy supportive leadership and job resources was rela-
tively small, we did not find statistically significant
evidence for the expected indirect effect. Daily experi-
ences of autonomy support from leaders may thus be
insufficient to offset employees’ feelings of exhaustion
via job resources on the same day.

Also at the between-person level in Study 2, the asso-
ciation between autonomy supportive leadership and
exhaustion via job resources was not found to be signifi-
cant, as there was no relationship between job resources
and exhaustion. From a methodological perspective, we
may speculate that the insignificant findings in Study 2
could be due to the relatively low sample size and statisti-
cal power of our diary study. It is, however, interesting to
note that theoretically, the original JDR model did not
stipulate a negative relationship between job resources and
exhaustion. Yet, some scholars (e.g., Schaufeli & Bakker,
2004) and research evidence (e.g., Lesener et al., 2019)
support such a relationship. In light of such ongoing
debate, our divergent results may suggest that the relation-
ship between job resources and negative well-being merits
further attention. Future research may want to examine
whether this relationship (1) is weak at best and hence
requires a relatively big sample size to emerge or (2) may
only arise for particular job resources and forms of nega-
tive well-being (e.g., burnout vs exhaustion). Such empiri-
cal research may then further inform theorizing in the
realm of JDR. For now, we conclude that although we
found some evidence for the health-improving influence
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of autonomy supportive leadership via job resources, the
evidence is weak and tentative at best.

With respect to controlling leadership, work design,
and employee well-being, results of the between-subject
analyses of Study 1 and Study 2 showed that controlling
leadership associates positively with employees’ exhaus-
tion via job demands. Expounding on the association
between leader control and employee well-being, SDT
states that, when leaders restrict the locus of control to
themselves they induce controlled motivation which leads
to subsequent negative health consequences among fol-
lowers. Research stemming from SDT show that, indeed,
perceived leader control associates negatively with nega-
tive forms of employee well-being, such as anxiety,
depression, and negative affect (Moreau & Mageau, 2012).
Our results further solidify such research by highlighting
that, in general, when leaders resort to controlling leader-
ship, their employees tend to feel more exhausted at work.
Our findings also contribute to the extant literature by
highlighting that the positive association between control-
ling leadership and employee ill-being manifests via
health-impairing aspects of work design such as job
demands. Given that there is a paucity of research examin-
ing how negative leadership styles relate to employee
well-being (Inceoglu et al., 2018), our findings provide
some interesting insights from a work design perspective.

It is, however, noteworthy that in our study these rela-
tionships did not emerge in employees’ day-to-day experi-
ences. The incongruence between the general association
and day-to-day association of controlling leadership with
job demands and employee well-being could be because
job demands often act as ‘givens’—that is, aspects that are
inherent to the work situation and hence relatively less per-
vious to change by contextual factors (Hakanen et al.,
2006). Hakanen et al. (2006) state that, unlike the rela-
tively unchanging job demands, job resources tend to be
more malleable and thus more easily “alterable.” A com-
parative evaluation of our results advances this JDR narra-
tive by showing that while job resources are positively
influenced by variations in autonomy supportive leader-
ship both at the within- and between-person levels, varia-
tions in job demands are related to variations in controlling
leadership only when averaged across individuals, and not
in day-to-day experiences. These findings also contribute
to the literature by highlighting the differences in how
autonomy supportive and controlling leadership styles
may serve as different antecedents of job resources and job
demands, respectively.

Motivation fostering socio-structural aspects of
work: keys to workplace re-enchantment
All in all, our research suggests that social aspects of

work such as leadership often tend to be associated with
structural aspects of work such as work design.

Furthermore, when both these aspects foster autonomous
rather than controlled motivation among employees, they
positively contribute to employees’ well-being at work.
Given that there was a 13-year time difference between
our two studies, our most consistent finding evidences
that the connections among autonomous motivation fos-
tering socio-structural workplace factors (i.e., autonomy
supportive leadership and job resources) and employee
well-being seem to hold and maintain relevance despite
inevitable changes in workplace dynamics. This could
be because autonomy supportive leadership and job
resources foster employees’ self-determination, in addi-
tion to promoting immediate positive outcomes such as
work engagement (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Gagné & Deci,
2005). They therefore also contribute to the satisfaction
of more innate and basic psychological needs that are
inherent to being human (Van den Broeck et al., 2008).
When it comes to advancing scholarship that seeks to re-
enchant dehumanized workplaces that deprive human
agency (Al-Amoudi, 2019), our research provides some
valuable insights. Our findings suggest that when leaders
actively endorse employees’ self-determination instead
of enforcing control, they may foster employees’ resource
perceptions and consequently also their well-being.

Practical implications

This article also provides some important insights for prac-
titioners. In the workplace setting, adopting direct inter-
ventions to change job characteristics may not always be
feasible (Fernet et al., 2015). For such situations, our find-
ings can provide some insights into alternative solutions
such as furthering employees’ work design by training
leaders to be autonomy supportive.

Our research, however, was unable to rule out whether
only perceptions of work design are changed or whether
leaders may also influence actual work design of employ-
ees. However, meta-analytic results show that changing
perceptions of work characteristics are as effective in
influencing employees’ well-being as objective changes to
work design (Fried & Ferris, 1987). We therefore feel con-
fident to suggest that managers can expect to see related
changes in employees’ work design as well as well-being,
when they adopt an autonomy supportive leadership style.

Given the benefits associated with autonomy support-
ive leadership, organizations could work toward orienting
leadership trainings to promote autonomous rather than
controlled motivation. Doing so could eventually facilitate
positive changes in structural aspects of work (e.g., high-
quality work designs with enhanced job resources) and
contribute to employee well-being. Such interventions
would ideally take place next to the implementation of
compatible organizational practices (e.g., HR practices).
Integrating efforts thus could help in re-enchanting work-
places to foster sustainable organizational development
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through the effective management of people and their
potential (Pfeffer, 1995).

Limitations and future research

Alongside its contributions, it is also important to acknowl-
edge the limitations of our studies. First, in both our studies,
we examined the associations of autonomy supportive and
controlling leadership with employees’ work designs by
using only a limited set of job demands and job resources.
Moreover, the two job demands studied in this research (i.e.,
emotional demands and role-conflict) are known to be hin-
drance demands as they generally have a negative and dis-
tressing effect on employee well-being (Van den Broeck
et al., 2010). Given that certain job demands—Iabeled as job
challenges—such as workload, cognitive demands, and time
pressures, can also have a positive and stimulating effect on
employees (Van den Broeck et al., 2010), future research
should examine the generalizability of our findings by exam-
ining such challenging job demands along with other job
resources such as task identity and task significance.
Moreover, in extending our findings, future research could
also rely on other relevant scales—such as the one by Moreau
and Mageau (2012)—for measuring autonomy supportive,
and especially controlling leadership, as using different
instruments to measure constructs can help confirm the gen-
eralizability of results across multiple operationalizations.

Second, even though this research extended beyond
cross-sectional investigations and examined relationship
patterns at both within- and between-person levels, its find-
ings were based only on correlational data, which limits
causal inference. Therefore, it could be interesting to repli-
cate our findings through longitudinal experiments. In that
regard, an interesting example could be the study of
Sanchez-Manzanares et al. (2020), who manipulated direc-
tive and empowering leadership styles through selection
and training, and observed their effects on team perfor-
mance on a computer-based simulation task. Alternatively,
future research could also examine whether interventions to
increase leader autonomy support (e.g., Deci et al., 1989)
could lead to changes in the (perceptions of) work design
among employees.

Third, since this research relied on cross-sectional data
which can be susceptible to common method variance, and
more importantly, are not optimal for testing mediation
models, we encourage future research to further solidify
our findings by examining our hypotheses using longitudi-
nal mediation designs. Moreover, although leaders are
known to make objective changes to employees’ work
designs (Parker, Van den Broeck, & Holman, 2017), in this
article we only measured changes to job demands and job
resources as rated by the employees themselves. Therefore,
future research could rely on more objective measures of
job demands, job resources, and employee well-being to
further solidify our findings.

Fourth, in this article, we did not study contextual fac-
tors such as organizational culture which could help in
explaining the inconsistencies between the results of the
within-person and between-person analysis. Deci et al.
(1989) highlighted that autonomy support may not have its
expected positive effects on employees when the organiza-
tional culture or climate is, for example, unsupportive of
employee participation. Therefore, additional research
accounting for such organization level variables could
help in highlighting important nuances.

Furthermore, although we made a novel contribution to
the work design literature by introducing the concept of
controlling leadership and examining its effects on
employees’ work design and well-being, we ought to
acknowledge that controlling leadership is only one form
of negatively oriented leadership style. Therefore, future
research may carry forward this line of investigation by
examining whether other counterproductive leadership
styles (e.g., petty tyranny and destructive leadership) could
also influence employees’ well-being via work design.
Finally, although for the purpose of this study we exam-
ined the effects of controlling leadership and autonomy
supportive leadership separately, in reality leaders may
adopt both leadership styles in conjunction (Haerens et al.,
2018). Therefore, future research may use techniques like
profile analysis to examine the effects of all possible com-
binations of autonomy supportive and controlling leader-
ship styles.
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Notes

1. The measures of autonomy supportive leadership and con-
trolling leadership used in this study were found to con-
verge with other measures of these leadership styles and
have predictive validity with employee motivation (see
Appendix 1).

2. The measures of autonomy supportive and controlling lead-
ership used in this study were found to converge with other
measures of these leadership styles and have predictive
validity with employee motivation (see Appendix 1).
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Appendix |

Validity of autonomy supportive and controlling
leadership style measures

Since we measured autonomy supportive leadership using
Baard et al.’s (2004) scale and controlling leadership with
a new measure, we provide validity data for these instru-
ments. From a theoretical point of view, our measures
operationalize the same constructs as the Perceived
Autonomy Support Scale for Employees (PASS-E) by
Moreau and Mageau (2012), which is often used for
assessing employees’ perceived autonomy support and
control from work supervisors (Slemp et al., 2018).
Therefore, in terms of items, our measures share resem-
blance with the measures of Moreau and Mageau (2012).
For example, to assess leaders’ autonomy support, both the
measures of Moreau and Mageau (2012) and that of Baard
et al. (2004) include questions regarding choice (e.g., “My
supervisor(s) give me many opportunities to make deci-
sions in my work™ and “I feel that my manager provides
me choices and options,” respectively) and perspective
taking (e.g., “My supervisor(s) take the time to listen to my

opinion and my point of view when I disagree with them”
and “My manager tries to understand how I see things
before suggesting a new way to do things,” respectively).

In measuring controlling leadership too, both Moreau
and Mageau’s (2012) scale and our measure of controlling
leadership capture the shift in employees’ locus of control
or self-determination (e.g., “My supervisor(s) do not take
the time to ask me to do something, they order me to do it”
and “My supervisor is demanding and strict,” respectively)
and the induction of negative feelings when employees do
not act or think in line with the supervisor’s orders (e.g.,
“My supervisor(s) try to make me feel bad when they are
not satisfied with my work” and “My supervisor is less
friendly to me when I don’t see things the way he or she
sees them,” respectively).

Empirically, we assessed the validity of the measures
used in our research vis a vis Moreau and Mageau’s (2012)
scale, and the Multidimensional Work Motivation Scale by
Gagné et al., (2015)—a scale used for measuring different
employee motivations that result from having an auton-
omy supportive or controlling leader. We collected
responses from an additional sample of 200 employees via
the online platform Prolific in May 2021. Participation
was voluntary and anonymous and informed consent was
obtained from all participants. The sample comprised cur-
rently employed (77.5% full time and 22.5% part-time)
participants whose first language was English. The results
are displayed in Table 5 in Appendix 1.

Results supported the convergent validity of our meas-
ures as our scales of autonomy supportive and controlling
leadership—as used in Study 1 and Study 2—correlated
highly with Moreau and Mageau’s (2012) items of auton-
omy support and control (see Table 5 in Appendix 1). Note
that, despite the single item difference in our autonomy
supportive and controlling leadership scales in Study 1 and
Study 2, the correlation between both scales was found to

Table 5. Means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s alphas, and correlations among the study variables of validity study.

M SD | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
I. AUTMOT 471 1.49 (91

2.CONMOT 353 1.22 A= (87)

3. MMPAS 4.90 1.22 59 23k (92)

4. MMPCS 1.91 1.06 —2 1wk AgEs e (92)

5. SIASL 3.67 0.99 55 3% 86%F 53 (94)

6.SICL .84 0.86 — 18wk 215 — 56 TeR 57 (84)

7. S2ASL 3.71 0.99 54 4% 85k _ 53k 998 _5g  (93)

8. 52CL 1.86 0.83 —2wx 20 — 58k T4 pg 978 57 (80)

SD: standard deviation; AUTMOT: Autonomous Motivation; CONMOT: Controlled Motivation; MMASL: Moreau and Mageau’s (2012) measure
of perceived autonomy support from supervisor; MMCL: Moreau and Mageau’s (2012) measure of perceived supervisor control; SIASL: Study I’s
measure of autonomy supportive leadership; SICL: Study I’s measure of controlling leadership; S2ASL: Study 2’s measure of autonomy supportive

leadership; S2CL: Study 2’s measure of controlling leadership.
N=200. Cronbach’s alphas are reported on the diagonal.

*p <.05.

<01,

kD <.001.
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be very high. Hence, both measures could be considered
(almost) identical.

Furthermore, in line with the tenets of SDT and akin to
the measures of Moreau and Mageau (2012), our measures
of autonomy supportive leadership associated more
strongly and positively with autonomous motivation than
with controlled motivation. Notably, the positive associa-
tion between autonomy supportive leadership and con-
trolled motivation could be due to the general factor of

motivation which, as outlined in SDT, is shared among all
types of motivation, and hence, could also explain the posi-
tive correlation between autonomous and controlled moti-
vation (Howard et al., 2018). Much like Moreau and
Mageau’s (2012) items of perceived supervisory control,
our measures of controlling leadership also associated posi-
tively with controlled motivation, while relating negatively
with autonomous motivation. In sum, these results provide
support for the predictive validity of our measures.



