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Abstract

Purpose –Drawing on the conservation of resources (COR) theory, this study aims to examine the effects of
servant leadership and despotic leadership on employees’ happiness at work (HAW) through job crafting.
Design/methodology/approach – To test the hypothesized relationships, the data were collected from 309
Pakistani employees. Structural equation modeling was used to analyze the data.
Findings –The findings showed that servant leadership is an optimal leadership style for creating employees’
HAW. In addition, job crafting was found to mediate the effects of servant leadership on employees’ broad-
based positive attitudinal outcome (HAW). Moreover, results showed that despotic leadership negatively
influences employees’ HAW through job crafting.
Originality/value –This study is novel as it investigates how newer forms of positive (servant) and negative
(despotic) leadership styles influence employees’multidimensional attitudinal outcome (HAW) via job crafting.
By doing so, this research extends the nomological network of servant leadership, despotic leadership, job
crafting and HAW.
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Introduction
Happiness is an important concept that fascinated philosophers since the dawn of mankind
(Fisher, 2010). It is, however, recently the concept has gained attention from psychology and
management researchers (Salas-Vallina et al., 2017, 2018). Given the significance of happiness
in individuals’ lives, this notion has been extended to the workplaces (Mousa and Chaouali,
2022; Salas-Vallina and Alegre, 2021) to capture employees’ “happy feelings toward the job
itself, job characteristics, and the organisation as a whole”, termed as happiness at work
(HAW) (Salas-Vallina andAlegre, 2018, p. 633). According to Salas-Vallina and Alegre (2018),
there are, however, inconclusive findings pertaining to the conditions that foster employees’
happiness. Thus, owing to the importance of the concept, there is a need for more research to
identify factors that affect employees’ HAW (Dahiya and Raghuvanshi, 2021; Salas-Vallina
et al., 2017, 2020b).

Previous literature indicated the critical role of leadership in influencing employees’
emotions and feelings toward the job and the organization as a whole (Salas-Vallina et al.,
2020b). In general, leadership is a topic of increased interest because it influences the
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well-being of employees and organizations alike (Haque et al., 2021; Salas-Vallina et al.,
2020b). Although the leadership literature largely focused on examining the impact of the
positive side of leadership on employees’ outcomes (Badar et al., 2023), only recently, studies
have started to explore its effects on employees’multidimensional outcomes, i.e. HAW. Such
as limited literature showed that positive leadership styles, including altruistic leadership
(Salas-Vallina and Alegre, 2018), inspirational leadership (Salas-Vallina et al., 2020b), servant
leadership (Salas-Vallina andGuerrero, 2018), and transformational leadership (Salas-Vallina
et al., 2017) influences employees’ HAW.

On the other hand, there has been insufficient attention devoted to an investigation of
how dark leadership affects employees’ happiness (Syed et al., 2022). Exploring the effects
of dark leadership is important, provided that, in contemporary times, leadership is
becoming more unethical (Boak, 2021). More specifically, among the various dark
leadership styles (see Albashiti et al., 2021), despotic leadership — which is the most
destructive form of leadership — has received scant attention in the management and
psychology literature (Badar et al., 2023). Against these backdrops, and unlike previous
research, this study in response to scholarly proposals (Song et al., 2022; Karakitapo�glu-
Ayg€un and Gumusluoglu, 2013) investigates the effects of newer forms of contrasting
leadership styles, i.e. servant leadership (Aboramadan et al., 2022) and despotic leadership
(Albashiti et al., 2021; Song et al., 2022) in a single model. Besides, this study responds to
Mehmood et al. (2023) call to explore the underlying mechanisms by which leadership
influences employees’well-being. Accordingly, in this research, employees’ proactive work
behaviors (i.e. job crafting) have been proposed to mediate the effects of both positive and
negative leadership styles on employees’ HAW.

Purpose of the study
The aim of this study is to investigate whether and how servant leadership and despotic
leadership are related to HAW. By relying on the conservation of resources (COR) theory
(Hobfoll, 1989), this research explains the relations between leadership styles (servant and
despotic) and a multidimensional attitudinal outcome (HAW) that comprises three
dimensions: engagement, job satisfaction, and affective organizational commitment.
Moreover, this study proposes that the indirect effects of servant leadership and despotic
leadership on employees’ HAW will be mediated by employees’ proactive work behaviors
(here: job crafting).

Contributions
By proposing the model as shown in Figure 1, this study hopes to make the following
meaningful contributions. First, the empirical evidence pertaining to the effects of
leadership on employees’ happiness is still in its infancy (Ruiz-Rodr�ıguez et al., 2023;
Salas-Vallina et al., 2020b). Thus, to advance the existing knowledge, this study attempts
to examine the effects of servant leadership and despotic leadership on employees’
multidimensional attitudinal outcome. By far, only a few empirical studies investigated
the effects of servant leadership on employees’ HAW. Such as, in their study, Salas-
Vallina and Guerrero (2018) found that servant leadership influences machine operators’
happiness. Even more so, importantly, the empirical literature lacks evidence of the
harmful effects of a leader’s despotic tendencies on employees’ broad-based positive
attitudes, i.e. HAW. Against these backgrounds, this research accepts the proposals by
leadership researchers (Karakitapo�glu-Ayg€un and Gumusluoglu, 2013; Song et al., 2022)
and investigates the effects of contrasting leadership styles (Ruiz-Rodr�ıguez et al., 2023),
i.e. servant and despotic— to discern their effects on employees’ HAW in a single model.
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Second, owing to the limited literature that empirically investigated the effects of
leadership behaviors in relation to employees’ motivation to craft their jobs (Tuan, 2022).
This study responds to the call made by Khalil et al. (2023) for the need for more research to
explore the effects of servant leadership on enhancing employees’ ability to actively craft
their jobs. Further, little is known concerning the impact of dark leadership on employees’
job crafting behaviors (Masood et al., 2021). Given the absence of this evidence, present
research explores whether and how the most destructive form of leadership (i.e. despotic
leadership) relates to employees’ proactive work behaviors (i.e. job crafting). Thus, by
filling in these voids, the present research contributes to a more in-depth understanding of
the effects of both servant and despotic leadership behaviors on employees’ job crafting
activities.

Third, in this research, employees’ proactive work behaviors are explored as a process by
which leadership exerts its influence on employees’ happiness. In doing so, this study
contributes to the limited yet growing body of literature on job crafting (Dar et al., 2023; Kundi
et al., 2022) by examining its underlying role in the relationships between contrasting
leadership styles (i.e. servant and despotic) and employees’ happiness. Fourth, this study
draws on the COR theory and its resource perspective to explain the extrapolations between
servant leadership, despotic leadership, job crafting, and HAW.

Research context
Owing to the predominance of research on the study variables in the western contexts. This
research responds to scholarly calls to explore the effects of leadership styles (here: servant
and despotic) on employees’ outcomes in the non-western context (Gentry et al., 2014; Raja
et al., 2020; Tuan, 2022). To achieve this, the data for this study has been collected from
employees working in a non-western and highly collectivist country, Pakistan. Although the
theoretical arguments are culturally neutral, however, exploring the effects of leadership
styles, i.e. servant (Yasir and Jan, 2023) and despotic (De Clercq et al., 2018; Raja et al., 2020) is
highly relevant in the context of Pakistan.

Pakistan presents a unique context to examine the effects of positive (servant) and
negative (despotic) leadership styles for the followingmotives. First, in highly collectivist and
power-distanced societies, such as Pakistan, the negative leadership styles (i.e. despotic
leadership) are more palpable that negatively affect employees’ and organizational outcomes
alike (Nauman et al., 2021). Despite its relevance, the research on the effects of the most
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destructive form of leadership has received considerably less attention when exploring the
effects of a leader’s despotism in relation to employees’ outcomes in Pakistan (Mehmood et al.,
2023). Second, realizing the critical role of leadership in shaping various employees’ outcomes,
researchers are increasingly proposing a moral based and people-oriented leadership
approach (i.e. servant leadership) because of its ability to derive various favorable outcomes
in the context of Pakistan (see, e.g. Iqbal et al., 2021; Yasir and Jan, 2023; Qamar et al., 2023).
Thus, understanding whether and how servant leadership can affect employees’ various
attitudinal outcomes (HAW) in the context of Pakistan — a high-collectivist and power-
distanced society — is useful because such leaders’ serving and caring behaviors can be
instrumental to stimulate desired behaviors and attitudes that ultimately benefit the
organizations.

Hypotheses development
Servant leadership
The term servant leadership was coined by Greenleaf (1970), and based on an extensive
reviewEva et al. (2019, p. 114) proposed its definition as it is “an (1) other-oriented approach to
leadership (2) manifested through one-on-one prioritizing of follower individual needs and
interests, (3) and outward reorienting of their concern for self towards concern for others
within the organization and the larger community”. Servant leaders put the needs and
benefits of others (e.g. followers) before their own, and demonstrate honesty, truthfulness,
and humility (Cai et al., 2022).

Despotic leadership
Despotic leadership encompasses the most negative characteristics of dark leadership
(Schilling, 2009). In comparison to other dark leadership styles (e.g. leaders from hell,
destructive leadership, and abusive leadership), despotic leadership is viewed to be the most
self-centered and destructive (Albashiti et al., 2021). This is because, leaders who demonstrate
despotic tendencies are highly manipulative, do not tolerate questioning, and focus on
gaining supremacy and dominance over others, e.g. followers (Naseer et al., 2016).

Job crafting
Job crafting is defined as “the physical and cognitive changes individuals make in the task or
relational boundaries of their work” (Wrzesniewski and Dutton, 2001, p. 179). Since the
concept of job crafting emerged, to date, its two prevailing conceptualizations are proposed
byWrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) and Tims et al. (2012) whereby both concepts imply that
employees make efforts to change their work environment. Following Tims et al. (2012)
conception, this study focuses on observable aspects (van Wingerden and Poell, 2017) of job
crafting (i.e. task crafting and relational crafting) first introduced by Wrzesniewski and
Dutton (2001) in their seminal work.

Task crafting refers to the activities that employees embark on beyond their official job
description to accomplish work objectives (Niessen et al., 2016). For example, an employee
may communicate and coordinate with a supervisor and co-worker(s) on how assigned tasks
can be completed quickly, which may shorten the time to deliver a project. This activity can
be viewed as reshaping the boundaries of a job, as an employee chooses to alter the scope of or
approach to work. Relational crafting implies that individuals “decide upon who they will
interact with more or less intensively while doing the job” (Niessen et al., 2016, p. 1289). In
other words, in relational crafting, an employee exercises discretion over the extent to which
she or he will interact with the supervisor and/or co-workers at work. This may include, for
example, making efforts to interact and perhaps make friends with co-workers who share
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similar experiences, skills, and interests. When an employee is carrying out a task, she or he
may decide the frequency of interaction with others at work, and therefore, this activity can
be viewed as the individual reshaping her or his relational boundaries at work (Wrzesniewski
and Dutton, 2001).

Happiness at work
HAW is a multidimensional higher-order construct that consists of three components, i.e.
engagement, job satisfaction, and affective organizational commitment (Fisher, 2010). Work
engagement is defined “as a positive, fulfilling work-related state of mind that is
characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli et al., 2002, p. 74). Job
satisfaction considers the positive attitudes of employees towards their jobs (Spector, 1997).
The concept of job satisfaction has been criticized for being defined as an emotional state but
operationalized based on the cognitive aspects (Moorman, 1993; Fisher, 2000, 2010).
According to Salas-Vallina et al. (2018), job satisfaction incorporates both cognitive and
affective elements and it is considered to be a response to employees’ perceptions of the job
characteristic. Another view is that job satisfaction should not be measured through survey
questionnaires only, essentially because a questionnaire-based survey approach cannot
capture and highlight various workplace events and conditions that can be highlighted
through qualitative approaches (Bussing et al., 1999). However, given the focus in the present
research on amultidimensional construct (i.e. HAW), job satisfaction in this context, has been
demonstrated to be an essential element of the higher-order happiness construct (Salas-
Vallina et al., 2017) that fundamentally incorporates both affective and cognitive states of
individuals (Salas-Vallina and Alegre, 2021).

Affective organizational commitment refers to employees’ feelings of belongingness and
affection towards their organization (Meyer et al., 2002). Affective commitment is part of a
three-component model proposed by Allen and Meyer (1990). The three-component model
consists of affective, continuance, and normative commitments to the organization (Allen
andMeyer, 1990) which have been criticized due to its conceptual and theoretical oversights
(Stazyk et al., 2011). One of the strongest critiques is presented by Solinger et al. (2008) who
stated that in comparison to affective commitment, continuance and normative
commitments are “qualitatively different concepts” (p. 11). Continuance commitment
refers to employees’ “awareness of the costs associated with leaving the organization” (Ko
et al., 1997, p. 961). On the other hand, employees with strong normative commitment stay
with the organization because of normative pressures. In the words of Meyer et al. (1993)
“employees with a strong affective commitment remain with the organization because they
want to, those with a strong continuance commitment remain because they need to, and
those with a strong normative commitment remain because they feel they ought to do so”
(Meyer et al., 1993, p. 539).

The three-component commitment model is criticized because it conflates the attitudes
toward the organization with the attitudes about staying or leaving an organization (Solinger
et al., 2008). That is, employees who are affectively committed may leave the organization
because of the lack of continuance or normative commitments, while those who are
(affectively) uncommitted may still continue their membership with the organization because
of continuance or normative commitments (Solinger et al., 2008; Stazyk et al., 2011). Moreover,
previous research has shown that affective commitment is most likely to be influenced by
leadership, and therefore leadership studies are increasingly focusing on the affective
element of the three-component commitment model (e.g. Jang and Kandampully, 2018; Cho
et al., 2019) which is considered to be an essential component of the higher-order construct (i.e.
HAW, Salas-Vallina et al., 2020b) being examined in this study. The coalition of the concept of
HAW has been subsequently tested by Salas-Vallina et al. (2018) which incorporates hedonic
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(e.g. feelings of enjoyment and pleasure) and eudaimonic (feelings related to fulfillment and
satisfaction) well-being (Salas-Vallina et al., 2020a).

Servant leadership, despotic leadership, and happiness at work
In this study, relying on COR theory (Halbesleben et al., 2014) it is proposed that servant
leadershipwill positively influence employees’HAW.According to the COR theory, individuals
seek to gain, retain, and protect valued resources (Hobfoll, 1989). Employees’ resources tend to
deplete due to actual loss of resources or when they face a threatening situation (Hobfoll, 1989)
which negatively affects their well-being. Therefore, individuals seek sources of support
through which they can accumulate more resources to protect their well-being (Hobfoll, 2001).
Under the umbrella of COR theory, leaders’ supportive behaviors can increase the followers’
pool of resources, which would ultimately enhance their well-being (Harju et al., 2018). More
specifically, the presence of a leader who shows concern, empathy, and support for others (i.e.
servant leadership), provides more resources to followers (Khan et al., 2022), which they are
likely to invest in positive attitudes beyond theminimumexpectations (Halbesleben et al., 2014),
such as engagement, job satisfaction, and affective organizational commitment (Ling et al.,
2017; vanDierendonck, 2011) that are the fundamental components of a higher-order attitudinal
outcome, i.e. HAW. Based on the above discussion, it can be argued that servant leadership is
an effective leadership style that can stimulate employees’ positive emotions required to make
them happy. Hence, it is posited that:

H1. Servant leadership positively relates to happiness at work.

Consistent with the assumptions of COR theory, this research predicts that despotic
leadership will negatively affect employees’ HAW. Despotic leadership, a highly deceptive,
immoral, and self-centered leadership style has been indicated to be a salient workplace
stressor that drains employees’ valued resources (Albashiti et al., 2021). When followers are
exposed to such resource draining situations (i.e. despotic behaviors of a leader) at the
workplace, they are less likely to feel happy (Naseer et al., 2016; Raja et al., 2020) towards the
work itself (engagement), characteristics of the job (job satisfaction), and organization as a
whole (affective commitment), i.e. HAW (Fisher, 2010). Previously, relying on COR theory,
researchers showed that leaders’ despotic inclinations are detrimental to various employees’
work-related attitudinal outcomes, including engagement (Song et al., 2022) and job
satisfaction (Albashiti et al., 2021). However, the effects of despotic leadership on employee-
level broader attitudinal outcomes (i.e. HAW) have been overlooked in the previous research.
Thus, to fill in these voids in the existing scholarship, this research proposes that:

H2. Despotic leadership negatively relates to happiness at work.

Servant leadership, despotic leadership, and job crafting
Although job crafting is perceived to be a bottom-up approach — the extent to which an
individual actively crafts her/his job tasks to achieve goals (Wrzesniewski and Dutton, 2001).
At the workplace, however, an employee does not work in isolation but rather interacts with
various people (e.g. leader) on a daily basiswhich influences her or his proactive behaviors, i.e.
job crafting (Xue and Woo, 2022). The literature indicated the importance of leadership in
providing valued resources to employees that influence their motivation to indulge in
proactive work behaviors (here: job crafting, Zhang and Parker, 2019). For instance, various
leadership styles, e.g. transformational leadership (Hetland et al., 2018), empowering
leadership (Kim and Beehr, 2018), and servant leadership (Harju et al., 2018) have been shown
to significantly influence job crafting. Whereas limited evidence exists on the role of leaders’
destructive style in reducing followers’ motivation to craft their jobs. Unlike the majority of
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previous research that primarily investigated the effects of positive leadership styles (Badar
et al., 2023), this study explores the effects of both positive (i.e. servant) and negative (i.e.
despotic) leadership styles in a single model to discern their effects on employees’motivation
to craft their jobs.

According to the assumptions of COR theory (Halbesleben et al., 2014), when individuals are
exposed to resource draining situations (leaders’ harmful behaviors, such as, abusive,
exploitative, narcissistic, manipulative, and unforgiving, Naseer et al., 2016), they strive to
protect their resources. It thus follows that employees avoid investing their limited resources to
prevent further loss of resources (Hobfoll et al., 2018). Therefore, employees working under
resource draining conditions (i.e. despotic leadership) will be psychologically distressed
(Albashiti et al., 2021) which contributes to their emotional exhaustion (Huang et al., 2020), and
as a result, theywill be less likely to put efforts in theirwork tasks and initiate crafting activities
(Wang et al., 2016), i.e. develop avoidance-oriented job crafting behavior (Masood et al., 2021).

On the other hand, the availability of ample resources facilitates individuals to amass,
conserve, and even amplify their resources, as a result, they are more likely to invest excess
resources in behaviors that are beyond expectations (Hobfoll et al., 2018). For example, an
extraordinary empathizing and caring manager (i.e., servant leader) by providing autonomy,
support and opportunities for personal development to employees (Eva et al., 2019) can fortify
their resource base. Hence, employees can draw on supportive resources provided by the
servant leadership that can boost their proactive behaviors (i.e. proactively crafting job tasks)
to perform the job efficiently (Harju et al., 2018; Tuan, 2022). Based on the above discussion, it
is proposed that:

H3. Servant leadership positively relates to job crafting.

H4. Despotic leadership negatively relates to job crafting.

Job crafting and happiness at work
Employees who actively craft their jobs develop a positive state of mind and well-being
(Luu, 2020). The existing research indicates that employees’ job crafting positively affects
work engagement among Finish employees working in various industries (Harju et al.,
2016), job satisfaction in the Taiwanese hospitality sector (Cheng and Yi, 2018), job
performance among primary school teachers for special education (van Wingerden et al.,
2017), and well-being among chemical plant employees in the Netherlands (Tims et al.,
2013). Moreover, Moulik and Giri’s (2023) study in India investigated the effects of job
crafting on employees’ work-related happiness. Based on a survey of millennials working
in the services sector (banking, telecom, and information technology), their study however,
accounts for the effects of job crafting on individual dimensions of HAW, i.e. engagement,
job satisfaction, and affective organizational commitment. Considering that HAW
represents a broader attitudinal concept that involves both cognitive and emotional
factors (Salas-Vallina et al., 2017), the study of Moulik and Giri (2023) however, adopted a
narrow view that tends to overlook that employees’ attitudes encompass a rather wide
range of states of mind (Salas-Vallina et al., 2020a). Thus, following Fisher’s proposal in
this research the focus lies “on a higher-order construct, [. . .] containing a number of
positive attitudes and feelings (Fisher et al., 2020, p. 402), i.e. HAW, that is a broad-based
attitudinal concept to measure the employees’ well-being (Salas-Vallina et al., 2017).
Moreover, in line with COR theory, employees’ job crafting activities enable them to
acquire and maintain a pool of resources (Luu, 2020), thereby inducing more job
meaningfulness, satisfaction, and thriving experiences (Khan et al., 2022) that leads to their
enhanced well-being (Ruparel et al., 2022). Thus, this leads to propose the following
hypothesis:
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H5. Job crafting positively relates to happiness at work.

The mediating role of job crafting
Based on the preceding discussion, it makes sense that leaders’ despotic inclinations will
negatively affect employees’ proactive work behaviors. On the other hand, a servant
leader provides support to followers, empowers them, and focuses on their development,
which is why, when employees are exposed to servant leadership, this, in turn, positively
influences their proactive behaviors, i.e. job crafting (Khan et al., 2022). Here, drawing on
the resource perspective, nested in the COR theory (Hobfoll, 2002), when employees
actively craft their jobs, they can gain various resources from their supervisors and co-
workers (Khalil et al., 2023; Salas-Vallina and Guerrero, 2018). Owning to the resource
gain, individuals may be more likely to invest excess resources in activities (e.g. learning
new skills, gainingmore knowledge, and building quality relationships) that amplify their
resource base (Harju et al., 2016). As a result of a resource gain spiral, individuals’ well-
being will be enhanced, and they will develop feelings of self-realization (more vigor and
energy, i.e. engagement), sense of professional development (job satisfaction), and a sense
of attachment to the organization (affective commitment), i.e. HAW (Salas-Vallina et al.,
2017). To conclude, by reviewing the relationships between servant leadership, despotic
leadership, job crafting, and HAW, this study proposes the following two hypotheses.

H6. Job crafting mediates the relationship between servant leadership and happiness
at work.

H7. Job crafting mediates the relationship between despotic leadership and happiness
at work.

Methods
Sampling and procedure
The survey questionnaire was created and administered online. The participants were
recruited through a professional social media platform (LinkedIn) which is being increasingly
used by researchers because of its effectiveness (Aslam et al., 2022; Muduli and Trivedi, 2020;
Ouerdian et al., 2021). Further, the individuals were also asked to share the survey with their
social network, hence, a “virtual snowball sampling”method was deemed appropriate in this
study (Baltar and Brunet, 2012). The participants were required to be in (1) full-time
employment, (2) currently employed in an organization and not self-employed, and (3) located
in Pakistan. In total, 309 Pakistani employees completed the survey. The respondents of this
study were working in various industries including, aviation, travel, and tourism (19.7%),
information technology (18.4%), manufacturing (14.9%), banking, finance, and insurance
(14.2%), consulting, training, and education (9.4%) and others. Of the respondents, 90.6%
were male, in terms of age 36.6%were 30 years or younger, and the remaining were 31 years
or older, 71.8% had 5 years (or less) organizational tenure, 54.4% held a bachelor’s degree,
and 44.7% had a master’s degree or higher.

Constructs
The survey was designed and conducted in the English language because it is the official
language in Pakistan. All the items were assessed via a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Servant leadership: This construct was measured using four items borrowed from Liden
et al. (2015). A sample item was “My manager makes my career development a priority”.
Cronbach’s reliability coefficient was 0.94.
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Despotic leadership: This construct was measured using four items borrowed from De
Hoogh and De Hartog (2008). A sample item was “My manager is punitive; has no pity or
compassion”. The reliability coefficient (α) of the scale was 0.95.

Job crafting: This construct was measured using four items borrowed from Slemp and
Vella-Brodrick (2013). The sample items were “I change the scope or type of tasks that I
complete at work” (task crafting), and “I make an effort to get to know people well at work”
(relational crafting). The reliability coefficient (α) of the scale was 0.93.

Happiness at work: This construct was measured using six items borrowed from Salas-
Vallina andAlegre (2021). The scale has three dimensions, i.e. work engagement (sample item
“At my job, I feel strong and vigorous”), job satisfaction (sample item “I am satisfied with the
nature ofwork I perform”), and affective organizational commitment (sample item “I would be
very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization”). The reliability coefficient
(α) of the scale was 0.94.

Analysis strategy
The analyses were conducted using SPSS 25 and AMOS 22. Following a two-step analysis
approach (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988) the measurement and structural models were assessed
in AMOS 22. This process has also been used by various researchers (see, e.g. Khan et al., 2023;
Sabbir et al., 2023). The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)was employed to assess the reliability
and validity of the study variables (Fornell and Larcker, 1981), and SEMwas used to assess the
direct, and indirect effects. The mediating effects were analyzed using a 5,000 bootstrapping
method (Preacher andHayes, 2008) inAMOS22. The following indiceswere used to examine the
fitness of themeasurementmodel: “χ2/df, comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI),
root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) and standardized root mean squared
residual (SRMR)”. To establish a good model-fit the values of indices must be “CFI >0.95, TLI
>0.95, SRMR <0.08, and RMSEA <0.06” (Hu and Bentler, 1999).

Results
The values of mean, standard deviations (SD), and Pearson’s correlations are presented in
Table 1. The correlations between the variables were higher than 0.70, hence, a
multicollinearity test was conducted. The scores of variance inflation factor (VIF) were
less than 10 (Hair et al., 2006), suggesting that multicollinearity is not an issue. Moreover, the
data normality was assessed using kurtosis and skewness scores. The findings revealed that

Variables Means SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. SL 2.87 1.39 –
2. DL 2.89 1.43 �0.86** –
3. JC 3.10 1.21 0.83** �0.82** –
4. HAW 2.84 1.21 0.80** �0.78** 0.78** –
5. Gender 1.09 0.29 0.07 �0.06 0.09 0.06 –
6. Age 1.89 0.82 0.25** �0.22** 0.22** 0.31** �0.16** –
7. Tenure 1.42 0.77 0.35** �0.29** 0.26** 0.38** �0.10 0.61** –
8. Education 2.47 0.58 0.21** �0.23** 0.27** 0.29** 0.10 0.10 0.08 –

Note(s): N 5 309
**significant at 0.01 level and *significant at 0.05 level
Abbreviations: SD: standard deviation, SL5 servant leadership, DL5 despotic leadership, JC5 job crafting,
HAW 5 happiness at work
Source(s): The author’s work

Table 1.
Correlationmatrixwith

means and standard
deviations
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the skewness and kurtosis scores were less than ±2 and ± 3, suggesting data were normally
distributed (Kline, 1998).

Power analysis
A rule of thumb to determine the sample size is that the number of arrows pointing toward the
dependent variable shall be multiplied by 10 (Barclay et al., 1995; Hair et al., 2013). In the
present study, the number of arrows pointing towards HAWwere three, and as per the rule, it
resulted in a required sample size of 30. Bagga et al. (2023) have also adopted this approach.
Besides, as an additional measure, following the recommendation by Cohen (1988) a post hoc
power analysis was conducted to assess the adequacy of the sample size and to ensure if
findings of this study are influenced by Type-I and Type-II errors. It was assessed using
GPower software (significance level: 0.05, number of predictors: 3, squared multiple
correlation: 0.78) and the results indicated that the sample size (N5 309) provided substantial
statistical power (i.e. power 5 1.0) to conduct structural modeling.

Common method variance (CMV)
The data for this study were collected from one source and one point in time, therefore, the
recommendations by Podsakoff et al. (2003) were followed. First, all the questionnaire items
were borrowed from the already validated scales. Second, the participants were informed
about the purpose of the data collection, its confidentiality, and that they can quit the survey
at any point in time. Moreover, participants were asked to complete the questionnaire with
honesty (Conway and Lance, 2010). Finally, to rule out any potentiality of the CMV, following
Malik and Garg (2017) and Malik (2023) the CFA version of Harman’s single factor test was
conducted where all variables of the study were loaded onto one factor (Podsakoff et al., 2003)
in AMOS 22. Specifically, the four-factor model was compared with one factor model (see
Table 2). The results of the one-factor model showed that the data fit to the model was poor:
(χ25 688.75, df5 130, p < 0.01, CFI5 0.91, TLI5 0.90, SRMR5 0.04, and RMSEA5 0.11).
The results indicate that CMV is not likely to be a significant issue in this study.

Assessment of the measurement model: CFA, reliability, and validity
To assess the fitness of the data and research variables’ distinctiveness, confirmatory factor
analysis was conducted using AMOS 22. The items and their loadings are shown in Table 3.
Moreover, as shown in Table 2, the hypothesized model (comprising servant leadership,

Model χ2 df Δχ2 Δdf CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA

Hypothesized four-factor model 218.61** 124 – – 0.98 0.98 0.02 0.05
Three-factor model: servant
leadership and despotic leadership
combined

421.03** 127 202.42** 3 0.95 0.94 0.02 0.08

Two-factor model: servant
leadership and despotic leadership
combined; job crafting and
happiness at work combined

566.66** 129 348.05** 5 0.93 0.92 0.03 0.10

One-factor model 688.75** 130 470.14** 6 0.91 0.90 0.04 0.11

Note(s): N 5 309. Four-factor model was compared to all alternative models. **p < 0.01
Abbreviations: CFI: comparative fit index; TLI: Tucker–Lewis index; RMSEA: root mean square error of
approximation; SRMR: standardized root mean square residual
Source(s): The author’s work

Table 2.
Results of
confirmatory factor
analysis
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despotic leadership, job crafting, and HAW) demonstrated a good fit of the data to the model:
(χ25 218.61, df5 124, p < 0.01, CFI5 0.98, TLI5 0.98, SRMR5 0.02, and RMSEA5 0.05),
and was superior to alternative models, including a three-factor (Δχ25 202.42,Δdf5 3), two-
factor (Δχ2 5 348.05, Δdf 5 5), and one factor (Δχ2 5 470.14, Δdf 5 6).

The composite reliability (CR) and average variance extracted (AVE) values were
estimated. The CR values for study variables were as follows: servant leadership (0.95),
despotic leadership (0.95), job crafting (0.98), and HAW (0.96). The AVE values were as

Items
Loadings of sub

dimension
Loadings of

main construct AVE ASV CR

Servant leadership 0.82 0.78 0.95
My manager makes my career development a
priority

0.92

I would seek help from my manager if I had a
personal problem

0.93

My manager puts my best interests ahead of
his/her own

0.90

My manager gives me the freedom to handle
difficult situations in the way that I feel is best

0.85

Despotic leadership 0.84 0.76 0.95
My manager is punitive; has no pity or
compassion

0.87

Mymanager is in charge and does not tolerate
disagreement or questioning, give orders

0.92

My manager expects unquestioning
obedience of those who report to him/her

0.94

My manager is vengeful; seeks revenge when
wronged

0.92

Job crafting 0.96 0.76 0.98
Task crafting 0.99
I change the scope or type of tasks that I
complete at work

0.93

I introduce new work tasks that I think better
suit my skills or interests

0.90

Relational crafting 0.96
I make an effort to get to know people well at
work

0.89

I make friends with people at work 0.89
Happiness at work 0.88 0.72 0.96
Work engagement 0.95
At my job, I feel strong and vigorous 0.95
I am enthusiastic about my job 0.86
Job satisfaction 0.96
I am satisfied with the nature of work I
perform

0.85

I am satisfied with the pay I receive from my
job

0.86

Affective organizational commitment 0.91
I would be very happy to spend the rest of my
career with this organization

0.92

I feel a strong sense of belonging to my
organization

0.95

Note(s): N 5 309
Abbreviations: AVE: average variance extracted, ASV: average shared variance, CR: composite reliability
Source(s): The author’s work

Table 3.
Questionnaire items,

loading, average
variance extracted,
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follows: servant leadership (0.82), despotic leadership (0.84), job crafting (0.96), and HAW
(0.88). Since the values of CR and AVE for all study variables were higher than 0.70 and 0.50,
respectively (Fornell and Larcker, 1981), these findings suggest that the conditions of
reliability and convergent validity are met. The discriminant validity was assessed using
average shared variance (ASV). The results showed that the ASV values for each variable
were lower than their respective AVE scores (see Table 3), which indicates that the
discriminant validity conditions of the constructs are satisfied (Fornell and Larcker, 1981).

Hypotheses testing
Structural equation modeling (SEM) was employed to test the proposed hypotheses. The
results (see Figure 2) indicated that servant leadership was positively and significantly
associated with HAW (servant leadership → HAW; ß 5 0.37, p < 0.05, hypothesis H1 is
supported), whereas the direct effect of despotic leadership on employees’ HAW was
nonsignificant (despotic leadership→HAW; ß5�0.17, p5 0.190, hypothesis H2 is rejected).
Moreover, results show that servant leadership is positively and significantly associatedwith
job crafting (servant leadership → job crafting; ß 5 0.50, p < 0.001, hypothesis H3 is
supported), and despotic leadership is negatively and significantly associated with job
crafting (despotic leadership → job crafting; ß 5 �0.44, p < 0.001, hypothesis H4 is
supported). In addition, the results show that job crafting depicts a positive relationship with
HAW (job crafting → HAW; ß 5 0.38, p < 0.01, hypothesis H5 is supported). As for the
indirect effects, the results showed (see Table 4) that job craftingmediated the positive impact
of servant leadership on HAW (servant leadership→ job crafting→ HAW; ß5 0.18, 95% CI
[Lower limit confidence interval (LLCI): 0.065, Upper limit confidence interval (ULCI): 0.358]),
and the negative impact of despotic leadership on HAW (despotic leadership→ job crafting
→ HAW; ß 5 �0.16, 95% CI [LLCI: �0.319, ULCI: �0.066]). These results lend support to
hypotheses H6 and H7.

Figure 2.
Structural model
estimates
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Discussion
This research examined how servant leadership and despotic leadership influence
employees’ job crafting and subsequently their HAW. The data provided support for the
positive association between servant leadership andHAW, however, the negative association
between despotic leadership and HAW (direct link) was found to be insignificant (see
Figure 2). Further, results revealed that job crafting significantly predicts employees’ HAW.
As for the effects of mediation, the findings suggest that job crafting mediated the positive
relationship between servant leadership and employees’ HAW (partial mediation), and the
negative relationship between despotic leadership and employees’ HAW (full mediation).

Theoretical implications
First, in response to scholarly calls (Karakitapo�glu-Ayg€un and Gumusluoglu, 2013; Ruiz-
Rodr�ıguez et al., 2023; Song et al., 2022) this study investigated the effects of two contrasting and
newer forms of leadership styles (i.e. servant leadership and despotic leadership) on employees’
happiness. Given that, this study adds to the leadership literature by illustrating the factors that
either enhance or diminish employees’ positive attitudes toward their jobs and the organization.
More specifically, this study is unique, as it identifies the determinants of a broad-based
employees’ attitudinal outcome, which measures the employees’ life quality at work (Salas-
Vallina andFernandez, 2017). The findings revealed that servant leadership has a proximal effect
on employees’ HAW. These results suggest that positive behaviors of servant leaders are a
precursor to eliciting employees’ positive emotions and happy feelings towards the job and
organization as a whole (i.e. HAW). On the other hand, contrary to the hypothesized relationship,
the negative impact of despotic leadership on employees’ HAW was found to be insignificant.
This finding suggests that the link between these variables is distal and not straightforward.

Second, this research illuminates the importance of job crafting and identifies the working
conditions (i.e. leadership) underwhich it occurs or perishes. In doing so, this study responded
to the calls made by researchers to empirically investigate the effects of constructive (Khalil
et al., 2023; Tuan, 2022) and destructive (Masood et al., 2021) leadership styles in relation to
employees’ job crafting activities. More specifically, this research focused on servant
leadership and despotic leadership styles. The results revealed that servant leadership is a
significant enabler of employees’ ability to craft their jobs. This finding corroborates the
findings of a few earlier studies that revealed a positive association between servant
leadership and job crafting (Bavik et al., 2017; Khan et al., 2022; Tuan, 2022). Further, results
indicate that despotic leadership negatively and significantly influences job crafting. This is

Regression model Effect

Bootstrapped 95% confidence
interval

LLCI ULCI

Total effects
SL → HAW 0.55 0.261 0.809
DL → HAW �0.33 �0.625 �0.085

Indirect effects
SL → JC → HAW 0.18 0.065 0.358
DL → JC → HAW �0.16 �0.319 �0.066

Note(s): N 5 309
Abbreviations: LLCI5 lower limit confidence interval; ULCI5 upper limit confidence interval; SL5 servant
leadership, DL 5 despotic leadership, JC 5 job crafting, HAW 5 happiness at work
Source(s): The author’s work

Table 4.
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because, when employees are exposed to leaders’ intimidating, hostile, and harmful
behaviors, this, in turn, diminishes their motivation to craft their jobs (cf. Luu, 2020).

Third, for a more comprehensive understanding of how leadership impacts employees’
positive attitudes, this study investigated the underlying role of job crafting. By doing so, this
research also contributed to the limited literature on job crafting (Dar et al., 2023; Kundi et al.,
2022) by expanding its nomological network. The findings illuminate that job crafting is a
significant underlying mechanism by which servant leadership positively affects HAW.
These findings are in part consistent with the prior research that revealed servant leadership
influences employees’ HAW via mediating mechanisms (Salas-Vallina and Guerrero, 2018).
Moreover, based on the findings, job crafting was found to fully mediate the negative effects
of despotic leadership on employees’ HAW. This finding is consistent with the assumptions
of COR theory, that is when employees work under resource draining situations (i.e. despotic
leadership) they tend to develop avoidance-oriented job crafting behaviors, which
subsequently affects their quality of life at work (i.e. HAW).

Moreover, this study provided a rare opportunity to examine the effects of positive (i.e.
servant) and negative (i.e. despotic) forms of leadership styles on employees’ proactive
behaviors and their work-related happiness in the context of Pakistan. Pakistan is a highly
collectivist and power-distance society with higher levels of uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede,
1982, 2001). There is an increasing consensus among researchers that dark leadership styles
(i.e. despotic leadership) are more prevalent and nurture in cultural contexts marked by
unequal power and uncertainty avoidance that negatively affect employees’ outcomes
(Naseer et al., 2016; Islam et al., 2022; Nauman et al., 2018). In general, the findings of the
present study echo previous research by illustrating the negative outcomes of despotic
leadership (Son and Pak, 2023; Akhtar et al., 2023).

More specifically, it extends the research on despotic leadership and its outcomes in the
context of Pakistan by indicating that when employees are exposed to a leader’s hostile and
self-aggrandizing behaviors, this significantly and negatively affects the former’s ability to
actively craft their job and erodes their work-related happiness (i.e. HAW). These findings
indicate that self-centered, self-aggrandizing, highly immoral, and unethical leaders are a
salient workplace stressor that drains employees’ valuable resources (Albashiti et al., 2021).
Being exposed to such resource draining conditions (i.e. despotic leadership) at theworkplace,
Pakistani employees may likely develop defensive mechanisms, such as, avoidance-oriented
job crafting behaviors to protect against further loss of their resources and develop unhappy
feelings towards their job and organization as a whole.

Furthermore, the present study empirically established that for employees working in
Pakistan, a highly moral and ethical leader who focuses on empowering and developing them
with empathy and humility shows concern for their well-being (van Dierendonck, 2011) can
provide ample resources thatmay facilitate them to accumulate, conserve, and even amplify their
resources (Hobfoll, 2001) that they can invest in positive job-related attitudes and behaviors. In
addition, this study also contributes by enhancing the external validity of the western leadership
theories in the non-western context. More specifically, based on the findings of this study, it can
be concluded that the organizations in Pakistan can rely on positive leadership theory (i.e. servant
leadership), developed in the western context, for better management of employees.

Finally, according to Salas-Vallina et al. (2020b) there is a limited understanding of the
theoretical perspectives that can explain the effects of leadership on employees’HAW. In this
endeavor, the present research used COR theory as an overarching framework to explain the
relationships between servant leadership, despotic leadership, and HAW as mediated by job
crafting. The findings of this study contribute to the COR theory by clarifying how critical
workplace resources (i.e. servant leadership) and workplace stressors (i.e. despotic
leadership) can facilitate and impede job crafting, respectively, which ultimately determine
employees’ quality of life at work (here: HAW).

APJBA



Practical implications
In contemporary times, organizations ought to build their competencies to be able to compete
in a highly competitive environment, but at the same time are required to remain socially
responsible (e.g. creating a healthy and happier work environment). Recently, based on
limited yet increasing empirical evidence, a view has emerged that to be able to maintain a
competitive edge, organizations should take an employee-centered approach, stimulate their
employees’ proactive work behaviors (i.e. motivating them to be proactive crafters) and create
an environment where workers well-being is protected (Khan et al., 2022; Luu, 2020;
Salas-Vallina et al., 2020a). Based on the findings, this study suggests that servant leadership
(leaders encouraging, caring, and supportive behaviors) — an employee-centered approach
(Greenleaf, 2002) should be more desirable for organizations in Pakistan. This is because, as
the results of this study revealed, servant leadership is notably helpful in provoking
employees’ proactive work behaviors and enhancing their quality of life at work.

Moreover, given the beneficial outcomes of servant leadership, managers in Pakistan are
advised to adopt the philosophy of serving others and to provide sufficient resources (e.g.
co-crafting job activities with employees), which would build the employees’ confidence to
indulge in proactive work behaviors (i.e. job crafting) that are beyond the minimum
expectations, as well as, to trigger and enhance their positive attitudes towards the job and
organization (i.e. HAW). On the other hand, a toxic and hostile work environment
bequeathed by a despotic leader erodes employees’ trust in their leader and brings down
their confidence required to engage in job crafting, subsequently negatively affecting their
well-being (i.e. HAW). Thus, in view of the detrimental outcomes of despotic leadership, it
should be the utmost priority of the organizations to curb the leader’s despotic behaviors at
the workplace. More specifically, in the context of Pakistan, a highly collectivist and power
distanced society, where leader’s despotism is more prevalent, put even a greater
responsibility on the organizations to constantly monitor the behaviors of individuals in
authoritative positions.

Limitations and future research directions
This study has some potential limitations. First, the data for this study were collected at one
point in time and from the same source, which could potentially inflate the results of the
study. Although somemethods indicated that the CMV problem is overstated as it could only
have minimal effects on the findings of a study (Malhotra et al., 2006; Spector, 2006).
Nevertheless, a statistical techniquewas employed in this research to rule out any potentiality
of CMV. The results indicated that CMV is less likely to be a significant issue in this study.
Moreover, owing to this study’s research design, causal direction for variables of interest
could not be established. This opens the avenue for future research to employ longitudinal
research design. Second, this study investigated the underlying role of employees’ job
crafting activities. Future research could investigate other processes (e.g. identification with
the leader, leader-member exchange, meaningful work, work–life conflict/enrichment) by
which servant and despotic leadership may influence employees’ work related outcomes.

Third, in this study, a mediation model of the effects of leadership on employees’ positive
attitudeswas tested. Future researchers are encouraged to investigate the potential boundary
conditions, such as personality traits, political will, and political skill. For instance, employees
with high political skills may be in a better position to navigate the available resources (De
Clercq et al., 2019) and be better equipped to deal with challenging and stressful situations
(e.g. despotic leadership) at the workplace. Finally, although the data for this study were
collected from employees working in various sectors in Pakistan, however, the findings
cannot be generalized to other contexts. For future research, scholars are encouraged to
investigate the effects of servant and despotic leadership styles in other cultural contexts.
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Further, in future research, perhaps a comparison of high vs low power-distanced societies
could be drawn on the variables of this study.

Conclusion
The present study examined how servant leadership and despotic leadership relate to
employees’ HAW. Based on the data collected from Pakistani employees, the results suggest
that servant leadership positively relates to employees’ HAW. On the other hand, the
negative and direct relationship between despotic leadership and HAW was found to be
insignificant. In addition, job crafting mediated the relationship between servant leadership
and HAW (partial mediation) and despotic leadership and HAW (full mediation). These
findings denote that, when employees are exposed to servant leadership, they are more likely
to demonstrate proactive work behaviors (i.e. job crafting). This, in turn, will lead employees
to develop happy feelings toward the job, its characteristics, and the organization as a whole
(i.e. HAW). Finally, this study encourages future scholars to further enrich empirical research
on servant leadership and despotic leadership by extending their nomological network of
outcomes in non-western contexts.

References

Aboramadan, M., Hamid, Z., Kundi, Y.M. and El Hamalawi, E. (2022), “The effect of servant
leadership on employees ’ extra-role behaviors in NPOs: the role of work
engagement”, Nonprofit Management and Leadership, Vol. 33 No. 1, pp. 109-129, doi: 10.
1002/nml.21505.

Akhtar, M.W., Garavan, T., Syed, F., Huo, C., Javed, M. and O’Brien, F. (2023), “Despotic leadership
and front-line employee deviant work behaviors in service organizations: the roles of moral
disengagement and moral identity”, Journal of Service Research. doi: 10.1177/
10946705231207991.

Albashiti, B., Hamid, Z. and Aboramadan, M. (2021), “Fire in the belly: the impact of despotic
leadership on employees work-related outcomes in the hospitality setting”, International Journal
of Contemporary Hospitality Management, Vol. 33 No. 10, pp. 3564-3584, doi: 10.1108/ijchm-03-
2021-0394.

Allen, N.J. and Meyer, J.P. (1990), “The measurement and antecedents of affective, continuance and
normative commitment to the organization”, Journal of Occupational Psychology, Vol. 63 No. 1,
pp. 1-18, doi: 10.1111/j.2044-8325.1990.tb00506.x.

Anderson, J.C. and Gerbing, D.W. (1988), “Structural equation modeling in practice: a review and
recommended two-step approach”, Psychological Bulletin, Vol. 103 No. 3, pp. 411-423, doi: 10.
1037//0033-2909.103.3.411.

Aslam, M.Z., Fateh, A., Omar, S. and Nazri, M. (2022), “The role of initiative climate as a
resource caravan passageway in developing proactive service performance”, Asia-Pacific
Journal of Business Administration, Vol. 14 No. 4, pp. 691-705, doi: 10.1108/apjba-09-
2021-0454.

Badar, K., Aboramadan, M. and Plimmer, G. (2023), “Despotic vs narcissistic leadership:
differences in their relationship to emotional exhaustion and turnover intentions”,
International Journal of Conflict Management, Vol. 34 No. 4, pp. 818-837, doi: 10.1108/
ijcma-12-2022-0210.

Bagga, S.K., Gera, S. and Haque, S.N. (2023), “The mediating role of organizational culture:
transformational leadership and change management in virtual teams”, Asia Pacific
Management Review, Vol. 28 No. 2, pp. 120-131, doi: 10.1016/j.apmrv.2022.07.003.

Baltar, F. and Brunet, I. (2012), “Social research 2.0: virtual snowball sampling method using
facebook”, Internet Research, Vol. 22 No. 1, pp. 57-74, doi: 10.1108/10662241211199960.

APJBA

https://doi.org/10.1002/nml.21505
https://doi.org/10.1002/nml.21505
https://doi.org/10.1177/10946705231207991
https://doi.org/10.1177/10946705231207991
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijchm-03-2021-0394
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijchm-03-2021-0394
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1990.tb00506.x
https://doi.org/10.1037//0033-2909.103.3.411
https://doi.org/10.1037//0033-2909.103.3.411
https://doi.org/10.1108/apjba-09-2021-0454
https://doi.org/10.1108/apjba-09-2021-0454
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijcma-12-2022-0210
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijcma-12-2022-0210
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmrv.2022.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1108/10662241211199960


Barclay, D., Higgins, C. and Thompson, R. (1995), “The partial least squares (PLS) approach to casual
modeling: personal computer adoption ans use as an illustration”, Technology Studies, Vol. 2
No. 2, pp. 285-309.

Bavik, A., Bavik, Y.L. and Tang, P.M. (2017), “Servant leadership, employee job crafting, and
citizenship behaviors: a cross-level investigation”, Cornell Hospitality Quarterly, Vol. 58 No. 4,
pp. 364-373, doi: 10.1177/1938965517719282.

Boak, G. (2021), “Shining a light on toxic leadership”, in €Ortenblad, A. (Ed.), Debating Bad Leadership:
Reasons and Remedies, Palgrave Macmillan Cham, Springer, pp. 105-120.

Bussing, A., Bissels, T., Fuchs, V. and Perrar, K.-M. (1999), “A dynamic model of work satisfaction: qualitative
approaches”, Human Relations, Vol. 52 No. 8, pp. 999-1028, doi: 10.1177/001872679905200802.

Cai, D., Wang, H., Yao, L., Li, M. and Men, C. (2022), “A relational identification perspective on why
and when servant leadership foster employees’ extra-role customer service”, Leadership and
Organization Development Journal, Vol. 43 No. 5, pp. 705-718, doi: 10.1108/lodj-10-2021-0450.

Cheng, J.-C. and Yi, O. (2018), “Hotel employee job crafting, burnout, and satisfaction: the moderating
role of perceived organizational support”, International Journal of Hospitality Management,
Vol. 72, pp. 78-85, doi: 10.1016/j.ijhm.2018.01.005.

Cho, Y., Shin, M., Billing, T.K. and Bhagat, R.S. (2019), “Transformational leadership, transactional
leadership, and affective organizational commitment: a closer look at their relationships in two
distinct national contexts”, Asian Business and Management, Vol. 18 No. 3, pp. 187-210, doi: 10.
1057/s41291-019-00059-1.

Cohen, J. (1988), Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences, Routledge, New York.

Conway, J.M. and Lance, C.E. (2010), “What reviewers should expect from authors regarding common
method bias in organizational research”, Journal of Business and Psychology, Vol. 25 No. 3,
pp. 325-334, doi: 10.1007/s10869-010-9181-6.

Dahiya, R. and Raghuvanshi, J. (2021), “Happiness at work: a multi-criteria decision-making approach”,
Journal of Indian Business Research, Vol. 13 No. 4, pp. 459-482, doi: 10.1108/jibr-04-2020-0091.

Dar, N., Kundi, Y.M. and Soomro, S.A. (2023), “Leader–member exchange and innovative work
behavior: a 2-1-1 model”,Management Decision, Vol. 61 No. 9, pp. 2629-2644, doi: 10.1108/md-08-
2022-1113.

De Clercq, D., Haq, I.U., Raja, U., Azeem, M.U. and Mahmud, N. (2018), “When is an Islamic work ethic
more likely to spur helping behavior? The roles of despotic leadership and gender”, Personnel
Review, Vol. 47 No. 3, pp. 630-650, doi: 10.1108/pr-06-2017-0192.

De Clercq, D., Haq, I.U., Azeem, M.U. and Ahmad, H.N. (2019), “The relationship between workplace
incivility and helping behavior: roles of job dissatisfaction and political skill”, The Journal of
Psychology, Vol. 153 No. 5, pp. 507-527, doi: 10.1080/00223980.2019.1567453.

De Hoogh, A.H.B. and De Hartog, D.N. (2008), “Ethical and despotic leadership, relationships with
leader’s social responsibility, top management team effectiveness and subordinates’ optimism: a
multi-method study”, The Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 19 No. 3, pp. 297-311, doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.
2008.03.002.

Eva, N., Robin, M., Sendjaya, S., van Dierendonck, D. and Liden, R.C. (2019), “Servant leadership: a
systematic review and call for future research”, The Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 30 No. 1,
pp. 111-132, doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2018.07.004.

Fisher, C.D. (2000), “Mood and emotions while working: missing pieces of job satisfaction?”, Journal of
Organizational Behavior, Vol. 21 No. 2, pp. 185-202, doi: 10.1002/(sici)1099-1379(200003)21:23.0.
co;2-m.

Fisher, C.D. (2010), “Happiness at work”, International Journal of Management Reviews, Vol. 12 No. 4,
pp. 384-412, doi: 10.1002/9780470666845.

Fisher, J., Languilaire, J.-C., Lawthom, R., Nieuwenhuis, R., Petts, R.J., Runswick-Cole, K. and Yerkes,
M.A. (2020), “Community, work, and family in times of COVID-19”, Community, Work and
Family, Vol. 23 No. 3, pp. 247-252, doi: 10.1080/13668803.2020.1756568.

Servant versus
despotic

leadership and
HAW

https://doi.org/10.1177/1938965517719282
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872679905200802
https://doi.org/10.1108/lodj-10-2021-0450
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2018.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41291-019-00059-1
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41291-019-00059-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-010-9181-6
https://doi.org/10.1108/jibr-04-2020-0091
https://doi.org/10.1108/md-08-2022-1113
https://doi.org/10.1108/md-08-2022-1113
https://doi.org/10.1108/pr-06-2017-0192
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2019.1567453
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2008.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2008.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2018.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1002/(sici)1099-1379(200003)21:2<185::aid-job34>3.0.co;2-m
https://doi.org/10.1002/(sici)1099-1379(200003)21:2<185::aid-job34>3.0.co;2-m
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470666845
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668803.2020.1756568


Fornell, C. and Larcker, D.F. (1981), “Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable
variables and measurement error: algebra and statistics”, Journal of Marketing Research,
Vol. 18 No. 1, pp. 39-50, doi: 10.2307/3151312.

Gentry, W.A., Eckert, R.H., Munusamy, V.P., Stawiski, S.A. and Martin, J.L. (2014), “The needs of
participants in leadership development programs: a qualitative and quantitative cross-country
investigation”, Journal of Leadership and Organizational Studies, Vol. 21 No. 1, pp. 83-101,
doi: 10.1177/1548051813483832.

Greenleaf, R. (1970), The Servant as Leader, The Robert Greenleaf Center, Indianapolis, Indiana.

Greenleaf, R.K. (2002), Servant Leadership: A Journey into the Nature of Legitimate Power and
Greatness, Paulist Press, New Jersey.

Hair, J.F.J., Bush, R.P. and Ortinau, D.J. (2006), Marketing Research: Within a Changing Information
Environment, McGraw-Hill, New York.

Hair, J.F., Ringle, C.M. and Sarstedt, M. (2013), “Partial least squares structural equation modeling:
rigorous applications, better results and higher acceptance”, Long Range Planning, Vol. 46
Nos. 1-2, pp. 1-12, doi: 10.1016/j.lrp.2013.01.001.

Halbesleben, J.R.B., Neveu, J.-P., Paustian-Underdahl, S.C. and Westman, M. (2014),
“Getting to the ‘COR’ understanding the role of resources in conservation of
resources theory”, Journal of Management, Vol. 40 No. 5, pp. 1334-1364, doi: 10.1177/
0149206314527130.

Haque, A., Fernando, M. and Caputi, P. (2021), “Responsible leadership and employee outcomes: a
systematic literature review, integration and propositions”, Asia-Pacific Journal of Business
Administration, Vol. 13 No. 3, pp. 383-408, doi: 10.1108/apjba-11-2019-0243.

Harju, L.K., Hakanen, J.J. and Schaufeli, W.B. (2016), “Can job crafting reduce job boredom and
increase work engagement? A three-year cross-lagged panel study”, Journal of Vocational
Behavior, Vol. 95, pp. 11-20, doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2016.07.001.

Harju, L.K., Schaufeli, W.B. and Hakanen, J.J. (2018), “A multilevel study on servant leadership, job
boredom and job crafting”, Journal of Managerial Psychology, Vol. 33 No. 1, pp. 2-14, doi: 10.
1108/jmp-08-2016-0237.

Hetland, J., Hetland, H., Bakker, A.B. and Demerouti, E. (2018), “Daily transformational leadership and
employee job crafting: the role of promotion focus”, European Management Journal, Vol. 36
No. 6, pp. 746-756, doi: 10.1016/j.emj.2018.01.002.

Hobfoll, S.E. (1989), “Conservation of resources: a new attempt at conceptualizing stress”, American
Psychologist, Vol. 44 No. 3, pp. 513-524, doi: 10.1037//0003-066x.44.3.513.

Hobfoll, S.E. (2001), “The influence of culture, community, and the nested-self in the stress process:
advancing conservation of resources theory”, Applied Psychology, Vol. 50 No. 3, pp. 337-421,
doi: 10.1111/1464-0597.00062.

Hobfoll, S.E. (2002), “Social and psychological resources and adaptation”, Review of General
Psychology, Vol. 6 No. 4, pp. 307-324, doi: 10.1037/1089-2680.6.4.307.

Hobfoll, S.E., Halbesleben, J., Neveu, J.-P. and Westman, M. (2018), “Conservation of resources in the
organizational context: the reality of resources and their consequences”, Annual Review of
Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, Vol. 5 No. 1, pp. 103-128, doi: 10.1146/
annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640.

Hofstede, G. (1982), “Intercultural co-operation in organisations”, Management Decision, Vol. 20 No. 5,
pp. 53-67, doi: 10.1108/eb001305.

Hofstede, G. (2001), Culture’s Consequences: Comparing Values, Behaviours, Institutions and
Organisations across Nations, Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, California.

Hu, L.t. and Bentler, P.M. (1999), “Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
conventional criteria versus new alternatives”, Structural Equation Modeling: A
Multidisciplinary Journal, Vol. 6 No. 1, pp. 1-55, doi: 10.1080/10705519909540118.

APJBA

https://doi.org/10.2307/3151312
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051813483832
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2013.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314527130
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314527130
https://doi.org/10.1108/apjba-11-2019-0243
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2016.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1108/jmp-08-2016-0237
https://doi.org/10.1108/jmp-08-2016-0237
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2018.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1037//0003-066x.44.3.513
https://doi.org/10.1111/1464-0597.00062
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.6.4.307
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640
https://doi.org/10.1108/eb001305
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118


Huang, L.-C., Lin, C.-C. and Lu, S.-C. (2020), “The relationship between abusive supervision and
employee’s reaction: the job demands-resources model perspective”, Personnel Review, Vol. 49
No. 9, pp. 2035-2054, doi: 10.1108/pr-01-2019-0002.

Iqbal, A., Ahmad, I. and Latif, K.F. (2021), “Servant leadership and organizational deviant behaviour:
interpreting some contradictory results from public sector of Pakistan”, Leadership and
Organization Development Journal, Vol. 42 No. 7, pp. 1136-1152, doi: 10.1108/lodj-07-2020-0305.

Islam, T., Ahmed, I., Ali, M., Ahmer, Z. and Usman, B. (2022), “Understanding despotic leadership
through the lens of Islamic work ethics”, Journal of Public Affairs, Vol. 22 No. 3, p. e2521,
doi: 10.1002/pa.2521.

Jang, J. and Kandampully, J. (2018), “Reducing employee turnover intention through servant
leadership in the restaurant context: a mediation study of affective organizational
commitment”, International Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Administration, Vol. 19 No. 2,
pp. 125-141, doi: 10.1080/15256480.2017.1305310.

Karakitapo�glu-Ayg€un, Z. and Gumusluoglu, L. (2013), “The bright and dark sides of leadership:
transformational vs. non-transformational leadership in a non-western context”, Leadership,
Vol. 9 No. 1, pp. 107-133, doi: 10.1177/1742715012455131.

Khalil, S.H., Shah, S.M.A. and Khalil, S.M. (2023), “Servant leadership, job crafting behaviours, and
work outcomes: does employee conscientiousness matters?”, Journal of the Knowledge Economy,
pp. 1-21, doi: 10.1007/s13132-023-01290-0.

Khan, M.M., Mubarik, M.S., Islam, T., Rehman, A., Ahmed, S.S., Khan, E. and Sohail, F. (2022), “How
servant leadership triggers innovative work behavior: exploring the sequential mediating role
of psychological empowerment and job crafting”, European Journal of Innovation Management,
Vol. 25 No. 4, pp. 1037-1055, doi: 10.1108/ejim-09-2020-0367.

Khan, M.L., Salleh, R., Shamim, A. and Hemdi, M.A. (2023), “Role-play of employees’ protean career
and career success in affective organizational commitment”, Asia-Pacific Journal of Business
Administration, Vol. ahead-of-print No. ahead-of-print, doi: 10.1108/APJBA-07-2021-0337.

Kim, M. and Beehr, T.A. (2018), “Can empowering leaders affect subordinates’ well-being and careers
because they encourage subordinates’ job crafting behaviors?”, Journal of Leadership and
Organizational Studies, Vol. 25 No. 2, pp. 184-196, doi: 10.1177/1548051817727702.

Kline, R.B. (1998), “Software review: software programs for structural equation modeling: AMOS,
EQS, and LISREL”, Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment, Vol. 16 No. 4, pp. 343-364, doi: 10.
1177/073428299801600407.

Ko, J.-W., Price, J.L. and Mueller, C.W. (1997), “Assessment of Meyer and Allen’s three-component
model of organizational commitment in South Korea”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 82
No. 6, pp. 961-973, doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.82.6.961.

Kundi, Y.M., Hollet-Haudebert, S. and Peterson, J. (2022), “Career adaptability, job crafting and
subjective career success: the moderating roles of lone wolf personality and positive
perfectionism”, Personnel Review, Vol. 51 No. 3, pp. 945-965, doi: 10.1108/pr-04-2020-0260.

Liden, R.C., Wayne, S.J., Meuser, J.D., Hu, J., Wu, J. and Liao, C. (2015), “Servant leadership: validation
of a short form of the SL-28”, The Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 26 No. 2, pp. 254-269, doi: 10.1016/j.
leaqua.2014.12.002.

Ling, Q., Liu, F. and Wu, X. (2017), “Servant versus authentic leadership: assessing effectiveness in
China’s hospitality industry”, Cornell Hospitality Quarterly, Vol. 58 No. 1, pp. 53-68, doi: 10.1177/
1938965516641515.

Luu, T.T. (2020), “Discretionary HR practices and employee well-being: the roles of job crafting
and abusive supervision”, Personnel Review, Vol. 49 No. 1, pp. 43-66, doi: 10.1108/pr-05-
2018-0162.

Malhotra, N.K., Kim, S.S. and Patil, A. (2006), “Common method variance in IS research: a comparison
of alternative approaches and a reanalysis of past research”, Management Science, Vol. 52
No. 12, pp. 1865-1883, doi: 10.1287/mnsc.1060.0597.

Servant versus
despotic

leadership and
HAW

https://doi.org/10.1108/pr-01-2019-0002
https://doi.org/10.1108/lodj-07-2020-0305
https://doi.org/10.1002/pa.2521
https://doi.org/10.1080/15256480.2017.1305310
https://doi.org/10.1177/1742715012455131
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-023-01290-0
https://doi.org/10.1108/ejim-09-2020-0367
https://doi.org/10.1108/APJBA-07-2021-0337
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051817727702
https://doi.org/10.1177/073428299801600407
https://doi.org/10.1177/073428299801600407
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.82.6.961
https://doi.org/10.1108/pr-04-2020-0260
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/1938965516641515
https://doi.org/10.1177/1938965516641515
https://doi.org/10.1108/pr-05-2018-0162
https://doi.org/10.1108/pr-05-2018-0162
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1060.0597


Malik, P. (2023), “Measuring the impact of learning organization on proactive work behavior:
mediating role of employee resilience”, Asia-Pacific Journal of Business Administration, Vol. 15
No. 3, pp. 325-344, doi: 10.1108/apjba-10-2020-0379.

Malik, P. and Garg, P. (2017), “Learning organization and work engagement: exploring the nexus in
Indian IT sector”, Asia-Pacific Journal of Business Administration, Vol. 9 No. 3, pp. 166-189,
doi: 10.1108/apjba-03-2016-0034.

Masood, H., Karakowsky, L. and Podolsky, M. (2021), “Exploring job crafting as a response to abusive
supervision”, Career Development International, Vol. 26 No. 2, pp. 174-200, doi: 10.1108/cdi-06-
2020-0163.

Mehmood, S., Jabeen, R., Khan, M.A., Khan, M.A., Gavurova, B. and Ol�ah, J. (2023), “Impact of
despotic leadership and workplace incivility on innovative work behavior of employees:
application of mediation-moderation model”, Heliyon, Vol. 9 No. 9, e19673, doi: 10.1016/j.
heliyon.2023.e19673.

Meyer, J.P., Allen, N.J. and Smith, C.A. (1993), “Commitment to organizations and occupations:
extension and test of a three-component conceptualization”, Journal of Applied Psychology,
Vol. 78 No. 4, pp. 538-551, doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.78.4.538.

Meyer, J.P., Stanley, D.J., Herscovitch, L. and Topolnytsky, L. (2002), “Affective, continuance, and
normative commitment to the organization: a meta-analysis of antecedents, correlates, and
consequences”, Journal of Vocational Behavior, Vol. 61 No. 1, pp. 20-52, doi: 10.1006/jvbe.
2001.1842.

Moorman, R.H. (1993), “The influence of cognitive and affective based job satisfaction measures on the
relationship between satisfaction and organizational citizenship behavior”, Human Relations,
Vol. 46 No. 6, pp. 759-776, doi: 10.1177/001872679304600604.

Moulik, M. and Giri, V.N. (2023), “Job crafting for workplace happiness: a study of millennials across
Indian service sectors”, Business Perspectives and Research, Vol. 12 No. 2, pp. 242-260, doi: 10.
1177/22785337221148252.

Mousa, M. and Chaouali, W. (2022), “Inspiring workplace happiness: religiosity and organizational
trust in the academic context”, Asia-Pacific Journal of Business Administration, Vol. 14 No. 4,
pp. 658-674, doi: 10.1108/apjba-08-2021-0416.

Muduli, A. and Trivedi, J.J. (2020), “Social media recruitment: the role of credibility and satisfaction”,
Evidence-based HRM: A Global Forum for Empirical Scholarship, Vol. 8 No. 2, pp. 237-251,
doi: 10.1108/ebhrm-08-2019-0069.

Naseer, S., Raja, U., Syed, F., Donia, M.B.L. and Darr, W. (2016), “Perils of being close to a bad leader in
a bad environment: exploring the combined effects of despotic leadership, leader member
exchange, and perceived organizational politics on behaviors”, The Leadership Quarterly,
Vol. 27 No. 1, pp. 14-33, doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2015.09.005.

Nauman, S., Fatima, T. and Haq, I.U. (2018), “Does despotic leadership harm employee family life:
exploring the effects of emotional exhaustion and anxiety”, Frontiers in Psychology, Vol. 9,
pp. 1-12, doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00601.

Nauman, S., Zheng, C. and Basit, A.A. (2021), “How despotic leadership jeopardizes
employees’ performance: the roles of quality of work life and work withdrawal”,
Leadership and Organization Development Journal, Vol. 42 No. 1, pp. 1-16, doi: 10.1108/
lodj-11-2019-0476.

Niessen, C., Weseler, D. and Kostova, P. (2016), “When and why do individuals craft their jobs? The
role of individual motivation and work characteristics for job crafting”, Human Relations,
Vol. 69 No. 6, pp. 1287-1313, doi: 10.1177/0018726715610642.

Ouerdian, E.G.B., Mansour, N., Gaha, K. and Gattoussi, M. (2021), “Linking emotional intelligence to
turnover intention: LMX and affective organizational commitment as serial mediators”,
Leadership and Organization Development Journal, Vol. 42 No. 8, pp. 1206-1221, doi: 10.1108/
lodj-01-2021-0016.

APJBA

https://doi.org/10.1108/apjba-10-2020-0379
https://doi.org/10.1108/apjba-03-2016-0034
https://doi.org/10.1108/cdi-06-2020-0163
https://doi.org/10.1108/cdi-06-2020-0163
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e19673
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e19673
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.4.538
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.2001.1842
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.2001.1842
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872679304600604
https://doi.org/10.1177/22785337221148252
https://doi.org/10.1177/22785337221148252
https://doi.org/10.1108/apjba-08-2021-0416
https://doi.org/10.1108/ebhrm-08-2019-0069
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2015.09.005
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00601
https://doi.org/10.1108/lodj-11-2019-0476
https://doi.org/10.1108/lodj-11-2019-0476
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726715610642
https://doi.org/10.1108/lodj-01-2021-0016
https://doi.org/10.1108/lodj-01-2021-0016


Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Lee, J.-Y. and Podsakoff, N.P. (2003), “Common method biases in
behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies”, The Journal
of Applied Psychology, Vol. 88 No. 5, pp. 879-903, doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879.

Preacher, K.J. and Hayes, A.F. (2008), “Asymptotic and resampling strategies for assessing and
comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models”, Behavior Research Methods, Vol. 40
No. 3, pp. 879-891, doi: 10.3758/brm.40.3.879.

Qamar, F., Soomro, S. and Syed, O.R. (2023), “Determining factors to foster educators’ pedagogical
resilience: test of servant leadership and social cognitive theories in post-pandemic era”, Journal
of Economic and Administrative Sciences, Vol. ahead-of-print No. ahead-of-print, doi: 10.1108/
JEAS-11-2022-0249.

Raja, U., Haq, I.U., De Clercq, D. and Azeem, M.U. (2020), “When ethics create misfit: combined effects
of despotic leadership and Islamic work ethic on job performance, job satisfaction, and
psychological well-being”, International Journal of Psychology, Vol. 55 No. 3, pp. 332-341, doi: 10.
1002/ijop.12606.

Ruiz-Rodr�ıguez, R., Ortiz-de-Urbina-Criado, M. and Ravina-Ripoll, R. (2023), “Neuroleadership: a new
way for happiness management”, Humanities and Social Sciences Communications, Vol. 10
No. 1, pp. 1-14, doi: 10.1057/s41599-023-01642-w.

Ruparel, N., Choubisa, R. and Seth, H. (2022), “Imagining positive workplaces: extrapolating
relationships between job crafting, mental toughness and authentic happiness in millennial
employees”, Management Research Review, Vol. 45 No. 5, pp. 599-618, doi: 10.1108/mrr-01-
2021-0083.

Sabbir, M.M., Khan, T.T., Das, A., Akter, S. and Hossain, M.A. (2023), “Understanding the
determinants of consumers’ reverse exchange intention as an approach to e-waste recycling: a
developing country perspective”, Asia-Pacific Journal of Business Administration, Vol. 15 No. 3,
pp. 411-439, doi: 10.1108/apjba-11-2021-0565.

Salas-Vallina, A. and Alegre, J. (2018), “Unselfish leaders? Understanding the role of altruistic
leadership and organizational learning on happiness at work (HAW)”, Leadership and
Organization Development Journal, Vol. 39 No. 5, pp. 633-649, doi: 10.1108/lodj-11-
2017-0345.

Salas-Vallina, A. and Alegre, J. (2021), “Happiness at work: developing a shorter measure”, Journal of
Management and Organization, Vol. 27 No. 3, pp. 460-480, doi: 10.1017/jmo.2018.24.

Salas-Vallina, A. and Fernandez, R. (2017), “The HRM-performance relationship revisited:
inspirational motivation, participative decision making and happiness at work (HAW)”,
Employee Relations, Vol. 39 No. 5, pp. 626-642, doi: 10.1108/er-12-2016-0245.

Salas-Vallina, A. and Guerrero, R.F. (2018), “The human side of leadership: exploring the
relationship between servant leadership, organisational facilitators and happiness at work”,
International Journal of Environment and Health, Vol. 9 No. 2, pp. 131-150, doi: 10.1504/ijenvh.
2018.092772.

Salas-Vallina, A., L�opez-Cabrales, �A., Alegre, J. and Fern�andez, R. (2017), “On the road to happiness at
work (HAW): transformational leadership and organizational learning capability as drivers of
HAW in a healthcare context”, Personnel Review, Vol. 46 No. 2, pp. 314-338, doi: 10.1108/pr-06-
2015-0186.

Salas-Vallina, A., Alegre, J. and Guerrero, R.F. (2018), “Happiness at work in knowledge-intensive
contexts: opening the research agenda”, European Research on Management and Business
Economics, Vol. 24 No. 3, pp. 149-159, doi: 10.1016/j.iedeen.2018.05.003.

Salas-Vallina, A., Pozo-Hidalgo, M. and Monte, P.-G. (2020a), “High involvement work systems,
happiness at work (HAW) and absorptive capacity: a bathtub study”, Employee Relations,
Vol. 42 No. 4, pp. 949-970, doi: 10.1108/er-09-2019-0366.

Salas-Vallina, A., Simone, C. and Fern�andez-Guerrero, R. (2020b), “The human side of leadership:
inspirational leadership effects on follower characteristics and happiness at work

Servant versus
despotic

leadership and
HAW

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://doi.org/10.3758/brm.40.3.879
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEAS-11-2022-0249
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEAS-11-2022-0249
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12606
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12606
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-023-01642-w
https://doi.org/10.1108/mrr-01-2021-0083
https://doi.org/10.1108/mrr-01-2021-0083
https://doi.org/10.1108/apjba-11-2021-0565
https://doi.org/10.1108/lodj-11-2017-0345
https://doi.org/10.1108/lodj-11-2017-0345
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2018.24
https://doi.org/10.1108/er-12-2016-0245
https://doi.org/10.1504/ijenvh.2018.092772
https://doi.org/10.1504/ijenvh.2018.092772
https://doi.org/10.1108/pr-06-2015-0186
https://doi.org/10.1108/pr-06-2015-0186
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iedeen.2018.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1108/er-09-2019-0366


(HAW)”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 107, pp. 162-171, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.
10.044.

Schaufeli, W.B., Salanova, M., Gonz�alez-Rom�a, V. and Bakker, A.B. (2002), “The measurement of
engagement and burnout: a two sample confirmatory factor analytic approach”, Journal of
Happiness Studies, Vol. 3 No. 1, pp. 71-92, doi: 10.1023/a:1015630930326.

Schilling, J. (2009), “From ineffectiveness to destruction: a qualitative study on the meaning
of negative leadership” , Leadership , Vol. 5 No. 1, pp. 102-128, doi: 10.1177/
1742715008098312.

Slemp, G.R. and Vella-Brodrick, D.A. (2013), “The job crafting questionnaire: a new scale to measure
the extent to which employees engage in job crafting”, International Journal of Wellbeing, Vol. 3
No. 2, pp. 126-146.

Solinger, O.N., Van Olffen, W. and Roe, R.A. (2008), “Beyond the three-component model of
organizational commitment”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 93 No. 1, pp. 70-83, doi: 10.
1037/0021-9010.93.1.70.

Son, S.Y. and Pak, J. (2023), “Enough is enough! The impact of core self-evaluation on the relationship
between despotic leadership and individual outcomes”, Review of Managerial Science, Vol. 18
No. 3, pp. 777-798, doi: 10.1007/s11846-023-00622-3.

Song, X., Khosa, M., Ahmed, Z., Faqera, A.F.O., Nguyen, N.T., Rehman, S.U. and He, Y. (2022),
“Linking transformational and despotic leadership to employee engagement: unfolding the role
of psychological distress as a mediator”, Sustainability, Vol. 14 No. 14, p. 8851, doi: 10.3390/
su14148851.

Spector, P.E. (1997), Job Satisfaction: Application, Assessment, Causes, and Consequences, Sage
Publications, Thousand Oaks, California.

Spector, P.E. (2006), “Method variance in organizational research: truth or urban
legend?”, Organizational Research Methods, Vol. 9 No. 2, pp. 221-232, doi: 10.1177/
1094428105284955.

Stazyk, E.C., Pandey, S.K. and Wright, B.E. (2011), “Understanding affective organizational
commitment: the importance of institutional context”, The American Review of Public
Administration, Vol. 41 No. 6, pp. 603-624, doi: 10.1177/0275074011398119.

Syed, F., Naseer, S. and Shamim, F. (2022), “Dealing with the devil: combined effects of destructive
leadership and dark triad personality on revenge, happiness and psychological detachment”,
Canadian Journal of Administrative Sciences, Vol. 39 No. 2, pp. 213-230, doi: 10.1002/
cjas.1660.

Tims, M., Bakker, A.B. and Derks, D. (2012), “Development and validation of the job crafting
scale”, Journal of Vocational Behavior, Vol. 80 No. 1, pp. 173-186, doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2011.
05.009.

Tims, M., Bakker, A.B. and Derks, D. (2013), “The impact of job crafting on job demands, job
resources, and well-being”, Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, Vol. 18 No. 2, pp. 230-240,
doi: 10.1037/a0032141.

Tuan, L.T. (2022), “Tourism employee ambidexterity: the roles of servant leadership, job crafting, and
perspective taking”, Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management, Vol. 51, pp. 53-66, doi: 10.
1016/j.jhtm.2022.02.019.

van Dierendonck, D. (2011), “Servant leadership: a review and synthesis”, Journal of Management,
Vol. 37 No. 4, pp. 1228-1261, doi: 10.1177/0149206310380462.

van Wingerden, J. and Poell, R.F. (2017), “Employees’ perceived opportunities to craft and in-role
performance: the mediating role of job crafting and work engagement”, Frontiers in Psychology,
Vol. 8, p. 1876, doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01876.

van Wingerden, J., Derks, D. and Bakker, A.B. (2017), “The impact of personal resources and job
crafting interventions on work engagement and performance”, Human Resource Management,
Vol. 56 No. 1, pp. 51-67, doi: 10.1002/hrm.21758.

APJBA

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.10.044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.10.044
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1015630930326
https://doi.org/10.1177/1742715008098312
https://doi.org/10.1177/1742715008098312
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.1.70
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.1.70
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-023-00622-3
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14148851
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14148851
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428105284955
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428105284955
https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074011398119
https://doi.org/10.1002/cjas.1660
https://doi.org/10.1002/cjas.1660
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032141
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2022.02.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2022.02.019
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310380462
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01876
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21758


Wang, H., Demerouti, E. and Bakker, A.B. (2016), “A review of job-crafting research: the role of
leader behaviors in cultivating successful job crafters”, in Parker, S.K. and Bindl, U.K. (Eds),
Proactivity at Work: Making Things Happen in Organizations, Routledge, New York,
pp. 95-122.

Wrzesniewski, A. and Dutton, J.E. (2001), “Crafting a job: revisioning employees as active crafters
of their work”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 26 No. 2, pp. 179-201, doi: 10.2307/
259118.

Xue, R. and Woo, H.R. (2022), “Influences of boundary-spanning leadership on job performance: a
moderated mediating role of job crafting and positive psychological capital”, International
Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, Vol. 19 No. 19, 12725, doi: 10.3390/
ijerph191912725.

Yasir, M. and Jan, A. (2023), “Servant leadership in relation to organizational justice and workplace
deviance in public hospitals”, Leadership in Health Services, Vol. 36 No. 2, pp. 164-185, doi: 10.
1108/lhs-05-2022-0050.

Zhang, F. and Parker, S.K. (2019), “Reorienting job crafting research: a hierarchical structure of job
crafting concepts and integrative review”, Journal of Organizational Behavior, Vol. 40 No. 2,
pp. 126-146, doi: 10.1002/job.2332.

Corresponding author
Zeeshan Hamid can be contacted at: zeeshan.hamid@hotmail.com

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

Servant versus
despotic

leadership and
HAW

https://doi.org/10.2307/259118
https://doi.org/10.2307/259118
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph191912725
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph191912725
https://doi.org/10.1108/lhs-05-2022-0050
https://doi.org/10.1108/lhs-05-2022-0050
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2332
mailto:zeeshan.hamid@hotmail.com

	The effects of servant leadership and despotic leadership on employees’ happiness at work (HAW): the role of job crafting
	Introduction
	Purpose of the study
	Contributions
	Research context

	Hypotheses development
	Servant leadership
	Despotic leadership
	Job crafting
	Happiness at work
	Servant leadership, despotic leadership, and happiness at work
	Servant leadership, despotic leadership, and job crafting
	Job crafting and happiness at work
	The mediating role of job crafting

	Methods
	Sampling and procedure
	Constructs
	Analysis strategy

	Results
	Power analysis
	Common method variance (CMV)
	Assessment of the measurement model: CFA, reliability, and validity
	Hypotheses testing

	Discussion
	Theoretical implications
	Practical implications
	Limitations and future research directions

	Conclusion
	References


