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Abstract 
There are conflicting views about the consequence of empowering leadership. 
To further explain the inconsistencies in existing studies, our study bases on 
the cognitive appraisal theory of stress and the transactional model of stress, 
discussing the indirect effect of employee’s stressor appraisal to empowering 
leadership (as challenge stressors or hindrance stressors) between empower-
ing leadership and employee’s behaviors (citizenship and incivility), and the 
regulatory effect of employee’s proactive personality. It reveals the double-edged 
sword effect of empowering leadership. In our study, a questionnaire survey 
was conducted with 234 employees as samples and the collected data were sta-
tistically analyzed. The results show that empowering leadership positively 
affects employees’ citizenship through the challenge stressors, and positively 
affects employees’ incivility through the hindrance stressors. Moreover, the 
relationship between empowering leadership and challenge stressors will be 
stronger when employees’ proactive personality was high. And the relation-
ship between empowering leadership and hindrance stressors will be stronger 
when employees’ proactive personality was low. Finally, implications for theory 
and research are provided. 
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1. Introduction 

In today’s rapidly changing organizational environment, the self-management 
team and platform organizational structure in enterprises are developing day by 
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day. Leaders expect to improve employees’ self-management and self-leadership 
abilities through authorization. Therefore, empowering leaders that characte-
rized by power-sharing, have attracted wide attention in theory and practice 
(Dong, Liao, Chuang, & Zhou, 2015; Hill & Bartol, 2016). A large number of 
studies have shown that by giving employees the power and opportunity to par-
ticipate in decision-making, empowered leaders can stimulate the intrinsic mo-
tivation of employees and thus improve their positive work attitudes and beha-
viors. For example, employee satisfaction (Biemann, Kearney, & Marggraf, 2015; 
Kim & Beehr, 2018), work performance (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014; Lee, 
Willis, & Tian, 2018) and innovation behavior (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014) 
and so on. Although many studies have supported the positive effects of empo-
wering leadership, recent studies have also found that empowering leadership 
may lead to potential negative effects, with adverse effects on employees and or-
ganizations (Humborstad & Kuvaas, 2013; Li, Chiaburu, & Kirkman, 2017). For 
example, according to Martin, Liao, and Campbell (2013), the self-leadership 
and self-management advocated by the empowering leaders have virtually in-
creased the environmental uncertainty and role ambiguity of employees, which 
will lead to the reduction of individual work efficiency. The research of Cheong, 
Spain, Yammarino, and Yun (2016) also proves that the authorization of leaders 
objectively increases the workload of subordinates, which causes the work stress 
of subordinates and leads to the decline of their work performance. Hao et al. 
(2018) also found that since empowering leaders reinforce employees’ perceived 
leadership expectations, employees need to work hard to prove their value, 
which leads to controlled work emotions and further reduces employee perfor-
mance. 

Existing studies have shown that while empowering leadership can exert posi-
tive effects, they may lead to potential negative effects. However, current studies 
cannot fully explain why empowering leaders fail or even produce negative ef-
fects. The concept of empowering leaders is obviously different from the tradi-
tional leadership style and has its own unique characteristics. First of all, empo-
wering leaders advocate power-sharing with employees to stimulate employees’ 
self-management and self-leadership abilities (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014; 
Lee, Idris, & Delfabbro, 2017). Empowering leaders advocated that employees 
should become self-leaders, so leaders will enhance employees’ self-management 
ability by giving them the power of self-control and decision-making. Secondly, 
empowering leaders expect employees to independently assume the authority 
and responsibility granted by the leaders. The process of empowerment also im-
plies the expectation of the leaders to assume the responsibility for the subordi-
nates, and they will show confidence and expectation for the subordinates to 
achieve high performance (Hao et al., 2018; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). Finally, em-
powering leaders encourage employees to participate in the organization’s deci-
sion-making and establish a flexible and democratic management style with em-
ployees. Thus, unlike traditional leadership, empowering leadership may have 
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led to a shift in the roles of leaders and employees. Leaders and subordinates 
need to reach a consensus on the responsibilities and obligations of decision- 
making, so that they can clearly understand how to use authorization to achieve 
the goals of leadership, otherwise leadership effectiveness and employee perfor-
mance may be greatly reduced (Humborstad & Kuvaas, 2013). Empowering 
leaders grant employees too much autonomy and expectation, which may be will 
be special stressors for employees. Based on the cognitive appraisal theory of 
stress, our study systematically explains the double-edged sword effect of em-
powering leadership by exploring different evaluations of individuals in the face 
of the pressure source of empowering leadership, which is of great significance 
for the theoretical research and practical application of empowering leadership. 
At the same time, the transactional model of stress indicates that stress is the re-
sult of the interaction between individuals and the environment. In the face of 
stressors, personality differences will affect individuals’ choice of coping strate-
gies, which in turn will affect the negative effects of stressors. Therefore, based 
on the cognitive appraisal theory of stress and the transactional model of stress, 
our study explores and verifies the influence of proactive personality on the dif-
ferent effects of empowering leadership and citizenship and incivility. 

2. Theory and Hypothesis Development 
2.1. Cognitive Appraisal Theory of Stress and the  

Transactional Model of Stress 

Cognitive appraisal theory of stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1986) suggests that 
how individuals appraise a stressor can elicit marketers coping the processes. 
The evaluation of the stressors as a threat creates an internal focus on the poten-
tial harm or difficulty associated with addressing the situation. The evaluation of 
the stressors as a challenge creates an internal focus on the potential opportuni-
ties and growth from the situation. Relevant studies have shown that different 
evaluations of stress can motivate employees to behave in very different ways: if 
stress is regarded as a threat/obstacle, it will stimulate the dysfunctional beha-
viors of employees. (Such as organizational deviant behavior, destructive beha-
vior, etc.), if stress is regarded as challenges that will motivate functional beha-
viors of employees (e.g., innovation behaviors, organizational citizenship beha-
viors, etc.) (See Bliese, Edwards, & Sonnentag, 2017, and Ganster & Rosen, 
2013). Therefore, when employees make different assessments on the stress 
caused by the empowering leadership, it will lead to different subsequent beha-
vioral responses. At the same time, the transactional model of stress points out 
that stress is the result of the interaction between individuals and the environ-
ment. In the face of stressors, personality differences will affect individuals’ 
choice of coping strategies, which will further affect the negative effects of stres-
sors (Lazarus & Folkman, 1986; Nandkeolyar, Shaffer, Li, Ekkirala, & Bagger, 
2014). Research literature on proactive personality and stress shows that indi-
viduals with high proactive personality will actively try to influence and change 

https://doi.org/10.4236/jss.2020.83007


X. F. Ni 
 

 
DOI: 10.4236/jss.2020.83007 65 Open Journal of Social Sciences 
 

the stressful environment, and proactive personality will have a buffering effect 
on the negative effects of stressors (Cunningham & De La Rosa, 2008; Parker & 
Sprigg, 1999). The proactive personality of employees may affect their behavioral 
responses to the pressure brought by the empowering leaders, thus moderating 
the indirect relationship between empowering leaders and citizenship and inci-
vility. Therefore, analyzing the influence boundary of empowering leaders from 
the perspective of proactive personality may be an important breach to further 
clarify the relationship between empowering leaders and citizenship and incivil-
ity, which is also one of the focuses of this paper. 

Drawing from these all, we propose that empowering leadership represents a 
unique and dynamic stressor. Employees may focus on attributes of empowering 
leaders that are more self-directed and more opportunities for performance (i.e., 
challenge stressors), and they may also focus on attributes of empowering lead-
ers that are more demanding and more accountable (i.e., hindrance stressors). 
These fluctuations in attention influence how empowering leaders are appraised 
across time, which, then, influences the subsequent behaviors (i.e. for, citizen-
ship and incivility). Proactive personality plays different buffering roles in this 
process. Figure 1 represents our hypothesized model. 

2.2. Implications for Empowering Leadership and Citizenship 

According to the classic definition of Beehr and Newman (1978), stress is a con-
dition in which various work-related factors (stressors) interact with employees 
and cause them to undergo psychological or physiological changes, making them 
deviate psychologically or physically from their normal functional state. The 
transactional model of stress states that when a stressor is produced, the indi-
vidual will carry out a primary appraisal, i.e. an assessment of the negative effects 
of the stressor, which will trigger a series of psychological and behavioral res-
ponses (Lazarus & Folkman, 1987). Empowering leadership is an important 
stressor and there are two different types of pressure sources of challenge and 
hindrance, and employees’ cognition and emotion are different under different 
pressure sources, which may have different effects on employees’ behavioral  

 

 
Figure 1. Hypothesized model. 
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responses. When employees pay more attention to that the empowering leader-
ship is to give employees autonomy to participate in decision-making power and 
opportunity, in order to arouse the creativity of employees, subjective initiative, 
and intrinsic motivation, will regard it as a challenge stress. And individual 
thinks it is easy to overcome by hard, this pressure will be seen as motivation, 
and has positive meaning for their job performance and growth. The stressors 
that are evaluated as challenges have positive effects on employees while bring-
ing about stress. Existing studies have shown that challenge stressors give em-
ployees expectations of future benefits: as long as employees can cope with chal-
lenges, they can achieve higher work performance, richer work experience or 
more skilled work skills. Such expectations can motivate employees, offset the 
negative effects of stress, and achieve higher levels of workplace outcomes 
(Zhang, LePine, Buckman, & Wei, 2014). Using abundant resources can improve 
the likelihood of successfully coping with challenging stressors (Methot et al., 
2016). Citizenship promotes cooperation and social interaction among members 
of the working group (e.g., being courteous and helping to deal with work-related 
issues; Organ, 1988). Sufficient interpersonal resources enable employees to bet-
ter cope with challenges. These actions improve organizational performance and 
productivity by freeing resources, helping to coordinate, and adapting to chang-
ing goals and needs (see Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000). A 
meta-analysis has shown that citizenship effectively promotes and improves 
performance at the unit and organizational levels (Podsakoff et al., 2009). In ad-
dition, employees’ citizenship affects their performance ratings (Lam, Hui, & 
Law, 1999), because they believe that these behaviors create a positive impres-
sion in the manager’s mind and influence the reward proposal (Allen & Rush, 
1998; Kiker & Motowidlo, 1999). We thus hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 1: Empowering leadership is positively associated with employee’s 
appraisal to empowering leadership as challenge stressor. 

Hypothesis 2: Challenge stressor mediates the relationship between Empo-
wering leadership and employee’s citizenship. 

2.3. Implications for Empowering Leadership and Incivility 

When employees pay more attention to empowering leadership, which will 
bring more work content, higher work demands and more work responsibilities, 
they cannot predict the future, which cannot be controlled by their own abilities 
and resources. When it is difficult for individuals to assume the role expectations 
and requirements of others, they cannot effectively play their own social roles, so 
authorization may also lead to increased role pressure of employees. When re-
quired by the employees face work such as role ambiguity, employees can’t clear 
expectations referred to, and the task, empowering leadership may be regarded 
as a kind of hindrance stressor, namely the individual unable to work through 
their own efforts to improve the sense of control, easy to fall into long-term an-
xiety or stress state of mind, and a negative impact, such as the result of the 
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work. Hindrance stressor may deplete self-resources, employees in this dimi-
nished capacity will be too drained to monitor their behavior. Incivility is a form 
of interpersonal deviant behavior, manifested as a subtle violation of social eti-
quette and appropriate communication norms (Robinson, 2008), such as rude-
ness, discourtesy, or showing indifference to others (Andersson & Pearson, 
1999). The low-intensity nature of uncivilized behavior makes it difficult for ob-
servers to understand the intent of such behavior. In this respect, incivility is a 
relatively safe deviant behavior because actors are unlikely to be named or pu-
nished for such behavior (O’Reilly, Robinson, Berdahl, & Banki, 2015). When 
focusing on negative work stress, employees “have less energy, motivation, and 
time to pay attention to politeness”, resulting in bad manners (Widrick et al., 
2005). We thus hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 3: Empowering leadership is positively associated with employee’s 
appraisal to empowering leadership as hindrance stressor. 

Hypothesis 4: Hindrance stressor mediates the relationship between Empo-
wering leadership and employee’s incivility. 

2.4. The Moderating Role of Proactive Personality 

According to the transactional model of stress, the psychological assessment of 
the stimulus determines the severity of the stressor, and this cognitive assess-
ment will lead to short-term and long-term physical, psychological and beha-
vioral outcomes. Cognitive evaluation and its consequences are influenced by 
individual characteristics, which are often referred to as stress-correcting factors 
or stress-buffering variables (Lazarus & Folkman, 1987). Based on this, we be-
lieve that employees’ proactive personality will play a buffering role in the process 
of empowering leadership’s influence on citizenship and incivility. Bateman and 
Crant (1993) define proactive personality as the tendency of individuals to take 
actions to change the environment. Individuals with high proactive personalities 
are good at spotting and seizing opportunities, and holding out for action until 
meaningful change results. In contrast, individuals with low proactive personal-
ity can hardly find opportunities, let alone seize opportunities to change the sta-
tus quo, so they tend to adapt to the environment rather than change the envi-
ronment (Seibert, Crant, & Kraimer, 1999; Zhang, Wang, & Shi, 2012). Specifi-
cally, employees with high proactive personalities have higher expectations of 
their ability to change the environment, are more likely to respond to pressure in 
a constructive way, and choose and create a more favorable environment for 
them. When faced with empowering leadership, they tend to attribute this pres-
sure to a challenge and opportunity, and are more inclined to regard it as a chal-
lenging pressure source. And more likely to produce more citizenship. On the 
contrary, for employees with low proactive personality, they are difficult to 
change the adverse environment or cope with work pressure, and tend to pas-
sively adapt to and endure the current environment (Bateman & Crant, 1993). 
Therefore, employees with low proactive personality have relatively negative 
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cognitive evaluation of the empowering leadership (such as thinking more work 
content, work responsibilities and requirements), resulting in a more obvious 
stress response, and tend to regard it as a kind of hindrance pressure, which may 
lead to incivility. 

We thus hypothesize: 
Hypothesis 5: The indirect effect of empowering leadership on citizenship, via 

employee’s appraisal to empowering leadership as challenge stressor, is mod-
erated by employee’s proactive personality such that the indirect effect is strong-
er when employee’s proactive personality is high, but lower when employee’s 
proactive personality is low. 

Hypothesis 6: The indirect effect of empowering leadership on incivility, via 
employee’s appraisal to empowering leadership as hindrance stressor, is mod-
erated by employee’s proactive personality such that the indirect effect is lower 
when employee’s proactive personality is high, but higher when employee’s 
proactive personality is low. 

3. Method 
3.1. Participants and Procedure 

The formal survey of this study mainly collects research data through question-
naires, and the respondents are relatively mature enterprises in major cities in 
south China. In order to conduct this survey, participants of the above enter-
prises were contacted in advance. After briefly informing them of the purpose 
and process of the study, about 270 participants were willing to participate in 
this survey. This survey is mainly conducted in the form of questionnaires issued 
by email or WeChat. Therefore, prior to the implementation of the formal sur-
vey, we have obtained the contact information and email address of all the par-
ticipants. In order to minimize the adverse impact of Common Method Bias 
(CMB) on the research results, this study selected a Method combining mul-
ti-point data collection. Data were collected at two-time points, three months 
apart. Firstly, the data of Empowering leadership and Challenge stressor and 
Hindrance stressor appraisal were collected at time 1. The citizenship and Inci-
vility were evaluated by employees themselves at time 2. 

After the questionnaires were collected, the invalid questionnaires were elim-
inated. The screening criteria of the questionnaire are as follows: 1) eliminate the 
questionnaires with more than 1/3 unanswered questions; 2) eliminate all ques-
tionnaires that choose the same option, such as “very consistent” for all ques-
tions; 3) questionnaires for leaders or subordinates who are unable to participate 
in the whole survey due to emergencies or personal reasons. After screening, a 
total of 234 participants were collected, with an effective recovery rate of 87%. 
Among all the participants, 136 were female (58.1%). Participants aged from 21 
to 40 mostly accounted for 66.2% of the total sample. Education level is mainly 
undergraduate, accounting for 47.0%; Primary management staff accounted for 
50.4%; working years 2 - 4 years accounted for 61.6%; Functional posts ac-
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counted for the most of the departmental functions, accounting for 31.5%. 

3.2. Measures 

Empowering leadership. In this study, the 10-item scale compiled by Vecchio et 
al. (2010) was used to measure the empowering leadership behaviors, and Hong 
et al. (2016) confirmed the reliability and validity of the scale with multi-country 
samples. Typical measurement items such as “Encourages me to find solutions 
to my problems without his/her direct input”, “Urges me to think of problems as 
opportunities rather than obstacles”. Likert scale 5 was used, ranging from “nev-
er = 1” to “always = 5”. In this study, the internal consistency coefficient of the 
scale was 0.89. 

Challenge stressor and Hindrance stressor. We measured employee’s appraisal 
to empowering leadership as challenge stressor or hindrance stressor with a 
six-item scale adapted from Methot et al. (2016). The items of challenge stressor 
are “Working to fulfill the demands of my job helps to improve my personal 
growth and well-being”, “I feel the demands of my job challenge me to achieve 
personal goals and accomplishment”, “In general, I feel that my job promotes 
my personal accomplishment” (α = 0.830). The items of challenge stressor are 
“Working to fulfill the demands of my job thwarts my personal growth and 
well-being”, “I feel the demands of my job constrain my achievement of per-
sonal goals and development”, “In general, I feel that my job hinders my per-
sonal accomplishment” (α = 0.760). Followers indicated their level of agree-
ment with each item using a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 
(strongly agree). 

Citizenship. Citizenship was assessed with four items from Lee and Allen’s 
(2002) measure. Respondents indicated their agreement with whether they had 
engaged in the listed behavior recently. Participants read: “Please indicate your 
agreement about whether you engaged in the listed behavior today”. Sample 
items include: “Helped others at work” and “Willingly gave my time to help 
others who had work-related problems”, with each item using a scale ranging 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), α = 0.734. 

Incivility. Incivility was assessed with three items from Cortina, Magley, Wil-
liams, and Langhout’s (2001) measure. Respondents indicated the extent to 
which they engaged in the listed behavior that day. Participants read: “Please in-
dicate your agreement about whether you engaged in the listed behavior today.” 
Sample items include: “Criticized another coworker” and “Ignored a coworker”, 
with each item using a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree), α = 0.845. 

Proactive personality. Employees’ proactive personality was evaluated by 
themselves using Li et al. (2014)’s six-item scale which covers: action orientation, 
change orientation, opportunity recognition and utilization, realizing changes. A 
sample item is “Whenever there is a chance to get actively involved, I take it (1 = 
strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree; α = 0.775).” 
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Control variables. We controlled for leader and follower gender, leader edu-
cation, leader and follower work experience, leader and follower position rank. 

4. Results 
4.1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

Table 1 provides the mean, standard deviation and correlation coefficient of 
each variable. In addition, the correlation analysis results of this study on Em-
powering leadership, Challenge stressor and Hindrance stressor, Citizenship, In-
civility, Proactive personality are shown in Table 1. 

4.2. Hypothesis Testing 

In our study, structural equation model is used to test the relevant hypotheses 
within Mplus7.4, as shown in Figure 2. To assess the significance of the indirect 
effects, we also employed bootstrapping produces, resampling 2000 times and 
creating 95% confidence intervals. 

As shown in Figure 2 and Table 2, empowering leadership has a significant  
 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations (N = 234). 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Empowering leadership 3.591 0.830 —      

2. Challenge stressors 3.693 0.844 0.639** —     

3. Hindrance stressors 3.538 0.987 0.602* 0.034 —    

4. Citizenship 3.746 0.926 0.507** 0.614** −0.593 —   

5. Incivility 3.587 0.931 0.483** −0.135 0.594** −0.602 —  

6. Proactive personality 3.451 0.879 0.34 0.763** −0.326* 0.563** −0.42 — 

Data sources: N = 234. 
 

 
Figure 2. Structural equation modeling results. 

 
Table 2. Indirect effect test results of different paths. 

Indirect coeff SE LLCI ULCI 

Challenge stressors (Empowering leadership → Citizenship) 0.257 0.528 0.292 0.501 

Hindrance stressors (Empowering leadership → Incivility) 0.336 0.446 0.238 0.411 
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positive impact on challenge stressors of subordinates after controlling for rele-
vant control variables (b = 0.686, p < 0.001). Therefore, hypothesis 1 is sup-
ported by observational data. The challenge stressors had a significant positive 
impact on citizenship (b = 0.374, p < 0.01). The indirect effect of challenge 
stressors between empowering leadership and citizenship was 0.275, and the 
95% unbiased confidence interval was (0.292, 0.501), excluding zero. Therefore, 
hypothesis 2 is supported by observational data. Similarly, empowering leader-
ship has a significant positive impact on hindrance stressors of subordinates af-
ter controlling for relevant control variables (b = 0.722, p < 0.001). Therefore, 
hypothesis 3 is supported by observational data. The hindrance stressors had a 
significant positive impact on incivility (b = 0.465, p < 0.01). The indirect effect 
value of hindrance stressors between empowering leadership and incivility was 
0.336, and the 95% unbiased confidence interval was (0.238, 0.411), excluding 
zero. Therefore, hypothesis 4 is supported by observational data. Furthermore, 
we verified that the positive moderating effect of proactive personality to the in-
direct effect of challenge stressors between empowering leadership and citizen-
ship, reaching a significant level (b = 0.623, p < 0.05), thus Hypothesis 5 is veri-
fied. At the same time, we verified that the negative moderating effect of proac-
tive personality to the indirect effect of hindrance stressors between empowering 
leadership and incivility, also reaching a significant level (b = −0.413, p < 0.05), 
thus Hypothesis 6 is verified. In order to more intuitively illustrate the regulato-
ry role of proactive personality, the regulation effect diagram is described in 
Figure 3 and Figure 4. 

5. Conclusion 

To sum up, these results support our assumption that empowering leadership po-
sitively affect employees’ citizenship through the challenge stressors, and positively 

 

 
Figure 3. Interaction between empowering leadership and proactive personality on chal-
lenge stressors. 
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Figure 4. Interaction between empowering leadership and proactive personality on hin-
drance stressors. 

 
affect employees’ incivility through the hindrance stressors. Moreover, the rela-
tionship between empowering leadership and challenge stressors will be stronger 
when employees’ proactive personality was high. And the relationship between 
empowering leadership and hindrance stressors will be stronger when em-
ployees’ proactive personality was low. 

5.1. Theoretical Implications 

Our research offers several primary contributions. First of all, there are incon-
sistent conclusions in the existing researches on empowering leadership. By ex-
ploring the double-edged sword effect of empowering leadership, this study ex-
plains the reasons for the inconsistent conclusions in the existing researches. 
Secondly, from the perspective of the transactional model of stress, an in-depth 
study on the impact of proactive personality on employees’ behavioral responses 
under different stress evaluations of empowering leaders is conducive to further 
revealing the mechanism of regulating the role of proactive personality and fur-
ther clarifying the boundary of the role of empowering leadership on citizenship 
and incivility. 

5.2. Practical Implications 

Through the above research, we further demonstrate that the empowering lea-
dership is a double-edged sword. Managers must understand that empowering 
leadership has its own limitations, and they need to take a realistic view of the 
best effect that the empowering leadership can achieve, and strive to maintain 
balance, timeliness, moderation, and moderation in authorization. Thus, we 
recommend that the level of authorization be commensurate with the em-
ployee’s capabilities, with appropriate delegation. Leaders should: 1) accurately 
judge and evaluate the quality and ability of employees; 2) appropriate authori-
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zation based on work characteristics and leadership ability; 3) adjust the degree 
of authorization according to the status of employees after authorization. 

5.3. Limitations and Future Research 

Through theoretical discussion and empirical research, this study has drawn a 
relatively clear conclusion on the influence of empowering leadership on citi-
zenship and incivility and its intermediary mechanism, demonstrating the 
double-edged sword effect of empowering leadership. However, due to the limi-
tations of various aspects, this study still has some limitations. 

1) Our study adopts the method of employee self-evaluation to measure all 
variables, and the results may be biased by the influence of social approval. 
Therefore, future studies can adopt a variety of evaluation methods (such as di-
rect supervisor, colleague and employee self-rating, etc.) to avoid the possible 
bias caused by a single source. 

2) The effectiveness of empowering leadership may also relate to such factors 
as the active situation, therefore, the future research organization situation can 
be considered as a moderator variable into consideration, in order to explore the 
influence of the empowering leadership organization situation. 

3) The sample sampling of this study is not comprehensive enough. Due to 
the limitation of human resources, financial resources and other research condi-
tions, stratified sampling cannot be conducted nationwide in strict accordance 
with sampling requirements, such as stratified sampling according to regional 
and industrial standards, which may affect the accuracy of research results to 
some extent. 

Conflicts of Interest 

The author declares no conflicts of interest regarding the publication of this pa-
per. 

References 
Allen, T. D., & Rush, M. C. (1998). The Effects of Organizational Citizenship Behavior on 

Performance Judgments: A Field Study and a Laboratory Experiment. Journal of Ap-
plied Psychology, 83, 247-260. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.247 

Amundsen, S., & Martinsen, L. (2014). Empowering Leadership: Construct Clarification, 
Conceptualization, and Validation of a New Scale. Leadership Quarterly, 25, 487-511.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.009 

Andersson, L. M., & Pearson, C. M. (1999). Tit for Tat? The Spiraling Effect of Incivility 
in the Workplace. Academy of Management Review, 24, 452-471.  
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1999.2202131 

Bateman, T. S., & Crant, J. M. (1993). The Proactive Component of Organizational Beha-
vior: A Measure and Correlates. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 14, 103-118.  
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030140202 

Beehr, T. A., & Newman, J. E. (1978). Job Stress, Employee Health, and Organizational 
Effectiveness: A Facet Analysis, Model, and Literature Review. Personnel Psychology, 
31, 665-699. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1978.tb02118.x 

https://doi.org/10.4236/jss.2020.83007
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.247
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.009
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1999.2202131
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030140202
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1978.tb02118.x


X. F. Ni 
 

 
DOI: 10.4236/jss.2020.83007 74 Open Journal of Social Sciences 
 

Biemann, T., Kearney, E., & Marggraf, K. (2015). Empowering Leadership and Managers’ 
Career Perceptions: Examining Effects at Both the Individual and the Team Level. 
Leadership Quarterly, 26, 775-789. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2015.03.003 

Bliese, P. D., Edwards, J. R., & Sonnentag, S. (2017). Stress and Well-Being at Work: A 
Century of Empirical Trends Reflecting Theoretical and Societal Influences. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 102, 389-402. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000109 

Cheong, M., Spain, S. M., Yammarino, F. J., & Yun, S. (2016). Two Faces of Empowering 
Leadership: Enabling and Burdening. The Leadership Quarterly, 27, 602-616.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.01.006 

Cortina, L. M., Magley, V. J., Williams, J., & Langhout, R. (2001). Incivility in the 
Workplace: Incident and Impact. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 6, 64-80.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.6.1.64 

Cunningham, C. J. L., & De La Rosa, G. M. (2008). The Interactive Effects of Proactive 
Personality and Work-Family Interference on Well-Being. Journal of Occupational 
Health Psychology, 13, 271-282. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.13.3.271 

Dong, Y. T., Liao, H., Chuang, A., Zhou, J., & Campbell, E. M. (2015). Fostering Em-
ployee Service Creativity: Joint Effects of Customer Empowering Behaviors and Super-
visory Empowering Leadership. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100, 1364-1380.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038969 

Ganster, D. C., & Rosen, C. C. (2013). Work Stress and Employee Health: A Multidiscip-
linary Review. Journal of Management, 39, 1085-1122.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313475815 

Hao, P., He, W., & Long, L. R. (2018). Why and When Empowering Leadership Has Dif-
ferent Effects on Employee Work Performance: The Pivotal Roles of Passion for Work 
and Role Breadth Self-Efficacy. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 25, 
85-100. https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051817707517 

Hill, N. S., & Bartol, K. M. (2016). Empowering Leadership and Effective Collaboration in 
Geographically Dispersed Teams. Personnel Psychology, 69, 159-198.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12108 

Hong, Y., Liao, H., Raub, S., & Han, J. H. (2016). What It Takes to Get Proactive: An In-
tegrative Multilevel Model of the Antecedents of Personal Initiative. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 101, 687-701. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000064 

Humborstad, S. I. W., & Kuvaas, B. (2013). Mutuality in Leader-Subordinate Empower-
ment Expectation: Its Impact on Role Ambiguity and Intrinsic Motivation. Leadership 
Quarterly, 24, 363-377. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.01.003 

Kiker, S., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1999). Main and Interaction Effects of Task and Contextual 
Performance-Supervisory Reward Decisions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 84, 
602-609. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.4.602 

Kim, M., & Beehr, T. A. (2018). Empowering Leadership: Leading People to Be Present 
through Affective Organizational Commitment? International Journal of Human Re-
source Management, 1-25. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2018.1424017 

Lam, S. S. K., Hui, C., & Law, K. S. (1999). Organizational Citizenship Behavior: Com-
paring Perspectives of Supervisors and Subordinates across Four International Sam-
ples. Journal of Applied Psychology, 84, 594-601.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.4.594 

Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1986). Cognitive Theories of Stress and the Issue of Circu-
larity. In M. H. Appley, & R. Trumbull (Eds.), Dynamics of Stress (pp. 63-80). Berlin: 
Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4684-5122-1_4 

https://doi.org/10.4236/jss.2020.83007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2015.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000109
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.6.1.64
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.13.3.271
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038969
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313475815
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051817707517
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12108
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000064
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.4.602
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2018.1424017
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.4.594
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4684-5122-1_4


X. F. Ni 
 

 
DOI: 10.4236/jss.2020.83007 75 Open Journal of Social Sciences 
 

Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1987). Transactional Theory and Research on Emotions 
and Coping. European Journal of Personality, 1, 141-169.  
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2410010304 

Lee, A., Willis, S., & Tian, A. W. (2018). Empowering Leadership: A Meta-Analytic Ex-
amination of Incremental Contribution, Mediation, and Moderation. Journal of Orga-
nizational Behavior, 39, 306-325. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2220 

Lee, K., & Allen, N. J. (2002). Organizational Citizenship Behavior and Workplace De-
viance: The Role of Affect and Cognitions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 131-142.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.131 

Lee, M. C. C., Idris, M. A., & Delfabbro, P. H. (2017). The Linkages between Hierarchical 
Culture and Empowering Leadership and Their Effects on Employees’ Work Engage-
ment: Work Meaningfulness as a Mediator. International Journal of Stress Manage-
ment, 24, 392-415. https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000043 

Li, N., Chiaburu, D. S., & Kirkman, B. L. (2017). Cross-Level Influences of Empowering 
Leadership on Citizenship Behavior: Organizational Support Climate as a Double-Edged 
Sword. Journal of Management. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314546193 

Li, W. D., Fay, D., Frese, M., Harms, P. D., & Gao, X. (2014) Reciprocal Relationship be-
tween Proactive Personality and Work Characteristics: A Latent Change Score Ap-
proach. Journal of Applied Psychology, 99, 948-965. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036169 

Martin, S. L., Liao, H., & Campbell, E. M. (2013). Directive versus Empowering Leader-
ship: A Field Experiment Comparing Impacts on Task Proficiency and Proactivity. 
Academy of Management Journal, 56, 1372-1395.  
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0113 

Methot, J. R., Lepine, J. A., Podsakoff, N. P., & Siegel, J. (2016). Are Workplace Friend-
ships a Mixed Blessing? Exploring Tradeoffs of Multiplex Relationships and Their As-
sociations with Job Performance. Personnel Psychology, 69, 311-355.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12109 

Nandkeolyar, A. K., Shaffer, J. A., Li, A., Ekkirala, S., & Bagger, J. (2014). Surviving an 
Abusive Supervisor: The Joint Roles of Conscientiousness and Coping Strategies. Jour-
nal of Applied Psychology, 99, 138-150. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034262 

O’Reilly, J., Robinson, S. L., Berdahl, J. L., & Banki, S. (2015). Is Negative Attention Better 
than No Attention? Organization Science, 26, 774-793.  
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2014.0900 

Organ, D. W. (1988). Organizational Citizenship Behavior: The Good Soldier Syndrome. 
Lexington, MA: Lexington Books. 

Parker, S. K., & Sprigg, C. A. (1999). Minimizing Strain and Maximizing Learning: The 
Role of Job Demands, Job Control, and Proactive Personality. Journal of Applied Psy-
chology, 84, 925-939. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.6.925 

Podsakoff, M., MacKenzie, S. B., Paine, J. B., & Bachrach, D. G. (2000). Organizational 
Citizenship Behaviors: A Critical Review of the Theoretical and Empirical Literature 
and Suggestions for Future Research. Journal of Management, 26, 513-563.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630002600307 

Podsakoff, N. P., Whiting, S., Podsakoff, P. M., & Blume, B. (2009). Individual- and Or-
ganization-Level Consequences of Organizational Citizenship Behaviors: A Me-
ta-Analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94, 122-141.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013079 

Robinson, S. L. (2008). Dysfunctional Work Behavior. In J. Barling, & C. Cooper (Eds.), 
Handbook of Organizational Behavior (pp. 141-159). Los Angeles, CA: Sage.  

https://doi.org/10.4236/jss.2020.83007
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2410010304
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2220
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.131
https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000043
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314546193
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036169
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0113
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12109
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034262
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2014.0900
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.6.925
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630002600307
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013079


X. F. Ni 
 

 
DOI: 10.4236/jss.2020.83007 76 Open Journal of Social Sciences 
 

https://doi.org/10.4135/9781849200448.n9 

Seibert, S. E., Crant, J. M., & Kraimer, M. L. (1999). Proactive Personality and Career 
Success. Journal of Applied Psychology, 84, 416-427.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.3.416 

Vecchio, R. P., Justin, J. E., & Pearce, C. L. (2010). Empowering Leadership: An Examina-
tion of Mediating Mechanisms within a Hierarchical Structure. The Leadership Quar-
terly, 21, 530-542. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.03.014 

Widrick, J. J., Costill, D. L., McConell, G. K., Anderson, D. E., Pearson, D. R., & Zachwie-
ja, J. J. (2005). Time Course of Glycogen Accumulation after Eccentric Exercise. Jour-
nal of Applied Physiology, 72, 1999-2004. https://doi.org/10.1152/jappl.1992.72.5.1999 

Zhang, X., & Bartol, K. M. (2010). Linking Empowering Leadership and Employee Crea-
tivity: The Influence of Psychological Empowerment, Intrinsic Motivation, and Crea-
tive Process Engagement. Academy of Management Journal, 53, 107-128.  
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.48037118 

Zhang, Y., LePine, J. A., Buckman, B. R., & Wei, F. (2014). It’s Not Fair. Or Is It? The 
Role of Justice and Leadership in Explaining Work Stressor-Job Performance Rela-
tionships. Academy of Management Journal, 57, 675-697.  
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.1110 

Zhang, Z., Wang, M., & Shi, J. (2012). Leader-Follower Congruence in Proactive Perso-
nality and Work Outcomes: The Mediating Role of Leader-Member Exchange. Acad-
emy of Management Journal, 55, 111-130. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.0865  

https://doi.org/10.4236/jss.2020.83007
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781849200448.n9
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.3.416
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.03.014
https://doi.org/10.1152/jappl.1992.72.5.1999
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.48037118
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.1110
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.0865

	Does Authorization Have to Be Omnipotent? The “Double-Edged Sword” Effect of Empowering Leadership on Employee’s Behavior
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. Introduction
	2. Theory and Hypothesis Development
	2.1. Cognitive Appraisal Theory of Stress and the Transactional Model of Stress
	2.2. Implications for Empowering Leadership and Citizenship
	2.3. Implications for Empowering Leadership and Incivility
	2.4. The Moderating Role of Proactive Personality

	3. Method
	3.1. Participants and Procedure
	3.2. Measures

	4. Results
	4.1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
	4.2. Hypothesis Testing

	5. Conclusion
	5.1. Theoretical Implications
	5.2. Practical Implications
	5.3. Limitations and Future Research

	Conflicts of Interest
	References

