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Abstract

The current study investigates the mediating role of basic

psychological need for satisfaction at work (i.e., autonomy,

relatedness, and competence) in the relationship between

engaging leadership (i.e., inspiring, strengthening, empow-

ering, and connecting) and work engagement. Also, we are

proposing and testing an additional need for meaningful-

ness that plays a similar mediating role. Data were collected

from two independent samples from Indonesia (n = 607

state-owned company employees) and Russia (n = 384 civil

servants). Results of both samples confirmed that basic psy-

chological need satisfaction (autonomy, relatedness, compe-

tence, and meaningfulness) mediated the relationship

between engaging leadership and work engagement.

Multigroup analysis revealed that the parameters of the

mediation model were invariant across both national sam-

ples, supporting the cross-national validity of the model.

When the mediating role of the satisfaction of the need for

meaningfulness was tested separately, this appeared only

the case in the Russian and not in the Indonesian sample.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Research and practices of work engagement are growing as it has a positive impact on employees as well as organi-

zations (Schaufeli, 2012). The most widely used scholarly definition of work engagement describes it as “a positive,

fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli, Salanova,

Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker, 2002; p. 74).” The vigor component refers to high levels of energy and perseverance, the

dedication component refers to a sense of significance, inspiration, and involvement and the absorption component

refers to being focused, fully concentrated, and attentive to one's work. By employing engaged workers, organiza-

tions may increase not only the performance at the individual and team level, but also at the organization and busi-

ness unit level (Salanova, Rodríguez-Sánchez, Schaufeli, & Cifre, 2014; Schneider, Marcey, & Barbera, 2009;

Schneider, Yost, Kropp, Kind, & Lam, 2018; Torrente, Salanova, Llorens, & Schaufeli, 2012). Thus, employees with

high levels of work engagement constitute the organizations' most valuable competitive advantage (Schaufeli, 2012).

Despite the importance of work engagement, the prevalence of highly engaged workers in organizations world-

wide seems to decline (Czarnowsky, 2008), which necessitates human resource development (HRD) scholars and

practitioners to develop research agendas and practical strategies to nurture engaged workers (Shuck, Rocco, &

Albornoz, 2011). Previous studies emphasized the role of the leaders in increasing employees' work engagement

(Breevaart, Bakker, Demerouti, & van den Heuvel, 2015; Tims, Bakker, & Xanthopoulou, 2011). Leaders are impor-

tant agents to nurture and manage work engagement among their employees. A recent meta-analysis found that var-

ious leadership styles are positively related to work engagement, such as ethical leadership (k = 9; ρ = .58),

transformational leadership (k = 36; ρ = .46), servant leadership (k = 3; ρ = .43), authentic leadership (k = 17; ρ = .38),

and empowering leadership (k = 4; ρ = .35) (DeCuypere & Schaufeli, 2018). Although these leadership styles are

related to work engagement, in-depth knowledge about the underlying mechanism is still lacking. It remains unclear

how certain leadership styles may increase work engagement. This has—at least partly—to do with the lacking theo-

retical foundation of current leadership concepts such as transformational leadership (van Knippenberg & Sitkin,

2013). Thus, there is a need for developing an alternative, theory-based, specific leadership conceptualization that

may be inherently linked to work engagement.

The current study attempts to address this need by proposing and testing the novel concept of engaging leader-

ship, which was developed by Schaufeli (2015) and was firmly rooted in self determination theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan,

2000). Based on the systematic review by Bormann and Rowold (2018) on construct proliferation in leadership style

research, it can be argued that engaging leadership differs from other existing leadership concepts. First, while trans-

formational leadership is categorized as a change-oriented leadership style, servant leadership, authentic leadership,

and ethical leadership are categorized as relations-oriented leadership styles (cf., Yukl, Gordon, & Taber, 2002). Con-

trary to transformational leadership, engaging leadership is relations-oriented because engaging leaders are support-

ive and promote their followers' well-being. Second, Bormann and Rowold (2018) posited that the core of “narrow”

leadership constructs “bases on a single pillar” (p. 163), and they predict narrow outcomes, such as ethical leadership.

Clearly, the concept of engaging leadership is narrow because it focuses on leadership behaviors that foster work

engagement, which differs from broad leadership constructs, such as transformational or transactional leadership.

The main difference between engaging leadership and the other leadership concepts is, however, that the former

is firmly rooted in a well-established theory, whereas previous leadership concepts are criticized because they lack a

detailed theoretical description of the underlying processes (Bormann & Rowold, 2018), most notably transforma-

tional leadership (van Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013). Moreover, Bormann and Rowold (2018) suggested that leader-

ship concepts might use SDT because this motivational theory allows a more parsimonious description of the

mechanisms underlying leadership behaviors. In line with this suggestion, the engaging leadership concept explicitly

builds on that theory (SDT), and therefore, constitutes a positive exception, for instance, compared to authentic lead-

ership or ethical leadership. In sum, even though each leadership concept is—to some extent—related to any other,

engaging leadership can be seen as a distinct (narrow), relationship-oriented, and theory-based leadership concept.
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Tellingly, Bormann and Rowold (2018, p. 162) concluded that a one-sided critical stance regarding newer leader-

ship styles in terms of proliferation is premature (e.g., because high correlations are likely to result from

method bias).

The concept of engaging leadership was developed by Schaufeli (2015) and SDT (Deci & Ryan, 2000) was chosen

as the theoretical foundation because research showed that the fulfillment of basic psychological needs at work, as

stipulated by SDT, is positively related to work engagement (Schreurs, van Emmerik, Van den Broeck, & Guenter,

2014; Sulea, van Beek, Sarbescu, Virga, & Schaufeli, 2015; Van den Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Witte, & Lens, 2008).

When employees' basic needs for competence, relatedness, and autonomy are satisfied they are more likely to be

engaged at work, that is. Engaging leaders might foster the fulfillment of these basic needs by strengthening, con-

necting, empowering, and inspiring employees, respectively, and hence increase their followers' levels of work

engagement (Schaufeli, 2015). In addition to these three original basic needs, employee's need for meaningfulness

was included in this study as well. It is expected that engaging leader behaviors are positively associated with work

engagement through the fulfillment of followers' basic needs for autonomy, competence, relatedness, and

meaningfulness.

The mediating role of basic psychological need satisfaction is studied in a cross-national setting, more particularly

in Indonesia and Russia. Conveniently selected, Indonesia and Russia differ in terms of their socio-demography,

economy, and culture. Indonesia is an Asian, tropical, lower-middle country with a very high population density. In

contrast, Russia is a colder Eurasian country with a very low population density and a Gross Domestic Product (GDP)

per capita that is three times higher than Indonesia. Also, both countries differ in culture, as illustrated by the cultural

dimension scores of Hofstede (2001). That is, compared to Russia, Indonesian culture is characterized by less power

distance (78 vs. 93), individualism (14 vs. 39), uncertainty avoidance (48 vs. 95), and long-term orientation (62 vs.

81), and more by masculinity (46 vs. 36) and indulgence (38 vs. 20). The purpose of the current study is not to inves-

tigate cross-national differences per se, but rather to test the invariance of the hypothesized mediation model across

two countries that differ in many respects.

In sum, the added value of this study is to contribute to the validity of the engaging leadership concept as a novel

specific leadership style by showing its impact on employee's work engagement through the satisfaction of their

basic psychological needs (mediation model). A special feature is the incorporation of an additional need for mean-

ingfulness, whose mediating role will be tested separately. Moreover, the robustness of the mediation models will be

investigated in two samples simultaneously that originate from countries that differ socially, economically, and

culturally.

2 | THE JOB-DEMANDS RESOURCES MODEL AND LEADERSHIP

Most studies on work engagement use the Job-Demands Resources (JD-R) model (Bailey, Madden, Alfes, & Fletcher,

2017), whereas other theories are Emotional Contagion Theory (Bakker, Westman, & Schaufeli, 2007), SDT (Van den

Broeck et al., 2008), Conservations of Resource Theory (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2009), Social

Cognitive Theory (Salanova, Llorens, & Schaufeli, 2011), and Broaden and Build Theory (Ouweneel, Le Blanc, &

Schaufeli, 2011). However, the JD-R model has been criticized of being a descriptive rather than an explanatory

framework, meaning that other psychological theories should be integrated into the model to explain and understand

the underlying processes (Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). In the current study, we use SDT (Deci & Ryan, 2000) for that

purpose; that is, for understanding the underlying mechanism that might explain the relationship between leadership

and work engagement.

According to the JD-R model, work engagement mediates between job resources and positive outcomes (well-

being, performance), whereas in contrast, burn out mediates between job demands and negative outcomes (health

problems) (Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). The former is called the motivational process, whereas the latter is called the

health impairment process. Schaufeli (2015) integrated leadership into the JD-R model, based on the principle that
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leaders are supposed to balance the job demands and job resources of their followers in such a way that they remain

healthy, motivated, and productive. They do so by managing the allocation and the impact of job demands and job

resources on their followers.

The current study focuses exclusively on the motivational process of the JDR-model and uses SDT as an explana-

tory theory on how leaders can impact employees' work engagement. Leaders have an important role in providing

their followers (team members) with job resources (Chang, Hsu, Liou, & Tsai, 2013; Demerouti, Nachreiner, Bakker, &

Schaufeli, 2001; Salanova, Llorens, Cifre, Martínez, & Schaufeli, 2014). For example, leaders may increase employees'

job resources by giving them support, autonomy, and feedback. In doing so, they will satisfy their followers' basic

psychological needs, as will be argued later, and consequently increase their level of work engagement. On the other

hand, leaders may increase employees' job demands by giving them a lot of workloads, tight schedule, and no

support.

3 | ENGAGING LEADERSHIP AND SELF DETERMINATION THEORY

SDT is a well-known and widely empirically tested theory of human motivation and optimal functioning, which was

also applied in occupational health psychology (Van den Broeck et al., 2008). According to SDT, individuals are

growth-oriented agents who actively interact with their environment (E. Deci & Ryan, 2000). However, to reach the

growth and self-determined stage, people's basic needs should be satisfied, as these act as resources that nourish

their growth-oriented tendency (Van den Broeck et al., 2008). According to SDT, basic psychological needs are

defined as “those nutriments that must be procured by a living entity to maintain its growth, integrity, and health”

(Deci & Ryan, 2000, p. 326). Thus, the satisfaction of basic psychological needs should be given a priority, to ensure

positively engaged and optimally motivated employees (Van den Broeck et al., 2008).

At work, social-contextual factors such as work climate, job design, and leadership have an impact on employees'

basic need satisfaction (BNS) and hence their mental health. Moreover, in SDT, autonomy-supportive social contexts

facilitate autonomous motivation or self-determined motivation, such as the manager's autonomy support by satisfy-

ing the basic needs (Gagné & Deci, 2005). Thus, supervisor's or managerial autonomy support is identified as one of

the variables that predict the employees' BNS, and in turn, increase engagement and well-being (Deci et al., 2001).

Three basic psychological needs are distinguished in SDT; the need for autonomy, relatedness, and competence.

The need for autonomy is defined as the desire to experience a sense of ownership over one's behavior. The need

for relatedness is defined as the desire to be part of a group and to feel connected with others. Finally, the need for

competence is defined as the desire to be effective in dealing with environmental challenges and being capable of

achieving desired outcomes. Although the need for meaningfulness has not been identified as a separate basic need

by SDT so far, theoretical and empirical arguments have been proposed in favor of it (e.g., Andersen, Chen, & Carter,

2000; Hadden & Smith, 2019). Need for meaningfulness has similar characteristics to basic psychological needs,

namely, it has a motivational aspect, it promotes well-being, and it is unique (Hadden & Smith, 2019). Furthermore,

based on their two diary studies, it is argued that need for meaning is a robust predictor of psychological well-being

and it is uniquely correlated with well-being indicators, even in the presence of the three other basic needs

(Hadden & Smith, 2019).

However, so far, the authors of SDT view meaningfulness as an outcome of basic psychological need satisfaction

rather than a need in itself (Ryan & Deci, 2017). In contrast and following Baumeister (1991) and Frankl (1992), we

believe that the need for meaningfulness, which is defined as the desire to be engaged in activities that are useful,

important, significant, and are in line with one's personal values, plays a fundamental role in human motivation.

Besides, meaningfulness has a strong positive association with work engagement (May, Gilson, & Harter, 2004). The

current research tests whether the need for meaningfulness can be considered a constituent element of psychologi-

cal need satisfaction, which plays a mediating role between engaging leadership and employee's work engagement.
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4 | ENGAGING LEADERSHIP AND WORK ENGAGEMENT

While Gagné and Deci (2005) measured autonomy support in relation to BNS in a certain way, Schaufeli (2015) pro-

posed four components of engaging leadership, namely, empowering, connecting, strengthening, and inspiring, which

may facilitate the satisfaction of followers' basic psychological needs for autonomy, relatedness, competence, and

another important need; the need for meaningfulness. The corresponding behaviors that are also rooted in SDT

referred to leadership competencies focusing on encouraging autonomy, deepening relatedness, and building compe-

tence (Fowler, 2018). By empowering employees, for instance, by giving them a voice, engaging leaders satisfy their

need for autonomy. By connecting employees with others in their team, engaging leaders satisfy the employees'

need for relatedness. By strengthening employees, for instance, through delegating tasks and responsibilities and

providing challenging jobs, engaging leaders satisfy the employees' need for competence. Finally, by inspiring

employees, engaging leaders acknowledge their personal contribution to the significant overall goal of the team or

organization and hence satisfy their need for meaningfulness.

As a result, the satisfaction of each basic need may increase the components of work engagement. By having a

sense of autonomy, employees' self-determination is triggered, because they feel greater freedom to do their work.

Hence, their work goals can be brought more in line with their personal goals and because of this congruence, work

goals may be more successfully integrated into the self and thus boost a sense of pride and enthusiasm with their

work (dedication). By having their need of relatedness satisfied, employees feel at ease and comfortable to express

themselves in their work team and to relate to others, which contributes to a positive team spirit (dedication, absorp-

tion). In addition to that, a diary study by Mäkikangas, Bakker, and Schaufeli (2017) has found that the connecting

aspect of engaging leadership also encourages the job-crafting behavior of teams. In its turn, job crafting is known to

be beneficial for work engagement (Tims, Bakker, Derks, & van Rhenen, 2013; Wang, Demerouti, & Bakker, 2016).

By having the need for competence satisfied, employees experience mastery, which motivates them to invest an

extra effort in their work (vigor). By having their need for meaningfulness fulfilled, employees feel that their work is

useful and important, not only for themselves but also for their colleagues, customers, the organization, and perhaps

even for society as a whole. This fosters a strong identification with the job, which makes it difficult to detach from

it (dedication, absorption).

The mediating role of basic psychological need satisfaction in the relation between job characteristics and well-

being has been studied by Deci et al. (2001) in a cross-cultural context. They confirmed that managerial autonomy

support predicted need satisfaction among employees in both the US and Bulgaria and need satisfaction, in its turn,

predicted both task engagement and employee well-being. In a similar vein, according to Meyer, Gagné, and

Parfyonova (2012), the key to moving employees toward work engagement is the fulfillment of basic psychological

needs as stipulated by SDT. Furthermore, previous studies showed a significant relationship between engaging lead-

ership and work engagement through increasing job resources (Schaufeli, 2015). Hence, it can be argued that job

resources are instrumental in satisfying basic psychological needs, which then foster work engagement (Deci

et al., 2001).

Van den Broeck et al. (2008) reported that the satisfaction of the three basic psychological needs described in

SDT partially mediated the effect of job resources on engagement (vigor). Recently, Rigby and Ryan (2018) argued

that the satisfaction of employees' basic psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness leads to a

higher quality of motivation for employees. Additionally, they stressed the importance of having personally meaning-

ful goals at work for a high-quality motivation, which can be considered as being comparable to work engagement.

Finally, based on a cross-lagged study, it was found that engaging leaders are essential in shaping a resourceful work

context (Nikolova, Schaufeli, & Notelaers, 2019). In sum, these findings suggest that as a consequence of engaging

leadership that focuses on inspiring, strengthening, connecting, and empowering employees, basic psychological

needs are fulfilled, which, in their turn, are likely to increase levels of work engagement. This leads to:
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Hypothesis 1a Basic need satisfaction (need for autonomy, competence, relatedness, and the additional need for mean-

ingfulness) mediates the relationship between engaging leadership and work engagement.

In addition, the alternative hypothesis is tested in which the mediating role of the need for meaningfulness is

investigated separately from that of the satisfaction of the three other basic needs.

Hypothesis 1b Basic need satisfaction and need for meaningfulness independently mediate the relationship between

engaging leadership and work engagement.

Hypothesis 2 The proposed mediation models are invariant across both national samples originating from Indonesia and

Russia.

5 | METHOD

5.1 | Procedure

For the Indonesian sample, the data collection started after the company officially granted permission. Conveniently

selected, 700 participants, who worked at a state-owned agricultural company in Indonesia, which operates in the

cultivation of palm oil and rubber, and the production, sale, and export of palm oil and rubber products, have partici-

pated. A distribution officer handed the surveys in sealed envelopes to the participants in each unit. Participants

received a written description of the study along with informed consent for the survey. The surveys were completed

during the working hours; participants returned the completed survey within maximum of 2 weeks in a sealed enve-

lope to the head office collectively per unit via a distribution officer. Participation in the study was voluntary, and

the participants' responses were confidential. The whole data collection process took 3 months, from April to June

2017.

The Russian sample was comprised of employees of a regional government agency overseeing and approving

construction and development projects in the region and its local offices in 31 districts. The data were collected as

part of an organizational survey of work conditions and workplace well-being conducted by an external research

team at the request of management. The survey was completely anonymous and conducted online; the individual

participants' responses were confidential. Participants received invitations to participate and informed consent forms

through their corporate e-mail system. The data were collected in November and December 2016.

5.2 | Participants

For the Indonesian sample, participants were 607 employees; 611 returned the survey (response rate 87.3%) but

four surveys could not be used for further analyses because of missing data. All participants were males; their mean

age was 44.6 years (SD = 7.7); 23.2% completed elementary education, 59.6% completed secondary education, 0.2%

completed professional higher education, 16.5% completed a bachelor degree, and 0.5% completed a master degree;

more than half of the participants (56.5%) had over 20 years of job tenure.

For the Russian sample, participants were 384 employees resulting in a response rate of 60.6% (42 more partici-

pants started but did not finish the survey). The participants were mostly female (75%) with a mean age of 40.4 years

(SD 11.7); 84.1% had a bachelor or specialist degree, 14.6% had two or more degrees, and 1.3% had secondary edu-

cation. Most participants had a short job tenure of 1–3 years (70.7%) or less than 1 year (10.9%).
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5.3 | Measurements

Because all the original scales are in English, a back translation procedure was employed for all scales for both countries.

5.3.1 | Engaging leadership

The 12-item Engaging Leadership scale (Schaufeli, 2015) assesses the four core dimensions of engaging leadership,

namely strengthening, connecting, empowering, and inspiring with three items each. Each item of strengthening

(e.g., “My supervisor delegates tasks and responsibilities to team members”), connecting (e.g., “My supervisor encour-

ages collaboration among team members”), empowering (e.g., “My supervisor gives team members enough freedom

to complete their tasks”), and inspiring (e.g., “My supervisor is able to enthuse team members with his/her plans”) is

rated on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always), with higher scores indicating higher levels

of supervisor's engaging leadership as perceived by their followers.

The value of Cronbach's alpha for the total scale for Indonesian sample was .86. In the Russian sample, the same

Engaging Leadership Scale was used; the value of Cronbach's alpha for the total scale was .95.

5.3.2 | Basic need satisfaction

The 9-item Basic Psychological Need Satisfaction Scale assesses the three components of basic psychological need

satisfaction, namely the need for autonomy, relatedness, and competence. The first three psychological needs are

based on the adaption of Basic Need Satisfaction at Work Scale (Deci et al., 2001) by Van den Broeck et al. (2008).

All needs were measured with three items each: autonomy (e.g., “If I could choose, I would do things at work differ-

ently”), competence (e.g., “I really master my tasks at my job”), and relatedness (e.g., “I often feel alone when I am

with my colleagues”). Additionally, 3 item needs for meaningfulness were included (i.e., My work is full of meaning

for me, personally; My work is useful for other people; With my work, I contribute to something important). All

12 items use a five-point Likert scale ranging between “Strongly disagree” (1) and “Strongly agree” (5).

In the Indonesian sample, the value of Cronbach's alpha for the total scale was .79 and .65 for the separate need

for the meaningfulness scale. In the Russian sample, the value of Cronbach's alpha for the total scale was .86 and for

the meaningfulness scale .73.

5.3.3 | Work engagement

In both samples, work engagement was assessed with the 9-item version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale

(UWES, Schaufeli et al., 2006). Previous studies carried out in other countries have shown that the UWES has satis-

factory psychometric properties (Schaufeli, 2012). The UWES assesses the three core dimensions of work engage-

ment, namely vigor, dedication, and absorption. Each item of vigor (e.g., “At my work, I feel bursting with energy”),

dedication (e.g., “I am proud of the work that I do”), and absorption (e.g., “I get carried away when I'm working”) is

rated on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always), with higher scores indicating higher levels

of employees' work engagement. In the Indonesian sample, the value of Cronbach's alpha for the total scale was .87.

In the Russian sample, a 1–7 point Likert scale was used; the value of Cronbach's alpha for the total scale was .92.

6 | RESULTS

6.1 | Preliminary analysis

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to assess the measurement model consisting of five correlated

latent variables: engaging leadership (a second-order factor represented by its components of strengthening,
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connecting, empowering, and inspiring, which were each represented by their three corresponding items), BNS at

work (a second-order factor represented by its components of autonomy, relatedness, and competence, which were

each represented by their three corresponding items), need for meaningfulness (a first-order factor represented by

its three items), work engagement (a second-order factor represented by its components of vigor, dedication, and

absorption, which were each represented by their three corresponding items).

Maximum likelihood estimation methods were used and the goodness-of-fit of each model was measured using

absolute and relative indices. The fit of the model to the data for both samples was examined with the comparative

fit index (CFI) and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). Furthermore, the normed fit index (NFI);

incremental fit index (IFI); and Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI) were used. Values of RMSEA close to .06 or below as an

indication of good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999), and values of all relative fit indices greater than .90 are considered as a

good fit (Hoyle, 1995).

The measurement model showed an acceptable fit with the data for both the Indonesian sample (χ2 = 1,189.28,

df = 440, p < .001; RMSEA = .053; CFI = .90; TLI = .88, IFI = .90), and the Russian sample (χ2 = 1,230.39, df = 440,

p < .001; RMSEA = .065; CFI = .91; TLI = .89, IFI = .91). However, the modification indices suggested that the fit

could be improved by allowing two error terms for the items “At my work, I feel bursting with energy” and “At my

job, I feel strong and vigorous,” and the items “I am immersed in my work” and “I get carried away when I'm

working,” to correlate because of their overlapping item content. The resulting measurement model fit the data

slightly better both for the Indonesian sample (χ2 = 1,130.51, df = 438, p < .001; RMSEA = .049; CFI = .91; TLI = .91)

and the Russian sample (χ2 = 1,088.33, df = 438, p < .001; RMSEA = .059; CFI = .93; TLI = .91).

In the Indonesian sample, one item (“My supervisor encourages team members to use their own strengths”) had

a low loading on its latent factor representing “strengthening” with a coefficient of .31 (p < .01). For a collective cul-

ture like in Indonesia, using one's own strength is not perceived as strengthening. We retained the item for theoreti-

cal reasons, though. All other items loaded highly on their respective latent factors with coefficients ranging from .57

to .82.

One item (“My supervisor delegates to his subordinates tasks and responsibilities for completing them”) had a

weak loading on its latent factor representing “strengthening” in the Russian sample with a coefficient of .19

(p < .05). Obviously, delegating tasks is perceived differently in Russia and not seen as a way of strengthening; how-

ever, we retained the item for theoretical reasons. All other items loaded highly on their respective latent factors

with coefficients ranging from .46 to .94. A reliable measurement model was thus obtained.

Table 1 presents the means, SDs, correlation coefficients, and Cronbach alpha's of the study variables. As

expected, all variables were positively correlated.

6.2 | Testing of hypotheses

Multiple group analysis using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) as implemented by AMOS, a short for Analysis of

MOment Structures that implements the general approach to data analysis known as structural equation modeling

(SEM), analysis of covariance structures, or causal modeling (Arbuckle, 1997) was conducted to test the model in

both national samples simultaneously. First, the mediation model without any constraint was tested: a model that

assumes the latent variable of engaging leadership with four indicators (i.e., strengthening, connecting, empowering,

and inspiring) is associated indirectly with the latent variable of work engagement with three indicators (i.e., vigor,

dedication, and absorption) through the mediating latent variable of basic psychological need satisfaction with four

indicators (i.e., autonomy, competence, relatedness, and meaningfulness) (Hypothesis 1a/M1a).

Next, to examine the robustness of the proposed research model (M1a) and test Hypothesis 2 about the invari-

ance of the model across the two national samples, several multigroup analyses were carried out including both sam-

ples simultaneously. The invariance across countries of the best-fitting multigroup model was assessed by comparing

the unconstrained model with its constrained counterparts. M1a, the proposed (unconstrained) model was compared

with the constrained models in terms of structural paths (M2), factor loadings (M3), and both structural and paths

460 RAHMADANI ET AL.



T
A
B
L
E
1

M
ea

ns
(M

),
SD

,a
nd

co
rr
el
at
io
n
co

ef
fi
ci
en

ts
o
f
th
e
st
ud

y
va
ri
ab

le
s

N
o
.

V
ar
ia
bl
es

In
do

ne
si
a
(N

=
6
0
7
)

R
us
si
a
(N

=
3
8
4
)

C
o
rr
el
at
io
ns

M
ea

n
SD

M
ea

n
SD

1
2

3
4

5
6

7
8

9
1
0

1
1

1
St
re
ng

th
en

in
g

4
.0
0

.5
7

4
.2
1

.9
3

.8
1

.7
1

.7
9

.4
2

.2
3

.3
0

.3
6

.2
7

.3
5

.2
2

2
C
o
nn

ec
ti
ng

4
.3
3

.4
8

4
.2
2

.9
2

.5
1

.7
6

.8
4

.4
5

.2
4

.3
3

.3
3

.2
8

.3
1

.1
9

3
E
m
po

w
er
in
g

4
.1
7

.4
9

4
.1
1

.8
5

.4
9

.6
6

.7
5

.4
8

.2
4

.3
4

.3
1

.2
2

.2
7

.2
1

4
In
sp
ir
in
g

4
.2
6

.4
8

3
.9
8

1
.0
8

.4
1

.5
9

.6
1

.3
9

.2
1

.3
2

.3
6

.3
4

.3
9

.2
5

5
A
ut
o
no

m
y

3
.7
3

.7
2

5
.6
7

1
.0
1

.2
8

.2
3

.1
7

.2
2

.5
9

.6
7

.3
6

.3
9

.4
1

.3
5

6
C
o
m
pe

te
nc

e
3
.9
9

.5
8

5
.9
6

9
.7
1

.2
2

.2
3

.1
9

.1
6

.4
8

.5
7

.4
4

.4
6

.4
9

.4
5

7
R
el
at
ed

ne
ss

4
.0
5

.5
6

6
.2
1

.6
9

.2
1

.2
2

.1
7

.1
6

.3
4

.3
8

.3
1

.3
3

.3
6

.3
6

8
M
ea

ni
ng

fu
ln
es
s

4
.1
1

.5
4

5
.3
9

1
.0
8

.3
0

.3
0

.2
9

.2
6

.3
2

.4
8

.3
2

.5
5

.6
8

.4
8

9
V
ig
o
r

4
.3
7

.6
7

4
.2
4

1
.1
7

.2
4

.2
5

.2
4

.2
5

.2
7

.3
7

.2
2

.2
5

.8
4

.6
2

1
0

D
ed

ic
at
io
n

4
.5
2

.6
0

4
.5
3

1
.1
9

.2
2

.2
6

.2
6

.2
6

.2
9

.3
5

.2
2

.2
5

.7
0

.7
1

1
1

A
bs
o
rp
ti
o
n

4
.1
3

.7
0

4
.8
0

.9
5

.3
1

.2
6

.3
5

.3
7

.2
9

.1
8

.3
4

.2
6

.5
5

.6
2

N
ot
e:
T
he

sc
o
ri
ng

ra
ng

e
o
f
al
lv

ar
ia
bl
es

is
1
–5

,e
xc
ep

t
fo
r
ba

si
c
ne

ed
sa
ti
sf
ac
ti
o
n
(a
ut
o
no

m
y,
co

m
pe

te
nc

e,
re
la
te
dn

es
s,
an

d
m
ea

n
in
gf
u
ln
es
s)
an

d
w
o
rk

en
ga
ge

m
en

t
(v
ig
o
r,
d
ed

ic
at
io
n
,a
n
d

ab
so
rp
ti
o
n)

sc
o
re
s
o
n
R
us
si
an

va
ri
ab

le
s
ra
ng

e
fr
o
m

1
–7

.A
bo

ve
di
ag
o
na

l,
th
e
R
us
si
an

co
rr
el
at
io
n
co

ef
fi
ci
en

ts
ar
e
di
sp
la
ye

d,
an

d
b
el
o
w

d
ia
go

n
al
th
e
In
d
o
n
es
ia
n
co

rr
el
at
io
n
s.
A
ll
va
ri
ab

le
s

ar
e
si
gn

if
ic
an

tl
y
co

rr
el
at
ed

at
th
e
.0
1
le
ve

l(
2
ta
ile
d)
.

RAHMADANI ET AL. 461



factor loadings (M4). When the fit of the constrained model to the data is not significantly worse than the fit of the

unconstrained model, invariance has been demonstrated.

For the multigroup analysis of the second research model with two separate mediating latent variables (basic

psychological need satisfaction and need for meaningfulness), a similar procedure was performed (Hypothesis 1b/

M1b). The results of the model fit related to Hypotheses 1a–2 and 1b–2 can be seen in Tables 2 and 3, respectively.

Results, as depicted in Table 2, show that the first research model (M1a) fits the data well, with all fit indices

meeting their respective criteria, and with all path-coefficients being positively significant, except the direct path of

engaging leadership to work engagement for the Russian sample (β = .06, p > .05). The model that is displayed in

Figure 1 explains 34.1 and 44.3% of the variance in work engagement in the Indonesian and Russian sample, respec-

tively. Hence, as expected, basic psychological need satisfaction mediated the relationship between engaging leader-

ship and work engagement in both samples. In the Russian sample, basic psychological need satisfaction fully

mediated this relationship, whereas in the Indonesian sample, this relationship was partially mediated. This means

that Hypothesis 1a is confirmed.

Results of a series of multigroup analyses show that each competing, progressively constrained model fit the data

well. Although chi-square difference tests show that constraining structural paths (M2), factor loadings (M3), and

both structural paths and factor loadings (M4) to be equal across samples led to statistically significant increases of

the chi-square value, the fit of these models remained similar in terms of the other fit indices. Thus, although statisti-

cally significant, the differences among the results gathered for the diverse models were actually very small and did

not present systematic and meaningful variation.

Furthermore, for research model 1 hypothesis 1a, it was found that there was one insignificant direct path run-

ning from engaging leadership to work engagement in the Russian sample (β = .06, p > .05). Additionally, we tested

this engaging leadership-work engagement path in both samples using multigroup analysis by constraining this par-

ticular path. It was found that the indirect paths connecting engaging leadership and need satisfaction, and need sat-

isfaction and work engagement, were significantly stronger in the Russian than in the Indonesian sample (β = .23/

.06, Δχ2(1) = 4.29, p = .038). Although in the Indonesian sample, partial mediation was observed, the direct effect of

engaging leadership on work engagement was rather weak (.23; p < .001). Next, constraining the path between

TABLE 2 Multigroup structural equation analysis: Model comparison of research model 1

Model Sample

Structural path

χ2 df NFI IFI TLI CFI RMSEA
Model
comparison Δχ2 df pEL-WE EL-BNS BNS-WE

M1a Indonesia .23*** .44*** .44*** 39.31 82 .93 .94 .91 .94 .06

Russia .06/ ns .52*** .63***

M2 Indonesia .12*** .42*** .51*** 401.22 85 .93 .94 .91 .94 .06 M3-M1 1.91 3 .012

Russia .16*** .54*** .56***

M3 Indonesia .21*** .47*** .43*** 494.12 90 .91 .93 .90 .92 .06 M2-M1 10.3 8 .000

Russia .06/ ns .51*** .64***

M4 Indonesia .14*** .43*** .53*** 51.99 93 .91 .92 .89 .92 .06 M4-M1 12.68 11 .000

Russia .09/ ns .52*** .59***

M1 = Unconstrained model,

M2 = Structural paths constrained model,

M3 = Factor loadings constrained model,

M4 = Structural paths and factor loadings constrained model.

Abbreviations: BNS, basic need satisfaction; CFI, comparative fit index; df, degrees of freedom; EL, engaging leadership; IFI,

incremental fit index; NFI, normed fit index; RMSEA, root mean square error of approximation; TLI, Tucker–Lewis index;

WE, work engagement; χ2, chi-square.

***p < .001.
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engaging leadership and BNS yielded a nonsignificant change in fit for the Indonesian and the Russian sample

(β = .44/.52, Δχ2(1) = 1.92, p = .16). This means this path was similar across countries. Finally, constraining the path

between BNS and work engagement yielded a significant change in fit for both samples (β = .44/.63, Δχ2(1) = 4.14,

p = .042). This meant that the path connecting BNS and work engagement was stronger in the Russian sample.

The nonequivalent paths between the two countries suggested that other factors might moderate these paths.

Hence, the first research model was supported in both countries (see the final model in Figure 1), meaning that BNS

mediated the engaging leadership and work engagement relationship, even though the strength of the two of these

relations was found to slightly differ in magnitude across the countries. Hence, Hypothesis 2 is supported.

The results of testing hypothesis 1b, as depicted in Table 3, show that the alternative research model 2 that dis-

tinguishes between the mediation of BNS (a latent variable consisting of autonomy, relatedness, and competence)

and of the need for meaningfulness also fits the data well. All fit indices meet their respective criteria, and all path

coefficients are positive and significant, except the direct path of engaging leadership to work engagement in the

Russian sample (β = .01, p > .05) and the path from the need for meaningfulness to work engagement in the Indone-

sian sample (β = −.14, p > .05). The model that is displayed in Figure 2 explains 36% and 54% of the variance in work

engagement in the Indonesian and Russian sample, respectively.

Not surprisingly, basic psychological need satisfaction mediated again the relationship between engaging leader-

ship and work engagement in both samples. In the Russian sample, basic psychological need satisfaction fully medi-

ated this relationship, whereas in the Indonesian sample, this relationship was partially mediated as in the previous

model. Furthermore, the need for meaningfulness acts as a significant mediator for Russian but not for Indonesian

sample. This means that Hypothesis 1b is partially confirmed.

For the alternative research model 2, hypothesis 1b, it was also found that BNS mediated the relationship

between engaging leadership and work engagement, even though, again, the strength of the relations differed

slightly in magnitude across both countries. However, interestingly, this model adds new information in that the need

for meaningfulness only acts as a mediator in the Russian but not in the Indonesian sample (β = −.14/.56). Moreover,

a high correlation is observed between BNS and need for meaningfulness in the Indonesian compared to the Russian

sample (r = .71 versus r = .34). Thus, Hypothesis 2 is not supported (see Figure 2).

To summarize, in both countries the first research model fits the data well, meaning that BNS—including the need

for meaningfulness—mediates the relationship between engaging leadership and work engagement, even though the

strength of these relationships slightly differed across both countries. However, when the mediation of the need for

Strengthening

Engaging
Leadership

Connecting

Empowering

Inspiring

.61/.88
.81/.92

.82/.82

.73
/.9
1

Work
Engagement

Basic Needs
Satisfaction

.23***/.06 n.s.

.44***/.52*** .44
**
*/.
63
**
*

Meaningfulness Competence Relatedness Autonomy

.61/.
60

.77
/.7
6 .52/.75

.61/.80

Vigor

Dedication

Absorption

.86/.97

.71/.73

.80
/.8
7

F IGURE 1 Engaging leadership and work engagement as mediated by basic psychological need satisfaction
across countries (Indonesia, n = 607 and Russia, n = 384). Note: The first coefficient refers to the Indonesian samples
and the second to the Russian sample
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meaningfulness was tested separately, different results for both countries were observed; in the Russian sample, this

mediation was confirmed, whereas in the Indonesian sample it was not.

7 | DISCUSSION

This current study investigated whether the association of engaging leadership with work engagement is mediated

by basic psychological need satisfaction. By strengthening, connecting, empowering, and inspiring, engaging leaders

satisfied the needs of their employees namely, the basic psychological need for autonomy, competence, and related-

ness, and another additional need namely need for meaningfulness. Subsequently, BNS was, in its turn, positively

related to work engagement in terms of vigor, dedication, and absorption. A series of multigroup structural equation

modeling analyses provided strong evidence for the validity of the research model that assumed a mediating role of

BNS in the relationship between engaging leadership and work engagement.

More specifically, we tested two different models, the first research model includes the need for meaningfulness

as a constituting element of BNS. The second alternative model assumed that the need for meaningfulness acts as a

separate mediator in the relationship between engaging leadership and work engagement. Across countries, engag-

ing leadership is positively related to work engagement (for model 1; β = .23/.06 in Indonesia and Russia, respec-

tively, and for model 2; β = .28/.01 in Indonesia and Russia, respectively), and basic psychological need satisfaction

(for model 1; β = .44/ .52 in Indonesia and Russia, respectively, and for model 2; β = .38/.51 in Indonesia and Russia,

respectively). Subsequently, basic psychological need satisfaction was positively related to work engagement (for

model 1; β = .44/.63 in Indonesia and Russia, respectively, and for model 2; β = .55/.27 in Indonesia and Russia,

respectively).

These findings are in line with previous studies that investigated the role of BNS at work as a mediating variable

for increasing employee well-being, such as work engagement (Deci et al., 2001; Van den Broeck et al., 2008). The

fact that the mediation model fits about equally well in two different countries (Indonesia and Russia) with two dif-

ferent occupational samples (blue-collar employees who work in production units in Indonesian state-owned com-

pany and white-collar employees who work as civil servants at a Russian government agency) attests its robustness.

The cross-national validation of the model strengthens the claim that engaging leadership is associated with basic

needs satisfaction, which, in its turn, is related to work engagement.

The invariant structural path connecting engaging leadership with BNS confirms the equally important role of

engaging leadership for employees' need satisfaction in both countries. Additionally, results of the present study also

show some small differences in the magnitude of certain paths, namely the positive relation of engaging leadership

and work engagement, and the relation of BNS and work engagement. In the Russian sample, work engagement was

stronger associated with BNS than was the case in the Indonesian sample. In contrast, the association of engaging

leadership with work engagement was stronger in the Indonesian than in the Russian sample. These nonequivalent

paths suggest that other factors might moderate these paths, such as culture, type of job, or the leader's role.

It seems that BNS acts as a mediator variable in the relationship between engaging leadership and work engage-

ment when the three original SDT needs are involved. However, when treated as an independent mediator, the need

for meaningfulness plays a different role in each country. It performs as a mediator in a similar fashion to the other

SDT needs in the Russian sample, but not in the Indonesian sample. Instead, the correlation between the latent com-

posite BNS factor and the need for meaningfulness is much stronger in the Indonesian than in the Russian sample.

One possible explanation of these differences could be that in the Indonesian sample employees occupy job posi-

tions where meaning is inherently linked with the content of the job. In the agricultural industry, the meaning and

importance of one's work are obvious, namely producing foodstuff; in this case palm oil. In other words, the fulfill-

ment of the need for meaningfulness is more or less taken for granted and, therefore, it is unlikely to have an effect

on work engagement. In contrast, the Russian employees work in an administrative government agency where they

complete more abstract tasks, whose meaning might not always be evident for them. In case these employees
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nevertheless find meaning in their work—and hence satisfy their need for meaningfulness—this is likely to have a

positive impact on their level of work engagement. Further research is needed to confirm these speculations about

the different role of meaningfulness in different occupational contexts.

To conclude, this study makes two major contributions to the literature. First of all, it confirms Schaufeli's (2015)

assumption about the mediating role of BNS at work as the underlying mechanism that might explain why engaging

leadership might lead to work engagement. Our study shows that this specific leadership style is related to work

engagement through the satisfaction of specific psychological needs. Secondly, it appeared that an additional basic

need—the need for meaningfulness—plays a similar mediating role, albeit that when this need was studied separately,

mediation was only observed in the Russian and not in the Indonesian sample. Perhaps, this is due to the differences

in occupation rather than the country.

7.1 | Limitations

This study used a cross-sectional design with self-report questionnaires. This means that no causal inferences can be

made. Hence, longitudinal studies should corroborate the cross-sectional results obtained in this study. Furthermore,

the use of self-report measures may lead to the occurrence of common method bias such as social desirability. For

instance, the measurement of engaging leadership was based on the perception of the followers. In future studies,

engaging leadership could be measured intersubjectively by using 360� assessment. The same applies for work

engagement (see Mazetti, Schaufeli, Guglielmi, & Depolo, 2016).

The Indonesian and Russian samples differ in term of participant's gender; all Indonesian participants were males,

whereas the majority of Russian participants were females. We used two convenience samples from organizations

that operate in different cultures and sectors, which are reflected in their gender composition. It cannot be ruled out

that the differences in results between the two samples are due to differences in gender distribution. However, we

would like to emphasize that except for the different role of the need for meaningfulness as a separate mediator,

results for both samples are rather similar.

The current study investigated engaging leadership, which is a novel construct. However, it cannot be ruled out

that existing leadership concepts such as servant leadership or transformational leadership would yield similar

results. Hence, in future research, the concurrent validity of engaging leadership vis-à-vis other leadership should be

investigated. In fact, this agrees with Bormann and Rowold's (2018) suggestions for the introduction of a new leader-

ship construct, which requires the establishment of its added predictive validity as well as the use of different assess-

ment methods (e.g., self-rated behaviors and peer ratings) to avoid the danger of construct proliferation. The current

study provides the first step to validate the engaging leadership construct, but it should be followed by future studies

on its predictive validity vis-à-vis other leadership constructs as well as multimethod studies.

7.2 | Practical implications

This study confirmed that engaging leadership might increase work engagement via BNS at work. Leaders, especially

supervisors and line managers, need to be aware that employees have such needs that should—at least to some

extent—be fulfilled at work, and that they themselves play a role in the fulfillment of those needs. In other words,

leaders in organizations need to be aware that they have a crucial role in shaping and nurturing their employees to

be engaged and to foster a motivating culture.

As a first step, leaders may want to establish and promote an open and trusting team climate in which employees

feel free to express their needs and preferences (Burke, Sims, Lazarre, & Salas, 2007). This would allow leaders to

assess to what extent their follower's specific psychological needs are satisfied, and discuss with them in which area

this can be improved. Following Fowler's (2018) leadership competencies, which are based on SDT, organizational

leaders (and HR professionals) should understand SDT and acknowledge its relevance for leadership, particularly in

the one-to-one context. For example, leaders who wish to strengthen their employees have to fulfill their need for
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competence; hence they should discuss how their knowledge and skills could be increased so that they can master

new, challenging tasks. Furthermore, setting employees' learning goals and support pursuing these at work will help

them to grow, which will contribute to the satisfaction of their need for competence, and hence, eventually will

boost their work engagement. Thus, it is important for the leaders to continuously check on their employees' level of

learning and development, for instance by performing regular developmental feedback.

HRD could assist leaders by initiating programs to train and develop leaders to be engaging leaders that

strengthen, connect, inspire, and empower their employees. That means that leaders at all levels should focus not

only on the achievement of organizational goals but also on the fulfillment of their followers' basic needs. Preparing

the skills needed to be engaging leaders is crucial, because leaders may still hesitate to change their old habit in man-

aging employees if they do not have the skill to do so. One of the options is to develop engaging leaders by means

of leadership coaching (Ely et al., 2010).

However, also, employees should be aware that their well-being at work—at least to some degree—depends on

their line manager and supervisor; they should be open to the attempts of their leaders to strengthen, connect,

empower, and inspire them. For example, by accepting task delegation, learning to use the new technologies, and

collaborating with coworkers. In addition, employees might proactively seek satisfaction of their basic needs by, for

instance, looking for challenges and opportunities for collaboration with others, and finding meaning at work; in

short, by crafting their job in such a way that matches with their own needs and preferences (Bakker, 2010).

In short; it takes two to tango, both leaders and employees should collaborate and jointly build a positive, engag-

ing work environment. This is illustrated by Shuck et al. (2011), who investigated work engagement and its implica-

tions for HRD in a large multinational service organization. Based on their empirical work, they formulated two

propositions for HRD: (a) environment and person interact to create engagement or disengagement, and (b) an

employee's manager plays a critical role in developing engagement. Finally, HR professionals might play a role

directly by developing the potential of employees, and hence, by increasing the levels of engagement, as well as indi-

rectly by supporting supervisors to do so.

In this study, we focused on the individual employee's unique experience of work engagement, which can be

measured with a short, valid, and reliable questionnaire that can be used in the context of HRD to monitor levels of

engagement of employees. Similarly, the BNS questionnaire can be used to map the level of employees' basic needs

satisfaction.
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