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Leadership is frequently related to important organizational outcomes such as follower engagement. However, to
date we have little insight into the degree to which this relation is contingent upon (a) types of leadership style
and (b) national culture. These two issues are addressed in ameta-analysis of 209 independent (257 effect sizes),
mainly cross-sectional studies (79%), involving 82,386 participants from 45 countries. The findings show that
whereas abusive supervision was negatively associated with work engagement, several leadership styles
(e.g., servant, empowering, ethical, and charismatic leadership) have positive correlations with subordinate en-
gagement; some dimensions of national culture (e.g., gender egalitarianism, human orientation, performance
orientation, future orientation, and power distance) moderate the leadership–employee engagement relation-
ship. However, the correlations between servant, ethical, and transactional leadership and subordinate engage-
ment are less likely to vary across national cultural characteristics. Notwithstanding the proliferation of
leadership–employee engagement literature with more than 200 published articles, a strong reliance on cross-
sectional designs have impeded it to gain any solid conclusions about causality due to endogeneity biases. We
conclude by providing a detailed future research agenda and discussing how our results can stimulate future
leadership research and inform practices with regards to leader development.

© 2020 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
Introduction

Work engagement is a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind
that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli,
Salanova, González-Romá, & Bakker, 2002). Engaged employees experi-
encemore positive emotions (Bakker, Demerouti, & Sanz-Vergel, 2014),
higher levels of in-role and extra-role performance (Christian, Garza, &
Slaughter, 2011), and better psychological and physical health (Bakker,
Schaufeli, Leiter, & Taris, 2008). However, the Gallup Employee Engage-
ment Report indicated that in 2016, only 34% of the employees in the
United States were engaged (Harter, 2018), and that disengaged em-
ployees cost the USA somewhere between $450 and $550 billion each
year (O'Boyle & Harter, 2013). Similarly, the European Working Condi-
tions 2015 Survey revealed that in Sweden, Greece, and Germany, re-
spectively, only 6.1%, 4.8%, and 4.3% of the employees were highly
engaged, and that there is a great deal of variability in employee engage-
ment across thirty-five European countries (Schaufeli, 2018). These
high disengagement rates as well as the importance of employee
es, Renmin University of China,
engagement for employee health and productivity have generated nu-
merous studies that investigated its antecedents (Rich, Lepine, &
Crawford, 2010).

In this respect, although longitudinal and (quasi-)experimental
work is scarce, an increasing number of studies suggests that leaders
play an important role in employee work engagement (Bakker &
Albrecht, 2018). The Gallup organizational research indicates that at
least 70% of the variance in team engagement can be explained by the
quality of the leader (Harter, 2018). Unfortunately, so far, most empiri-
cal studies assess a single leadership style and employee engagement
and have mainly taken single-country samples into account. Compari-
sons of the relationship between leadership styles and engagement
across countries have been largely ignored. Both the fit logic of national
culture research (i.e., leader's practices are “consistent”with employees'
expectations; Newman & Nollen, 1996; Rabl, Jayasinghe, Gerhart, &
Kühlmann, 2014) and the implicit leadership theory, which states that
individuals have their implicit beliefs, convictions, and assumptions
concerning attributes and behaviors of effective leaders (Offermann,
Kennedy, & Wirtz, 1994), suggest that leadership is culturally contin-
gent (House et al., 2004). For example, the GLOBE research program,
as well as a growing number of empirical studies (e.g., Lian, Ferris, &
Brown, 2012) have shown that the influence of leaders varies

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.leaqua.2020.101458&domain=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2020.101458
mailto:chinajms@126.com
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2020.101458
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/
www.elsevier.com/locate/leaqua


P. Li, J.-M. Sun, T.W. Taris et al. The Leadership Quarterly 32 (2021) 101458
considerably as a consequence of the cultural forces in the countries in
which the leaders function. Yet, the extent to which the relationship
of leadership and employee engagement is culturally contingent re-
mains unclear.

Tofill this gap, this study investigateswhether the strength of the as-
sociations between leadership and employee engagement varies across
national cultures. We aim to contribute to the literature in three ways:
First, by systematically meta-analyzing the moderating role of national
culture, our study sheds light on cross-cultural differences in the rela-
tionship between perceived leadership and employee engagement. As
suggested by Schyns and Schilling (2013), only the perception of leader
behavior by employees can affect employees' outcomes. Therefore, in
this study leadership refers to follower's perception of leader's behavior.
Second, in addition to transformational leadership, we include different
types of leadership constructs in our meta-analysis, such as authentic,
servant, engaging, and ethical leadership that were only to a limited ex-
tent covered in previous engagement studies (e.g., Bedi, Alpaslan, &
Green, 2016; Kim, Beehr, & Prewett, 2018). Finally, we examine a set
of potential methodological moderators of the leadership–employee
engagement relationship. Following these discussions, we draw atten-
tion to major limitations that currently apply to this field (especially a
strong reliance on cross-sectional designswhich cannot establish causal
effects due to endogeneity biases), and further provide pragmatic sug-
gestions for future research.

Leadership and employee engagement: A moderating effect of national
culture?

Although Bass (1997) argued that transactional leadership and
transformational leadership are culturally universal, numerous studies
have shown that culture moderates the relationship between leader-
ship and employee outcomes (Gelfand, Erez, & Aycan, 2007, for a re-
view). One might assume that cultural differences will also exist in the
leadership–employee engagement relationship, meaning that the rela-
tionships between leadership and engagement may be contingent on
certain cultural values (Kirkman, Chen, Farh, Chen, & Lowe, 2009; Lian
et al., 2012).

To address the questionwhether and towhat extent the relation be-
tween leadership and employee engagement differs across countries, in
line with previous cross-cultural meta-analyses (e.g., Rabl et al., 2014)
we rely primarily on national culture perspectives (House et al., 2004).
These perspectives emphasize that national cultural differences thwart
or even dictate whether management or leadership practices will be ef-
fective in different countries (Rabl et al., 2014). In addition, Gelfand,
Nishii, and Raver (2006) suggested that the variance in individual attri-
butes will be lower in countries with tight national cultures, because in
such countries strong norms clearly prescribe the behaviors that are ap-
propriate in particular situations, and there is a lower tolerance of devi-
ant behavior than in culturally looser countries (Rabl et al., 2014).
Therefore, we include tightness-looseness as an important country-
level moderator.

National culture
Hofstede (1980) defined national culture as the collective program-

ming of one's mind that distinguishes themembers of one group or cat-
egory of people from another. To investigate national culture as a
moderator of the leadership–employee engagement relationship, we
decided to first focus on power distance, uncertainty avoidance, collec-
tivism, assertiveness, and performance orientation. These are well-
established and well-tested dimensions of national culture (Hofstede,
1980; Rabl et al., 2014). Meta-analytic reviews suggest that collectivism
(Rockstuhl, Dulebohn, Ang, & Shore, 2012), power distance (Mackey,
Frieder, Brees, & Martinko, 2015), uncertainty avoidance (House et al.,
2004; Yan & Hunt, 2005), and masculinity vs. femininity (Zhang, Liu,
Xu, Yang, & Bednall, 2019) moderate the relationship between leader-
ship and employee outcomes. Further, we include future orientation,
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gender egalitarianism, and human orientation as important cultural
dimensions. The GLOBE leadership project demonstrated that these di-
mensions significantly differentiate among societies and organizations,
and that there is significant respondent agreement within cultures for
all these dimensions (House et al., 2004). It should be mentioned that
in the current study we examine the between-study moderating effect
of national culture.

The fit logic of national culture research (Rabl et al., 2014) suggests
that when leadership fits with a national culture, employees are likely
to feel satisfied, engaged, and committed. As a result, they may be able
or willing to perform well (Newman & Nollen, 1996). Therefore, we
argue that when leadership fits well with a national culture, the rela-
tionship between leadership and employee engagement will be stron-
ger. Previous studies have convincingly demonstrated that
transformational leadership (e.g., Hoch, Bommer, Dulebohn, & Wu,
2016), servant leadership (Hunter et al., 2013), ethical leadership
(Bedi et al., 2016), authentic leadership (Hoch et al., 2016; Neider &
Schriesheim, 2011), transactional leadership (Judge & Piccolo, 2004),
engaging leadership (Nikolova, Schaufeli, & Notelaers, 2019), charis-
matic leadership (Chen & Huang, 2016), and empowering leadership
(Kim et al., 2018) are positively related to employee engagement.
These eight leadership styles represent dimensions of positive leadership
(Hoch et al., 2016). Building on this argument, we propose that the best-
fitting national culture for an optimal relationship between positive
leadership style and subordinates' engagement is one high on gender
egalitarianism, high on human orientation, low on power distance,
low on in-group collectivism, high on performance orientation, high
on future orientation, high on assertiveness, and low on uncertainty
avoidance.

Gender egalitarianism. Gender egalitarianism is defined as the extent to
which “an organization or a society minimizes gender role differences
while promoting gender equality” (House et al., 2004). In a highly
gender-egalitarian society, individuals care about others, about the
quality of life and about interpersonal relationships (Hofstede, 2001).
As a result, employees are more likely to react positively to positive
leadership behaviors (as a kind of social exchange, Blau, 1964; Brown
& Treviño, 2006). Specifically, when followers perceive a leader as car-
ing and being concerned for their well-being or when they receive sup-
port and trust, they feel obliged to reciprocate that behavior (Bedi et al.,
2016; Gouldner, 1960). Therefore, the positive leadership–employee
engagement relationship should be stronger in a high gender-
egalitarian country (vs. low) (Hypothesis 1a).

Human orientation.Human orientation is the extent towhich an organi-
zation or society encourages and rewards individuals for being fair, al-
truistic, friendly, generous, caring, and kind to others (Den Hartog et al.,
1999). In high human orientation societies, members are responsible
for promoting the well-being of others and people are more strongly
urged to provide social support to each other than in other societies
(House et al., 2004). Therefore, cultures that emphasize social support
and promote others' well-being fit well with the nature of positive
leadership behaviors (e.g., caring and support; Bedi et al., 2016). Thus,
the positive leadership–employee engagement relationship will be
stronger in a high human orientation country (vs. low) (Hypothesis 1b).

Power distance. Power distance is “the extent to which a community ac-
cepts and endorses authority, power differences, and status privileges.
In high power distance countries, power, authority, and information
are unequally distributed” (House et al., 2004, p. 536), and reward allo-
cation is based on other criteria than performance (Aycan, 2005). Since
it is not one's capacities and performance that are rewarded, employee's
motivation to engage in their work may be reduced. Thus, this cultural
setting may reduce the effectiveness of leadership that aims to increase
performance by enhancing employee engagement. Conversely, in low
power distance cultures ability and performance play an important
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role in promoting and motivating employees (Rabl et al., 2014). Thus,
motivation related to leadership components such as trust and support
are more congruent with low power distance countries. Therefore, the
positive leadership–employee engagement relationshipwill be stronger
in a low power distance country (vs. high) (Hypothesis 1c).

In-group collectivism. In-group collectivism measures the degree to
which individuals are integrated into groups and “express pride, loyalty,
and interdependence in their families” (House et al., 2004). In high in-
group collectivistic cultures, individual achievement is not valued; and
even though individuals play an important role, rewards are often
given to the collective (Yan&Hunt, 2005). Selection and training/devel-
opment decisions are often based on personal connections, in-group
status, and social obligations (House et al., 2004). Contrarily, in low in-
group collectivistic cultures, greater weight is given to decisions based
on individual differences in ability, skills, and performance. In such cul-
tures, employee engagement-oriented leadership behaviors fit well
with this culture. Consequently, the positive leadership–employee en-
gagement relationship will be stronger in a low in-group collectivism
country (vs. high) (Hypothesis 1d).

Performance orientation.House et al. (2004) defined performance orien-
tation as the extent towhich a society “encourages and rewards innova-
tion, high standards, and performance improvement”. High
performance-oriented societies emphasize results more than people,
reward performance, and have a “can-do” attitude, whereas low
performance-oriented societies emphasize loyalty and belongingness
(House et al., 2004). Given the focus on results and performance in
high performance-oriented cultures, leadership that highlights perfor-
mance through employee engagement will fit well with such a culture.
Thus, the positive leadership–employee engagement relationship will
be stronger in a high performance-oriented country (vs. low)
(Hypothesis 1e).

Future orientation. Future orientation is the extent to which “members
of a society or an organization believe that their current actions will in-
fluence their future, focus on investment in their future, believe that
they will have a future that matters…” (House et al., 2004, p.285). Soci-
eties high on future orientation tend to have employees who are intrin-
sically motivated, achieve economic success, and value long-term
success more than low future orientation societies (House et al.,
2004). Thus, a high future-oriented culture could be a setting that en-
hances the effectiveness of leadership styles (e.g., trust, fairness and
support) that increase employee motivation. Therefore, the positive
leadership–employee engagement relation will be stronger in a high
future-oriented country (vs. low) (Hypothesis 1f).

Assertiveness. The concept of assertiveness reflects “beliefs as towhether
people are or should be encouraged to be assertive, aggressive, and
tough or nonassertive, nonaggressive, and tender in social relation-
ships” (House et al., 2004, p.395). High assertiveness cultures value suc-
cess and progress, hold just-world beliefs, and expect demanding and
challenging targets, whereas low assertiveness countries tend to value
people and warm relationships, and hold unjust-world beliefs (House
et al., 2004, p.405). The emphasis on “just world” in high assertiveness
countries has a better fit with positive leadership, such as social ex-
change and its associated norms of reciprocity and trust (Bedi et al.,
2016). The positive leadership–employee engagement relation will be
stronger in a high assertiveness country (vs. low) (Hypothesis 1 g).

Uncertainty avoidance. Uncertainty avoidance (UA) refers to the degree
to which “ambiguous situations are threating to individuals, to which
rules and order are preferred, and to which uncertainty is tolerated in
a society” (House et al., 2004, p.602). High uncertainty avoidance socie-
ties tend to take more moderate calculated risks, show stronger
3

resistance to change, and show less tolerance for breaking rules
(House et al., 2004, p.618). To reduce uncertainty, leaders in highUA so-
cieties often adopt structural formalization and centralization policies,
which reduces the degree to which important information and
decision-making are shared with subordinates. Conversely, in low un-
certainty avoidance cultures information is shared with employees.
Leadership components such as trust and support fits better with low
uncertainty avoidance countries. Therefore, the positive leadership–
employee engagement relationship will be stronger in a low uncer-
tainty avoidance country (vs. high) (Hypothesis 1 h).

Abusive supervision. Leaders' abusive behavior damages the quality of
social exchange between the victim and their leader (Peng,
Schaubroeck, & Li, 2014), and subordinates may decrease their work ef-
fort when they feel treated unfairly by their supervisors (Liu & Wang,
2013). As a result, abusive supervision is negatively related to employee
well-being (Tepper, Simon, & Park, 2017). Building on the cultural fit
logic, that is, when leadership does not fit with its national culture, the
relationship between abusive supervision (negative leadership; Mackey
et al., 2015) and employee engagementwill be strongly negative. For in-
stance, employees in a lowpower distance country aremore sensitive to
negative leadership behavior, because they believe that such negative
leadership behavior violates norms (i.e., does not fit with the national
culture) for interpersonal interactions (Hofstede, 1980; Zhang & Liao,
2015). Based on the above reasoning about how the national culture di-
mensions influence the positive leadership – employee engagement re-
lationship, we expect that.

Hypothesis 2. The relationship between abusive supervision and em-
ployee engagement will be more strongly negative in countries charac-
terized by high gender equalitarianism (H2a), high human orientation
(H2b), low power distance (H2c), low collectivism (H2d), high perfor-
mance orientation (H2e), high future orientation (H2f), high assertive-
ness (H2g), and low uncertainty avoidance (H2h) than in other
countries.

National culture's tightness-looseness. Cultural tightness-looseness is de-
fined as the strength of social norms and the degree of sanctioning
within societies (Gelfand et al., 2006), and refers to how external
norms and constraints relate to cross-cultural differences in behavior.
Gelfand et al. (2006) predicted that the variance in individual attributes
is less likely to occur in societies with tight national cultures because
norms are stronger in such societies and they have a lower tolerance
of deviant behavior than loose societies. Taras, Kirkman, and Steel
(2010) have found that the predictive power of national culture on em-
ployee individual workplace attitudes and behavior is stronger for
tighter, rather than looser cultures. Thus, the fit between leadership
and national culture will be more important in tight cultures: leaders'
practices that are congruent with employee expectations will have
stronger positive correlations with employee engagement, whereas
leadership that is inconsistent with employee expectations will have
stronger negative correlations with employee engagement for tight na-
tional cultures.

Hypothesis 3. Cultural tightness-looseness will moderate the positive
leadership–employee engagement relationship, such that the relation-
ship between positive leadership styles and employee engagement
will be more positive in countries characterized by a tight national cul-
ture as well as high gender egalitarianism (H3a), high human orienta-
tion (H3b), low power distance (H3c), low in-group collectivism
(H3d), high performance orientation (H3e), high future orientation
(H3f), high assertiveness (H3g), and low uncertainty avoidance (H3h),
compared to looser national cultures.

Hypothesis 4. Cultural tightness-looseness will moderate the abusive
supervision –employee engagement relationship, such that the
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relationship of abusive supervision–employee engagement will be
strongly negative in countries characterized by both a tight national cul-
ture and high gender equalitarianism (H4a), high human orientation
(H4b), low power distance (H4c), low in-group collectivism (H4d),
high performance orientation (H4e), high future orientation (H4f),
high assertiveness (H4g), and low uncertainty avoidance (H4h), com-
pared to loose national cultures.
Potential moderators

Publication status
Publication bias refers to researchers' and editors' inclination to pub-

lish only significant results (Rosenthal, 1979). There are mixed findings
regarding the effect of this “file drawer problem” on the relationship be-
tween antecedents and employee engagement. Whereas Bedi et al.
(2016) found strongermean-corrected correlations for published rather
than for unpublished studies, Christian et al. (2011) found a stronger
correlation between engagement and job characteristics (e.g., social
support and autonomy) for unpublished studies than for published
work. Overall, the effect of publication status on leadership and em-
ployee engagement is unclear.

Study design
It has been suggested that longitudinal studies should report lower

correlations than cross-sectional studies (Christian et al., 2011). In addi-
tion, as diary studies often account for more sources of variation,
Christian et al. (2011) suggested a stronger correlation for
within-person studies than for between-person designs. Thus, we will
investigatewhether the relations between leadership and employee en-
gagement differ across different study designs.

Measurement type
The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) (Schaufeli, Bakker, &

Salanova, 2006) is the most frequently used measure of employee en-
gagement (Christian et al., 2011). However, other measures are avail-
able and it is possible that the magnitude of a correlation will be
influenced by the measure that is used. For example, Christian et al.
(2011) found that the contextual performance–engagement relation
was significantly stronger for other measures than the UWES. Thus,
we will examine whether there are differences among the UWES and
other measures of engagement.

Rating source of leadership
In the leadership literature, the self-other rating agreement (SOA)

issue has beendiscussed by researchers (Zhang& Liao, 2015). It is highly
possible that a self-serving bias will affect the relationship between
leadership and employee engagement. As a result, leader-assessed lead-
ership may differ from employee-perceived leadership behavior, which
may influence the leadership employee engagement relationship.

In summary, the present study provides a meta-analytic estimate of
the degree to which the association between leadership and employee
engagement differs across countries and to what degree national cul-
ture, cultural tightness-looseness, and methodological moderators
may help to explain any such differences.

Method

Literature search
We conducted an extensive search to identify as many published

and unpublished studies as possible. Databases utilized in the search
were PsycINFO, Web of Science, EBSCO, ProQuest Dissertation, Scopus,
and Google Scholar. The search included terms related to (1) leadership
and (2) engagement. For leadership, we used the terms leadership,
leader, and supervisor; selected leadership terms were transformational
leadership, authentic leadership, ethical leadership, servant leadership,
4

abusive supervision, paternalistic leadership, charismatic leadership, and
transactional leadership. For engagement, we used the term work en-
gagement, and combinations of job, work, employee, physical, emotional,
cognitive, vigor, dedication, and absorptionwith the keyword engagement
(Christian et al., 2011). We also conducted a manual search in major
journals (i.e., Journal of Applied Psychology, Academy of Management
Journal, Personnel Psychology, Journal of Organizational Behavior, and
The Leadership Quarterly) and checked the reference lists of articles on
work engagement and leadership, including theoretical reviews
(e.g., Bakker & Albrecht, 2018; Carasco-Saul, Kim, & Kim, 2015) and
meta-analytic reviews (e.g., Banks, McCauley, Gardner, & Guler, 2016;
Hoch et al., 2016; Mackey et al., 2015). We obtained 4913 records
from searching the databases and 59 hits from manual search records.
The primary search was conducted in March 2018. In March 2020 we
updated our search (i.e., a search of published studies from 2018 to
March of 2020), resulting in an additional 2225 articles. After removing
1960 duplicated articles that due to searching in different databases, a
total of 5237 articles (3791 from primary search, and 1446 from
updating search) were advanced to title and abstract screening.

Primary inclusion criteria and coding procedures
For inclusion, each primary study had to (a) present a quantitative

field study; (b) contain measures of leadership and work engagement
at the individual level; (c) report sample sizes along with correlations
or statistical results that allowed us to adequately calculate effect size,
and (d) be written in English. Studies that did not meet these standards
were excluded.

The first screen of the primary searched abstracts was initially
double-screened for relevance by two of the authors with an initial
agreement of 94.5% (210 conflicts among 3791 studies); disagreements
were resolved to 100% agreement after discussion. The updating
searched 1446 articles were screened by the first author only. This pro-
duced 334 potentially relevant articles. In the second round, two of the
authors independently double-coded 100 articles. For these papers the
inter-rater observed agreement (e.g., sample sizes, reliabilities, effect
size, etc.) was 96.75%, and the initial Cohen's kappa was 0.70, which in-
dicates good agreement (Cohen, 1960). All discrepancies were resolved
after discussion, resulting in 100% agreement for inclusion. Then the
first author coded the remaining 234 articles, independently coding
the effect sizes twice after which differences were checked and
corrected. To deal with studies using the same data set, following sug-
gestions of Wood (2008), we recorded the names of all authors of
each study and then arranged these in alphabetic order to detect dupli-
cate studies. If studies had authors in common, we further checked the
study characteristics and samples. Ultimately we found 6 duplicate
studies (i.e., same author(s), same data). These were eliminated from
further analysis. Further, there are some studies only reporting regres-
sion coefficient. After contacting the primary authors to request the cor-
relation table, we deleted studies of which the authors failed to provide
the correlation table (n=14). Because researchers have suggested that
using standardized regression weights (i.e., beta coefficients) to impute
missing correlations is associatedwith potentially large biases when es-
timating aggregated effect sizes (Roth, Le, Oh, Van Iddekinge, & Bobko,
2018). This process produced 209 studies and 257 effect sizes (Online
supplementary Appendix A1 reports the included studies along with
sample sizes and effect sizes; Appendix A2 shows a flowchart of our lit-
erature search).

Finally, we included 9 leadership styles (i.e., transformational, au-
thentic, ethical, servant, charismatic, transactional, engaging, and
empowering leadership, and abusive supervision). Table 1 presents
the study characteristics for the nine leadership styles.

Meta-analysis procedures
Random effect meta-analytic procedures were applied using the R

metafor packages (Viechtbauer, 2017). The sample-weightedmean cor-
relations and their variances were corrected for sampling error. For



Table 1
Study characteristics for the leadership styles.

Leadership Styles Average year of publication Total number of studies Total number of samples N Number of published samples Same-time samples

Overall 2016 209 217 82,386 170(78%) 172(79%)
Transformational 2015 99 100 39,482 77(77%) 89(89%)
Authentic 2016 46 46 15,223 34(74%) 31(67%)
Ethical 2016 22 23 6940 22(96%) 14(61%)
Servant 2016 25 26 8639 17(65%) 17(65%)
Abusive Supervison 2016 11 11 2958 9(82%) 5(45%)
Transactional 2016 23 23 6664 13(57%) 21(91%)
Empowering 2017 10 10 8846 8(80%) 7(70%)
Charismatic 2015 4 4 2182 3(75%) 3(75%)
Engaging 2018 5 6 2087 4(67%) 4(67%)

Note: The total number of effect sizes are 257 (30 studies have included more than one leadership, for details see online supplementary Appendix A1). The included studies have been
published in more than 100 different journals, and there are 14 journals published more than three papers.
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those studies that only reported the correlation between leadership di-
mensions and engagement, we used Hunter and Schmidt's (2004) for-
mula to integrate effect sizes.

To test our hypotheses, we used a five-stage process. First, we tested
how each leadership style related to employee engagement. Second, we
conducted a 7 (leadership styles) × 8 (country level scores of culture)
moderation analysis to test the moderation effect of national culture.
We conductedmeta-regression for leadership styles that were included
in at least ten studies (Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, & Rothstein, 2011),
so engaging leadership (k=6) and charismatic leadership (k=4)were
excluded frommeta-regression analysis. An exception is abusive super-
vision as it is the only negative leadership in our study; and following
suggestions of Higgins and Thompson (2004), to control the risk of spu-
rious findings from our meta-regression models, permutation tests
(which is a specific form of resamplingmethods)were conducted if sig-
nificantmoderation effectwas found for small samples (i.e., k<10). The
permutation tests have been suggested as a well-established mean to
calculate significance levels in meta-regression analysis (Higgins &
Thompson, 2004), and we conducted it in R ‘metafor’ package by
using the “permutest” function (Viechtbauer, 2017, p.150–152). For
each study,we identified the country inwhich the survey had been con-
ducted. Unfortunately, studies did not usually include national culture
as a variable. Therefore, in line with previous meta-analyses (Rabl
et al., 2014; Rockstuhl et al., 2012), we used the GLOBE research scores
of each dimension (i.e., gender egalitarianism, human orientation,
power distance, in-group collectivism, performance orientation, future
orientation, assertiveness, and uncertainty avoidance; House et al.,
2004) as a measure of national culture. Note that some countries in
ourmeta-analysis were not included in the GLOBE research. Cultural di-
mensions of these countries were treated as missing value, which
makes the number of included studies in moderation analysis differ
Table 2
Meta-analysis results for leadership and engagement.

Variable k N r ρ SEρ Q

Transformational 100 39,482 0.418 0.430 0.022 1508.106***
Authentic 46 15,223 0.407 0.419 0.029 590.584***
Ethical 23 6940 0.440 0.457 0.047 398.612***
Servant 26 8639 0.465 0.474 0.035 206.250***
Abusive
Supervison

9 2662 −0.232 −0.233 0.026 13.539

Transactional 23 6664 0.270 0.275 0.034 146.315***
Empowering 10 8846 0.453 0.460 0.059 144.304***
Charismatic 4 2182 0.437 0.455 0.140 139.721***
Engaging 6 2087 0.342 0.345 0.051 24.655***

Note: N = total number of respondents; k = number of independent samples included; r = w
standard error for population estimate; I2 is an index of heterogeneity computed as the percen
vides information onwhether there is statistically significant heterogeneity (i.e., yes or nohetero
error = mean score correlation (corrected for unreliability for both variables and sampling erro
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from that in calculating the pooled effect sizes (i.e., Table 2). Third, to
test the joint moderation effect of national cultural dimensions and cul-
tural tight-looseness, we used Gelfand et al.'s (2011) scores to place 45
countries along this dimension (Rabl et al., 2014; Taras et al., 2010).
Fourth, we tested other potential moderators (e.g., publication status,
study design, andmeasurement of engagement) and tested for publica-
tion bias (Del Re, 2015). Finally, we performed several sensitivity anal-
yses and diagnostics by inspecting the outliers, funnel plot (trim and
fill), and P-curve; and correcting for measurement error. Specifically,
we conducted specific-sample removed sensitivity analyses by remov-
ing studieswith effect sizes that exceeded the 95%CI of the overall effect
size (Harrer, Cuijpers, Furukawa, & Ebert, 2019; Hunter & Schmidt,
2004). In addition, we used Cronbach's alpha coefficient of internal con-
sistency to correct correlations for artifact distributions ofmeasurement
error for perceptions of leadership and work engagement. In line with
previous meta-analysis (e.g., Mackey et al., 2015), for studies do not re-
port Cronbach's alpha, we used a mean internal consistency value from
other studies included in our meta-analysis. We reported these results
in the aggregated effect sizes in Table 2.

Results

Table 2 presents a summary of themeta-analytic results for the asso-
ciations between employee engagement and perceptions of different
leadership styles. The sample-size weighted average correlations were
positive for employee engagement and servant (k = 26, ρ = 0.474),
ethical (k = 23, ρ = 0.457), transformational (k = 100, ρ = 0.430),
charismatic (k = 4, ρ = 0.455), authentic (k = 46, ρ = 0.419),
empowering (k = 10, ρ = 0.460), engaging (k = 6, ρ = 0.345), and
transactional leadership (k = 23, ρ = 0.275). In addition, follower-
perceived abusive supervisionwas negatively associatedwith employee
Lower Upper I2 H2 ρCorrect
Measurement

error

ρsensitivity
analysis

Trim-and
fill

0.395 0.465 94.19% 17.2 0.473 0.432 0.468
0.371 0.465 91.95% 12.43 0.464 0.414 0.471
0.381 0.528 93.29% 14.91 0.499 0.426 0.558
0.420 0.525 89.48% 9.51 0.519 0.462 0.474

−0.280 −0.185 40.57% 1.68 −0.253 −0.233 −0.244

0.212 0.336 85.65% 6.97 0.326 0.266 0.343
0.365 0.546 93.50% 15.39 0.495 0.469 0.571
0.213 0.644 96.36% 27.48 0.508 0.455 0.641
0.254 0.430 80.52% 5.13 0.389 0.345 0.366

eighted mean correlation; ρ = sample-size-weighted mean observed correlation; SEρ =
tage of variability in effects sizes that are due to true differences among the studies; Q pro-
geneity). ρsensitivity analysis=specific-sample removed sensitivity analyses; ρcorrect measurement

r variance).
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engagement (k = 9, ρ = −0.233). It should be mentioned that in the
current study, all the “effect sizes” between different leadership styles
and employee engagement are correlations and cannot be interpreted
as causal effects.

Although the leadership–employee engagement effect sizes were
statistically significantly different from zero, the size of the underlying
correlations varied considerably (from −0.233 to 0.474). In addition,
as indicated in Table 2, we found a significant Q statistic and high I2 (ap-
plying the 75% rule described in Hunter & Schmidt, 2004), which indi-
cates there is sufficient heterogeneity for potential moderators to be
investigated (D'Innocenzo,Mathieu, &Kukenberger, 2016). Next,we re-
port the test of moderation effects of national culture and the results of
other moderators.

Moderation effects: National culture
Hypothesis 1 stated that the correlations of positive leadership style

and subordinates' engagement will be stronger for members in coun-
tries of high gender egalitarianism, high human orientation, low
power distance, low collectivism, high performance orientation, high
future orientation, high assertiveness, and low uncertainty avoidance.
Out of 56 tested interactions (8 National characteristics × 7 Leadership
styles), we found 10 significant moderation effects (i.e., 17.86%) (for a
summary, see Table 3). We describe these moderation results below
(for detailed results see online supplementary Appendix B).

Gender egalitarianism. We found that gender egalitarianism negatively
moderates the relationships between several leadership styles and em-
ployee engagement (for transformational leadership, k = 83, B =
−0.260, p = .021; and empowering leadership, k = 8, B = −0.487,
p = .019, ppermutation test = 0.044). Contrary to our prediction, the effect
size (i.e., mean corrected correlation) was higher (k = 23, ρ = 0.500;
and k = 1, ρ= 0.678 for transformational leadership and empowering
leadership, respectively) in countries with low gender egalitarianism
(i.e., 1 standard deviation below themean) than in high gender egalitar-
ianism countries (k=14, ρ=0.324; and k=1, ρ=0.181 for low trans-
formational leadership and empowering leadership, respectively). The
relationships between leadership styles of authentic (k = 36, B =
−0.194, p = .109), ethical (k = 17, B = 0.419, p = .085), servant
(k = 20, B = −0.048, p = .825), and transactional (k = 20, B =
0.099, p = .546), and engagement were not different between high
and low gender egalitarian countries (H1a was not supported).

Human orientation. We found that human orientation negatively mod-
erates the relationship between empowering leadership and employee
engagement (k=8,B=−0.244, p=.007, ppermutation test= 0.040). Con-
trary to our prediction, the mean corrected correlation was lower (k =
1, ρ = 0.182) in countries with high human orientation than in coun-
tries with low human orientation (k=2, ρ=0.678). Other moderation
effects of human orientation on leadership–employee engagement
Table 3
Summary of analyses of moderation effect of national cultures.

Variables Gender
Egalitarianism

Human
orientation

Power
Distance

In-group
Collectivism

Per
Or

Transformational 1 0 0 0
Authentic 0 0 1 0
Ethical 0 0 0 0
Servant 0 0 0 0
Abusive
Supervison

0 1 0 0

Transactional 0 0 0 0
Empowering 1 1 0 0

Note: 1 = significant interaction; 0 = insignificant.
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effect sizes were insignificant (for transformational, k = 83, B =
0.073, p = .238; authentic, k = 36, B = 0.045, p = .590; ethical, k =
17, B=−0.028, p= .812; servant, k=20, B=−0.162, p=.365; trans-
actional, k = 20, B = 0.094, p = .236) (Hypothesis 1b was not
supported).

Power distance. The results showed that power distance positivelymod-
erates the relationship between authentic leadership and employee en-
gagement (k=36, B=0.165, p= .046). Contrary to our prediction, the
mean corrected correlationwas higher (k=10, ρ=0.558) in countries
with high power distance (i.e., 1 standard deviation above the mean)
than in low power distance countries (k= 8, ρ= 0.390). No other sig-
nificantmoderation effects for power distancewere found (for transfor-
mational, k = 83, B = −0.007, p = .910; servant, k = 20, B = 0.084,
p= .484; transactional, k=20, B=0.027, p= .752; empowering lead-
ership, k = 8, B = 0.483, p = .103, ppermutation test = 0.152; and ethical
leadership, k = 17, B = −0.153, p = .219) (Hypothesis 1c was not
supported).

In-group collectivism. The results showed that in-group collectivism did
not statistically significantly moderate any leadership–employee en-
gagement relationship (for transformational, k = 83, B = 0.006, p =
.858; authentic, k = 36, B = 0.049, p = .310; ethical, k = 17, B =
−0.057, p = .403; servant, k = 20, B = 0.054, p = .330; transactional,
k = 20, B = −0.019, p = .658; and empowering leadership, k = 8,
B = −0.307, p = .574). Hypothesis 1d was not supported.

Performance orientation. The results showed that performance orienta-
tionmoderates the relationship between leadership styles (for transfor-
mational leadership, k=83, B=0.225, p= .009; authentic leadership,
k=36, B=−0.413, p= .005) and employee engagement. Specifically,
contrary to our hypothesis, the mean corrected correlation was higher
(for transformational leadership, k=5, ρ=0.488; authentic leadership,
k=7, ρ=0.566) in countries with low performance orientation (i.e., 1
standard deviation below themean) than in countrieswith high perfor-
mance orientation (transformational leadership, k=43, ρ=0.478; au-
thentic leadership, k = 3, ρ = 0.223). Performance orientation did not
statistically significantly moderate other leadership–employee engage-
ment relationships (for ethical, k= 17, B=−0.004, p= .988; servant,
k = 20, B = −0.0106, p = .456; transactional, k = 20, B = 0.010, p =
.928; and empowering leadership, k = 8, B = −0.293, p = .437). Hy-
pothesis 1e was not supported.

Future orientation.We found future orientation positivelymoderates the
relationship between leadership styles of ethical (k = 17, B = 0.348,
p = .019) and empowering (k = 8, B = −0.420, p = .021, ppermutation

test = 0.042) and employee engagement. The mean corrected correla-
tion was higher (for ethical leadership, k = 3, ρ = 0.723; empowering
leadership, k = 7, ρ = 0.564) in countries with high future orientation
than in average future orientated countries (for ethical leadership,
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formance
ientation

Future
Orientation

Assertiveness Uncertainty
Avoidance

Ratios of significant
interactions/

interactions tested
(%)

1 0 0 0 0.25
1 0 0 0 0.25
0 1 0 0 0.13
0 0 0 1 0.13
0 0 0 0 0.13

0 0 0 0 0.00
0 1 0 0 0.38
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k= 14, ρ= 0.420; empowering leadership, k = 1, ρ= 0.182); No fur-
ther statistically significant moderation effects of future orientation on
the relationship between leadership and employee engagement were
found (transformational, k = 83, B = 0.030, p = .638; servant, k =
20, B = −0.013, p = .927; authentic, k = 36, B = −0.029, p = .748;
transactional, k = 20, B = −0.025, p = .750). Hypothesis 1f was par-
tially supported.

Assertiveness. Assertiveness did not statistically significantly moderate
any leadership–employee engagement relationship (for leadership
styles of transformational, k = 83, B = 0.072, p = .307; authentic,
k = 36, B = 0.114, p = .261; ethical, k = 17, B = 0.161, p = .292; ser-
vant, k = 20, B = 0.107, p = .353; transactional, k = 20, B = −0.074,
p = .296; empowering, k = 8, B = 0.393, p = .064, ppermutation test =
0.136). Thus, Hypothesis 1 g was not supported.

Uncertainty avoidance. We found uncertainty avoidance negatively
moderates the servant leadership–employee engagement relationship
(k = 20, B = −0.198, p = .014). As expected, the mean corrected cor-
relation was lower (k = 6, ρ = 0.343) in countries with high UA than
in countries with low UA (k = 4, ρ = 0.678). Other moderation effects
of UA were statistically not significant (for transformational, k = 83,
B= 0.064, p = .290; authentic, k = 36, B =−0.051, p = .602; ethical,
k = 17, B = −0.096, p = .322; transactional leadership, k = 20, B =
0.015, p = .876; and empowering leadership, k = 8, B = −0.183,
p = .191). Hypothesis 1 h was partially supported.

Hypothesis 2 stated that national culture would moderate the abu-
sive supervision–employee engagement relationship. Human orienta-
tion significantly moderates the abusive supervision–employee
engagement relationship (k=8, B=−0.176, p= .012, ppermutation test=
0.006). As expected, the negative correlation was higher in countries
with high human orientation (k = 7, ρ = −0.254) than in countries
with low human orientation (k = 1, ρ = −0.131). The moderation ef-
fects of gender egalitarianism (k = 8, B = 0.248, p = .235), power dis-
tance (k = 8, B = 0.165, p = .344), ingroup-collectivism (k = 8, B =
−0.061, p = .067, ppermutation test = 0.142), performance orientation
(k = 8, B = −0.192, p = .493), future orientation (k = 8, B = 0.275,
p = .037, ppermutation test = 0.101), and assertiveness (k = 8, B =
0.123, p = .039, ppermutation test = 0.114), and uncertainty avoidance
(k=8, B=−0.056, p= .425) on the relationship between abusive su-
pervision and engagement were insignificant (only Hypothesis 2b was
supported). Note that the subgroup estimates were based on a small
number of primary studies.

Tightness-looseness of national culture
Hypotheses 3 proposed that the fit between positive leadership and

national culturewill bemore important in tight cultures. Out of 48 inter-
actions, we did not find any significant interaction effects (Hypotheses
3a-hwere not supported, detailed results can be found in online supple-
mentary Appendix C).

P. Li, J.-M. Sun, T.W. Taris et al.
Table 4
Meta-analysis results for leadership and engagement: the role of publication status.

Leadership Subgroup k ρ SEρ

Transformational published 77 0.456 0.026
unpublished 23 0.474 0.035

Authentic published 34 0.430 0.028
unpublished 12 0.493 0.078

Servant published 17 0.490 0.047
unpublished 9 0.566 0.048

Transactional published 13 0.264 0.050
unpublished 10 0.311 0.043

Note: k=number of independent samples included. ρ=correlation for population estimate co
estimate; I2 is an index of heterogeneity computed as the percentage of variability in effects siz
there is statistically significant heterogeneity (i.e., yes or no heterogeneity).
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Similarly, no significant results were obtained for the joint effects of
cultural tightness-looseness and national culture on abusive
supervision-employee engagement. Thus, Hypotheses 4 was not sup-
ported, detailed results can be found in online supplementary
Appendix C.

Other moderators

Publication status. Table 4 moderation analyses revealed no significant
differences between published (k = 77, ρ = 0.456; k = 34, ρ =
0.430; k= 17, ρ= 0.490; k= 13, ρ= 0.264, respectively) and unpub-
lished studies (k=23, ρ=0.474; k=12, ρ=0.493; k=9, ρ=0.566;
k = 10, ρ = 0.311, respectively) for transformational (t = 0.173, p =
.678), authentic (t = 0.592, p = .442), servant (t = 1.285, p = .257),
and transactional leadership (t = 0.498, p = .480), and employee
engagement.

Study design. Table 5 reports the moderation analysis of study design.
Ethical (t = 8.063, p = .005) and servant leadership (t = 5.115, p =
.024) and employee engagement showed stronger mean corrected cor-
relations for cross-sectional studies (k = 15, ρ = 0.571; k = 17, ρ =
0.570) than for longitudinal (k=8, ρ=0.354; k=9, ρ= 0.417) stud-
ies. Although transformational (t = 0.487, p = .485), authentic leader-
ship (t=0.178, p= .673) and employee engagement showed stronger
mean corrected correlations for cross-sectional studies (k = 90, ρ =
0.459; k = 42, ρ = 0.455, respectively) than for longitudinal studies
(k= 6, ρ= 0.404; k= 3, ρ= 0.389), the difference were insignificant.
Finally, we compared the effect sizes ofwithin-person level (e.g., a given
employee's engagement fluctuates daily in response to his or her boss's
behavior that day) correlations and between-person level
(e.g., employees of abusive supervision have lower engagement than
employees of positive leadership) correlations (McCormick, Reeves,
Downes, Li, & Ilies, 2020). Transformational leadership showed stronger
mean corrected correlations for between-person level correlations (k=
98, ρ=0.460, 95% CI [0.417, 0.503]) than for within-person level corre-
lations (k=5, ρ=0.315, 95% CI [0.126, 0.504]), but the difference was
not significant (t= 2.146, p= .143). Interestingly, for abusive supervi-
sion, the mean corrected correlation was stronger for within-person
level studies (k = 3, ρ = −0.268, 95% CI [−0.509, −0.028]) than for
between-person level studies (k = 8, ρ = −0.252, 95% CI [−0.307,
−0.197]), but the difference was not significant (t = 0.017, p = .895).

Measurement of engagement and leadership. Transformational leadership
(t= 4.055, p= .044) showed stronger mean corrected correlations for
studies using other measurements of work engagement (k = 20, ρ =
0.535) than UWES (k = 78, ρ = 0.442). Authentic (t = 2.244, p =
.134), ethical (t = 1.900, p = .168), servant leadership (t = 3.100,
p= .078), transactional leadership (t=0.702, p= .402) and employee
engagement showed no significant mean corrected correlations
95%CI Q I2 t p

Lower Upper

0.404 0.507 1381.94 0.95 0.173 0.678
0.405 0.543 125.919 0.83
0.375 0.485 255.528 0.87 0.592 0.442
0.341 0.645 308.031 0.96
0.399 0.582 142.699 0.89 1.285 0.257
0.472 0.66 45.5675 0.82
0.165 0.362 116.981 0.90 0.498 0.480
0.226 0.396 28.4129 0.68

rrected for attenuation due to sampling error variance; SEρ=standard error for population
es that are due to true differences among the studies; Q provides information on whether



Table 5
Meta-analysis results for leadership and employee engagement: the role of study design.

Leadership Subgroup k ρ SEρ 95%CI Q I2 t p

Lower Upper

Tansformational Cross-sectional 90 0.459 0.023 0.414 0.503 1308.22 0.93 0.487 0.485
Longitudinal 6 0.404 0.075 0.257 0.551 131.919 0.96

Authentic Cross-sectional 42 0.455 0.030 0.396 0.514 526.618 0.92 0.178 0.673
Longitudinal 3 0.389 0.154 0.087 0.691 38.6415 0.95

Ethical Cross-sectional 15 0.571 0.061 0.452 0.69 246.09 0.94 8.063** 0.005
Longitudinal 8 0.354 0.046 0.264 0.445 41.1839 0.83

Servant Cross-sectional 9 0.417 0.052 0.315 0.518 46.4211 0.83 5.115* 0.024
Longitudinal 17 0.570 0.041 0.49 0.65 120.01 0.87

Note: *,p< .05; **, p< .01; k=number of independent samples included. ρ=correlation for population estimate corrected for attenuation due to sampling error variance; SEρ=standard
error for population estimate; I2 is an index of heterogeneity computed as the percentage of variability in effects sizes that are due to true differences among the studies; Q provides in-
formation on whether there is statistically significant heterogeneity (i.e., yes or no heterogeneity).

Table 6
Meta-analysis results for leadership and employee engagement: the role of measurement of engagement.

Leadership Subgroup k ρ SEρ 95%CI Q I2 t p

Lower Upper

Tansformational UWES 78 0.442 0.026 0.391 0.492 1221.23 0.94 4.055* 0.044
Others 20 0.535 0.039 0.459 0.611 199.121 0.90

Authentic UWES 39 0.436 0.032 0.373 0.499 514.985 0.93 2.244 0.134
Others 6 0.543 0.063 0.418 0.667 42.7477 0.88

Ethical UWES 19 0.514 0.055 0.406 0.621 357.245 0.95 1.900 0.168
Others 3 0.370 0.089 0.196 0.544 13.6491 0.85

Servant UWES 23 0.499 0.037 0.426 0.572 189.472 0.88 3.100† 0.078
Others 3 0.648 0.076 0.499 0.797 7.2796 0.73

Trasactional UWES 15 0.310 0.030 0.251 0.368 48.9366 0.71 0.702 0.402
Others 8 0.237 0.081 0.078 0.396 86.1617 0.92

Note: for subgroup sample size <3, we did not test the subgroup analysis. †, p < .10, *, p < .05; UWES= Utrecht work engagement scale; k=number of independent samples included.
ρ=correlation for population estimate corrected for attenuation due to sampling error variance; SEρ=standarderror for population estimate; I2 is an index of heterogeneity computed as
the percentage of variability in effects sizes that are due to true differences among the studies; Q provides information onwhether there is statistically significant heterogeneity (i.e., yes or
no heterogeneity.
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difference for other measures (ρs = 0.543, 0.370, 0.648, 0.237) than for
the UWES (ρs =0.436, 0.514, 0.499, 0.310, respectively) (see Table 6).
Finally, regarding the moderation effect of rating sources on the rela-
tionship between transformational leadership and employee engage-
ment, the results showed that the effect size was stronger for
employee perceived transformational leadership (k = 95, ρ = 0.470,
95% CI [0.427, 513]) than for leader-reported (k = 3, ρ = 0.154, 95%
CI [−0.117, 425]), t = 5.10, p = .023.
Sensitivity analyses and diagnostics
The sensitivity analyses revealed that after removing outliers

(i.e., the study's confidence interval does not overlap with the confi-
dence interval of the pooled effect, Harrer et al., 2019), most results
did not differ much from the overall meta-results (see Table 2). How-
ever, the I2 (i.e., total heterogeneity/total variability) has been de-
creased, with mostly below the 75% described in Hunter and Schmidt
(2004). Specifically, we found positive correlations between employee
engagement and leadership styles of transformational (with 28 studies
removed, k = 72, ρ = 0.432, I2 = 42.39%), authentic (with 16 studies
removed, k = 30, ρ = 0.414, I2 = 68.69%), ethical (with 8 studies re-
moved, k = 15, ρ = 0.426, I2 = 63.77%), servant (with 8 studies re-
moved, k = 18, ρ = 0.462, I2 = 52.92%), empowering (with 2 studies
removed, k= 8, ρ= 0.469, I2 = 86.11%), charismatic (with 1 study re-
moved, k = 3, ρ = 0.455, I2 = 17.89%), engaging (with 1studies re-
moved, k = 5, ρ = 0.345, I2 = 46.23%), and transactional (with 4
studies removed, k = 19, ρ = 0.266, I2 = 45.13%). Lastly, the effect
sizes of follower-perceived abusive supervision with employee engage-
ment was same (k = 9, ρ = −0.233).
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Publication bias
A common issue that has been discussed inmeta-analysis research is

the file-drawer or publication bias problem,which assumes that a study
with a loweffect size is less likely to be published than a studywith high
effect sizes (Harrer et al., 2019; Rosenthal, 1979). To examine this kind
of bias, we used funnel plot, Eggers test, and trim-and fill approach. For
seven leadership styles included in our study (publication bias analysis
were not conducted for engaging leadership and charismatic leadership
due to small sample size), the funnel plots show that effect sizes in our
review are symmetrically distributed around the aggregated effect size
(see online supplementary Appendix D), suggesting that publication
bias issue is not severe (Card, 2012). Since the funnel plot only provides
a subjective assessment of publication bias, we further used Egger,
Smith, Schneider, and Minder's (1997) regression test. Specifically, the
p-value of Egger's test was statistically not significant (for leadership
styles of transformational, k = 100, t = −0.47, p = .636; authentic,
k = 46, t = −0.709, p = .482; servant, k = 26, t = −0.007, p = .994;
abusive, k = 9, t = 0.174, p = .867; transactional, k = 23, t =
−0.988, p= .334; empowering, k=10, t=−2.129, p= .07; for an ex-
ception is ethical leadership, k=23, t=−0.231, p= .031). We should
be cautious to interpret Egger's results when the number of studies is
small (i.e., k< 10). Finally, we used Duval's (2005) trim and fill method.
A test of the null hypothesis that the number of missing studies (on the
chosen side) is zero was retained only for servant leadership. The ad-
justed effect size for servant leadership was same as the overall pooled
effect size (see Table 2). However, for transformational leadership (with
11 added studies, k = 111, adjusted ρ = 0.468, 95% CI [0.429, 0.505]),
authentic (with 10 added studies, k = 56, adjusted ρ = 0.471, 95% CI
[0.424, 0.516]), ethical leadership (with 8 added studies, k = 31,



P. Li, J.-M. Sun, T.W. Taris et al. The Leadership Quarterly 32 (2021) 101458
adjusted ρ= 0.558, 95% CI [0.479, 0.627]), abusive supervision (with 1
added studies, k=10, adjusted ρ=−0.244, 95% CI [−0.296,−0.191]),
transactional leadership (with 7 added studies, k = 30, adjusted ρ =
0.343, 95% CI [0.275, 0.408]), and empowering leadership (with 4
added studies, k = 14, adjusted ρ = 0.571, 95% CI [0.455, 0.669]), the
trim-and-fill procedure shows that our initial results were
underestimated due to publication bias, and the “true” effect when con-
trolling for selective publication might be higher than the original
pooled effect sizes.

Recently, researchers argued that publication bias is mostly due to
P-hacking (i.e., by selectively removing outliers, choosing different out-
comes, controlling for different variables, researchers make a non-
significantfindingbecoming significant, Harrer et al., 2019). Amodel se-
lection method called P-Curve has been suggested to examine such a
publication bias (McShane, Böckenholt, & Hansen, 2016). Accordingly,
using R package “dmetar” (Harrer et al., 2019) we tested such kind of
publication bias. The results showed that our meta-analysis has a
quite high power estimation. Specifically, for leadership styles of trans-
formational (k=96, 96% included, power estimate is 99% (95% CI: 99%–
99%), authentic (k=46, 100% included, power estimate is 99% (95% CI:
99%–99%), ethical (k = 23, 100% included, power estimate is 99% (95%
CI: 99%–99%), servant (k = 26, 100% included, power estimate is 99%
(95% CI: 99%–99%), abusive (k = 9, 100% included, power estimate is
97% (95% CI: 90%–99%), transactional (k = 20, 86.96% included, power
estimate is 99% (95% CI: 99%–99%), and empowering (k = 9, 90% in-
cluded, power estimate is 99% (95% CI: 99%–99%). These results suggest
that for the leadership styles included in our study evidential values are
present, and that they are not absent or inadequate, so the P-Curve esti-
mates that there is a “true” effect size behind our findings, and that the
results are not the product of publication bias and P-hacking alone. The
“true effect sizes” for authentic, ethical, servant, empowering, and abu-
sive supervision were same as the initial pooled effect sizes given all
studies were included when we estimate the p-hacking bias. To esti-
mate the “true effect sizes” for transformational and transactional lead-
ership, we used the Hedges (1984) model selection method, as
McShane et al. (2016) found that the original Hedges approach per-
formed better than P-Curve and P-uniform approaches in more realistic
settings. The Hedges (1984) adjusted effect sizes showed that for trans-
actional leadership (ρ=0.306, 95% CI: 0.231, 0.380) the adjusted effect
sizes were higher than the initial pooled effect sizes, whereas theywere
lower for transformational leadership (ρ=0.429, 95% CI: 0.360, 0.499).
Because the Hedges (1984) and trim-and-fill approaches are based on
different assumptions about publication bias (i.e., small sample bias
and p-hacking bias), the results were not exactly consistent, and there-
fore we reported both results (Harrer et al., 2019). Although using con-
ventional tests we find no severe publication bias, we cannot rule out
this possibility. Most of the primary field studies we included are
endogeneity plagued, which may increase the likelihood of any result,
both published and unpublished, to be statistically significant. Thus,
no method, even p-curving, will be able to detect this bias. Again, one
should be cautious in interpreting the publication bias results when
the number of studies is small (i.e., k < 15; Kepes, Banks, & Oh, 2014).

Discussion

This study aimed to examine how the leadership–employee engage-
ment relationship varies across national cultures. The results showed
that 10 out of 56 national cultures × leadership styles moderating ef-
fects were significant, which to some extent supports the claim that
leadership is culturally contingent (House et al., 2004). Specifically,
the leadership–employee engagement relationship is stronger in coun-
tries high on future orientation (for ethical leadership and empowering
leadership), and low on uncertainty avoidance (servant leadership).

Although we found other significant moderating effects of national
culture as well, most of these went against our hypotheses. Specifically,
contrary to national culture-based logic, the leadership–employee
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engagement relation was stronger in countries low on gender egalitar-
ianism (for transformational and empowering leadership), low on
human orientation (empowering leadership), low on performance ori-
entation (for transformational and authentic leadership), high on
power distance (for authentic leadership). Similarly, Rabl et al. (2014)
found that the high performancework system (HPWs)-business perfor-
mance relationship was more strongly positive in high power distance
countries. The moderating effect of assertiveness was not supported.
To some extent, these results are in linewith previousmeta-analytic re-
sults that on average, HPWS do not work better when they fit the na-
tional culture (Rabl et al., 2014). Similarly, Rockstuhl et al. (2012)
found that national culture did not affect the relationships between
leader-member exchange with task performance and organizational
commitment.

Further, the results indicated that the relation between abusive su-
pervision and employee engagement is stronger in countries high on
human orientation. Whereas Zhang and Liao (2015) found that power
distance moderates the relationships between abusive supervision
and subordinates' performance, we did not replicate this effect for en-
gagement. One explanation is that the influence of culture may depend
on the study outcomes (cf. Lian et al., 2012, who found that whether
power distance exacerbated or mitigated the effect of abusive supervi-
sion depended on the outcome).

Third, our results suggest that in general, national cultural factor
does not constrain the correlations of transactional leadership, ethical
leadership, and servant leadership with subordinates' work engage-
ment. The relationship between ethical, servant, and transactional lead-
ership and employee engagement appears to be stable across national
cultural factors (compared to transformational, authentic, and
empowering leadership). These results are in line with the cultural uni-
versal argument. For instance, previous study compared leadership in
Western and Asian countries and showed cultural universality for sup-
portive (e.g., servant), and contingent reward (e.g., transactional) leader
behaviors (Dorfman et al., 1997). Interestingly, while House et al.
(2004) found that the effects of transformational leadership did not de-
pend on culture, in our study we found that the relation between trans-
formational leadership and employee engagement was stronger in
countries low on gender egalitarianism and low on performance orien-
tation. Thus, these results supported both the cultural contingency and
cultural universal arguments.

Finally, although our study includesmore than 209 studies involving
45 countries, the hypothesized interaction effects between national cul-
ture and cultural tightness-looseness were not supported. Out of 56 in-
teractions, we did not find any significant interaction effect. These
results are not in line with previous meta-analytic studies. For instance,
Taras et al. (2010) found that cultural values have significantly stronger
effects on outcomes in culturally tighter countries than in looser coun-
tries. Similarly, Rabl et al. (2014) found that in tight cultures, the rela-
tionship between HPWS and business performance was more positive
in national cultures that were relatively low on power distance and/or
high on performance orientation (for similar findings see Liu, Jiang,
Shalley, Keem, & Zhou, 2016). However, our results did not replicate
these interaction effects on engagement. A tentative explanation is
that both national culture values and cultural tightness–looseness
scores (Gelfand et al., 2011)were taken fromother studies andmatched
with the data in our meta-analytic data set, which is a conservative way
to test these interaction effects. Taken together, our findings indicate
that the relationship between national culture and leadership–
employee engagement is more complex and nuanced than suggested
in the literature, as it varies not only with leadership style but also
with national culture.

Implications for leadership and employee engagement research

Our study contributes to the leadership literature by systematically
investigating how different leadership styles relate to employee
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engagement. Although the findings that leadership styles that are typi-
cally considered ‘positive’ (e.g., ethical and servant leadership) are pos-
itively associated with employee engagement while abusive
supervision was negatively related to employee engagement may not
be surprising, this further emphasizes the importance of leadership in
the workplace. Importantly, we comprehensively examined how na-
tional culture relates to the leadership–employee engagement relation-
ship. The results supported both the cultural contingency and cultural
universality arguments, in that the leadership–employee engagement
correlations in some cases depend on national cultural characteristics
(e.g., human orientation, gender egalitarianism, and UA), whereas the
correlations between ethical, servant, transactional leadership and em-
ployee engagement appear to be stable across national cultural factors.
Finally, the current study supports recent calls from researchers to in-
corporate a wider array of cultural values beyond individualism–
collectivism to understand how cultural values work (Gelfand, Leslie,
& Fehr, 2008). Accordingly, we have offered some initial evidence show-
ing that for leadership, not only collectivism and power distance, but
also gender egalitarianism (2/7 significant interactions), future orienta-
tion (2/8 significant interactions), and performance orientation (2/8 sig-
nificant interactions) are important cultural dimensions (for a summary
see Table 3). Althoughwe used the permutation tests to control the risk
of spurious findings from meta-regression as suggested by Higgins and
Thompson (2004), note that the significant findings reported herewere
not Bonferroni corrected for multiple testing. After Bonferroni adjust-
ment of the alpha level (i.e., p= .00089), none of our tested interactions
were significant, meaning that there is a risk of increased Type I error in
our findings. Future investigations are necessary to validate the results
that were found in our meta-analysis. In addition, our meta-analysis is
limited by including only studies written in English, which is especially
problematic when focusing on country differences. Future research can
apply a multi-language meta-analysis when comparing leadership ef-
fectiveness across countries (e.g., Hiller, Sin, Ponnapalli, & Ozgen, 2019).

Finally, the majority of the literature included in our meta-analysis
are based on traditional survey data with cross-sectional research de-
sign (79%), which has a strong potential of endogeneity bias in their
findings and makes it difficult to conclude any causal relationships be-
tween leadership and employee engagement. We strongly recommend
and believe that future research should pay more attention to the
endogeneity issues in research models and try to address this issue in
research designs. Below, we provide a research agenda for future re-
search, with a special emphasis on various methodological issues. We
hope this could shed some lights for researchers about how to better ad-
vance studies on the relationship between leadership and employee
outcomes in the future.
Recommendations for future research

Study designs
Although we conducted an exhaustive search for relevant studies,

we are disappointed that we found only one experimental study
among working populations (Kovjanic, Schuh, & Jonas, 2013), and the
majority of articles included in this meta-analysis employed a cross-
sectional design (i.e., 79%); excludingnine experience samplingdesigns,
most “longitudinal designs” are time-laggedmeasurement designs (the
mean time lag is 8.47 weeks, and 19/30 used time intervals within one
month) with only one used repeatedmeasurement (i.e., Nikolova et al.,
2019), which might lead to endogeneity bias and that precludes draw-
ing strong causal inferences (Antonakis, Bendahan, Jacquart, & Lalive,
2010). Endogeneity bias refers to an instance when a predictor variable
(whether categorized as independent variable, mediator, ormoderator)
is associated with the error term of the outcome variable (Antonakis
et al., 2010). Therefore, an important direction for future research on
leadership and employee engagement is to advance causal
identification.
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Several strategies have been identified to improve causal identifica-
tion. For instance, better measures, data and sample, and statistical ap-
proaches (for a review see Shaver, 2019). In the current study, we
highlight two ways that have often been proposed to deal with the
issue of endogeneity and make valid causal inferences possible: experi-
mental designs and the use of instrumental variables (Antonakis et al.,
2010; Fischer, Dietz, & Antonakis, 2017). One obvious reason for the
use of experimental designs is that it can provide evidence for causality
(Podsakoff & Podsakoff, 2019). The logic of an experiment is that the or-
igin of the change in dependent variable (e.g., work engagement) stems
from only the manipulated variable (i.e., leadership) (Antonakis et al.,
2010). When designing an experiment, the randomized experiment is
always the golden standard, in which several issues need to be carefully
considered by researchers: manipulation check, control group, sample
size, and ethical issues (for other recommendations for conducting ex-
perimental research, see Eden, 2017; Lonati, Quiroga, Zehnder, &
Antonakis, 2018). Below, we explain these issues in detail.

Manipulation check
When conducting an experimental study in the laboratory, onemust

make sure that “the manipulations of leadership phenomena are valid,
representative, fair, and powerful enough to produce the intended ef-
fects” (Podsakoff & Podsakoff, 2019). This is because manipulation
checks can minimize the risk of “demand effects”, which refers to
“changes in behavior by experimental subjects due to cues about what
constitutes appropriate behavior” (Zizzo, 2010). Studies on abusive su-
pervision (e.g., Porath & Erez, 2007), servant leadership (Podsakoff,
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Klinger, 2013), charismatic (Howell & Frost,
1989), and transformational leadership (Kovjanic et al., 2013) provide
insights into how successfully manipulating leadership in an experi-
mental setting could be conducted. For example, researchers have
used video (Podsakoff et al., 2013), and pen and paper methods (Van
Dierendonck, Stam, Boersma, DeWindt, & Alkema, 2014) tomanipulate
servant leadership (Eva, Robin, Sendjaya, van Dierendonck, & Liden,
2019).

Control group
When conducting an experiment, researchers should always con-

sider to add a control group and randomly assign participants to a con-
trol group or an experimental group. Makin and de Xivry (2019) listed
“absence of an adequate control condition/group” to assess the effect
of intervention (or manipulation) as one of the ten common statistical
mistakes. This is because changes in outcome measures can be caused
by other elements of the study that do not directly relate to the manip-
ulation. Therefore, for any experimental studies in the future that in-
tends to examine the effect of a leadership manipulation on employee
outcomes, it is crucial to compare the effect of this experimentalmanip-
ulation with the effect of a control condition (e.g., transformational
leadership (TFL) versus non-TFL; Kovjanic et al., 2013).

Sample size
It is also important to have enough respondents for detecting a de-

sired effect.With a small sample size, the effect size of the false positives
is large and it is alsomore susceptible for missing an effect that exists in
the data (Type II error) (Makin & de Xivry, 2019). Hence, for leadership
research with large samples, researchers can reduce the possibility of
not detecting an influence when in fact leadership has an influence on
outcomes. Accordingly, Makin and de Xivry (2019) proposed two sug-
gestions: (a) present evidence that study has sufficient power to detect
an effect (e.g., a priori power analysis); (b) or perform a replication of
study.

Ethical issues
Finally, when conducting an experiment, ethical issues should al-

ways be considered for treating human participants. Especially, re-
searchers should “minimize ethical concerns about harm to



Table 7
Suggestions for future leadership and employee engagement designs.

1. Where it possible, using randomized experiment to establish causality.

a. Adding a control group and randomly assign participants to the manipulation
group or control group.

b. Sample size: present evidence that a study has sufficient power to detect an
effect (e.g., a priori-power analysis) or perform a replication of study.

c. In addition to use students employees to conduct laboratory study, researchers
are encouraged to conduct more field experiments and using work populations
as participants (Antonakis, Bastardoz, Jacquart, & Shamir, 2016).

d. Always test whether manipulation of leadership works (preferably with
external samples, Lonati et al., 2018) to minimize “demand effects”. For an
example of video manipulation of servant leadership, see Podsakoff et al. (2013).

e. Ethical issues (“Minimizes ethical concerns about harm to participants, inequity,
paternalism, and deception”, Podsakoff & Podsakoff, 2019)

2. If employing a survey design:

a. Using instrumental variable models (e.g., cognitive ability) for leadership study
to combat endogeneity bias.

b. Employing panel designs (or intensive longitudinal designs) such as experience
sampling method.

c. Using validated measurement of leadership.

3. When considering country difference of leadership effectiveness.

a. Directly measure culture values of participants (e.g., cultural
tightness-looseness).

b. Including participants from multiple countries.
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participants, inequity, paternalism, and deception” (Podsakoff &
Podsakoff, 2019). The study should be approved by the local Ethical
Committee and in accordance with some general guidelines
(e.g., APA's Ethical Principles of Psychologists and Code of Conduct,
American Psychological Association, 2010).

A secondway to combat the endogeneity issue is to use instrumental
variable estimation (Maydeu-Olivares, Shi, & Fairchild, 2020). The un-
derlying idea is that using only the exogenous part of the variation in
the independent variable x (the part not associated with the error
term e) to estimate its effect on the dependent variable y (Sajons,
2020). Specifically, cross-sectional and longitudinal field studies could
be extended with instrumental variable models (IVs, that is, another
variable zwhich causes variation in x, but which is not influenced by si-
multaneity or omitted variables, Sajons, 2020) to separate the effects of
the endogenous variable from method bias (see Antonakis et al., 2010;
Daryanto, 2020, for a tutorial in SPSS; Sajons, 2020, for technical details).
Typically, stable individual differences such as demographic informa-
tion, personality, and cognitive ability could be used as instrumental
variables (Antonakis et al., 2010; Hughes, Lee, Tian, Newman, &
Legood, 2018). Larcker and Rusticus (2010) suggested that cognitive
ability is more suitable as an instrumental variable than personality
(Hughes et al., 2018).

In addition to using instrumental variable estimation, stronger sur-
vey designs should be employed which allows us for causal identifica-
tion (Shaver, 2019). A strong reliance on cross-sectional designs and
self-report within the leadership – employee engagement research
has impeded us to draw meaningful causality conclusions from these
findings. Especially, none of these articles has dealt with the
endogeneity issue within their design. This issue in leadership studies
has been raised by several researchers (e.g., Antonakis et al., 2010; Eva
et al., 2019; Shaver, 2019). Therefore, future research should employ
stronger survey designs. For instance, using longitudinal designs to in-
vestigate possible reverse causation between leadership and its
subordinate-related “outcomes”, because leader behaviors and em-
ployee reactions might mutually affect each other (Kim et al., 2018;
Nielsen & Taris, 2019).We consistently found that concurrent study de-
signs result in stronger correlations than time-lagged designs (excep-
tions are servant leadership and abusive supervision). Similar results
were reported by Christian et al. (2011) who found that longitudinal
studies usually reported lower correlations than cross-sectional studies.
However, it is possible that the influence between variables may be re-
versed or even reciprocal. We thus recommend leadership researchers
to employ longitudinal designs (and use instrumental variable models)
in their research in order to test the causal direction (e.g., Nikolova et al.,
2019).

Measurement of leadership and employee engagement
Our subgroup analysis showed that the correlation between trans-

formational leadership and employee engagement was weaker when
leader-reported scores were used to measure leadership styles than if
employee perceptions of leadership were used, but the moderation
test showed no significant difference. To some extent this agrees with
Kim et al. (2018) who reported that the association between leadership
and contextual performance was stronger for self-reported than for
other-reported criteria. Future research can use multisource ratings of
leadership and investigate whether “a seeing eye in eye effect” (Matta,
Scott, Koopman, & Conlon, 2015) influences employee engagement.

Measurement of cultural values
Although we examined the effects of national culture on leadership

and employee engagement relations, these cultural values were not di-
rectly assessed in the studies included in this meta-analysis. This ap-
proach might underestimate the true relationship between culture
and leadership–employee engagement relationships (Rockstuhl et al.,
2012). Echoing Rockstuhl et al.'s recommendation, future research
should consider including subordinates' cultural values and test
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whether effects at the individual level are similar to what we found at
the national level. This especially applies to the tightness-looseness di-
mension. Several meta-analyses (Rabl et al., 2014; Taras et al., 2010)
and empirical studies (e.g., Aktas, Gelfand, & Hanges, 2016) have dem-
onstrated the merits of including this dimension, but in our study we
did not find the hypothesized interaction effects. Therefore, more em-
pirical studies are needed in future research. It should be noted some
moderation analyses of national culture in our study were based on
small sample sizes. Thus, we should be cautious in interpreting these re-
sults as Type-I errors are likely to occur when using 15 or fewer studies
in a meta-analysis (Field, 2001). Only one article we reviewed has in-
cluded samples from multiple countries (i.e., Rahmadani, Schaufeli,
Ivanova, & Osin, 2019). Future leadership research could try to include
multiple national samples within the same study, and to include differ-
ent cultural dimensions thatmay help clarify the effectiveness of leader-
ship across cultures (Dickson, Castaño, Magomaeva, & Den Hartog,
2012).

In summary, we offer three overall suggestions for future leadership
– employee engagement research regarding the research design and
measurement in Table 7.
Practical implications

From a practical perspective, our findings offer a guide for practi-
tioners to better understand how different leadership styles relate to
employee engagement. Consistent with previous research (e.g., Hoch
et al., 2016), our study confirms the positive association of employing
positive leadership styles and employee engagement, and a negative as-
sociation of abusive supervision and employee engagement across cul-
tures. The strongest relations with engagement were found for servant
leadership, ethical, and empowering leadership. Managers who wish
to increase employee engagementmay consider to broadcast these pos-
itive leadership styles and avoid abusive supervision behaviors. Note
that our results cannot be interpreted as causal due to the fact that the
included studies suffer from endogeneity bias.

Notably, our results indicate that servant, transactional, and ethical
leadership are desirable, independent from the cultural context. Espe-
cially the correlations with employee engagement are relatively stable
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when accounting for other national cultural variables. Insofar as current
findings on the positive associations between leadership styles and em-
ployee engagement, this suggests that organizations aiming to enhance
employee engagementmay benefit fromdeveloping leadership training
programs (Knight, Patterson, & Dawson, 2017) to promote servant and
ethical leader behaviors.

In addition, our findings highlight the role of cultural differences in
the relationships between some leadership styles
(e.g., transformational leadership, authentic leadership, empowering
leadership, and abusive supervision) and employee engagement in dif-
ferent cultural context. To improve cultural fit, leaders may consider a
country's national culture (House et al., 2004) when making decisions
or when interacting with employees from different cultural
backgrounds.

Accordingly, leadership development programs (especially for those
who work in a multi-cultural context) would benefit from integrating
leader, follower, and national characteristics (Aktas et al., 2016;
Padilla, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2007). When designing a training program,
mangers need to consider in what kind of national culture a new leader
will be going to work, and make sure that leadership is contingent with
employees' culture values. Especially, they should use the knowledge
that national culture and leadership styles jointly affect some
leadership–employee engagement relationships (e.g., the empowering
– employee engagement relationship is more strongly positive for na-
tional cultures with a low performance orientation); a greater focus
on ethical standards and followers (i.e., ethical and servant leadership,
Hoch et al., 2016) in leadership training and education is not a guaran-
tee, but it could promote employee engagement as these two leadership
styles are desirable globally. However, causal assertions are not war-
ranted since the current review is mainly based on cross-sectional
studies.

Conclusion

Researchers as well as practitioners have since long argued that
leadership affects employee functioning, including their levels of en-
gagement. The present study confirmed the assumed positive relation-
ship between several leadership styles and employee engagement. An
investigation of the moderating effects of national culture revealed
that culture may moderate the leadership–employee engagement rela-
tionship, whereas leadership styles like servant leadership and ethical
leadership are seen as desirable everywhere (i.e., the relationship do
not vary across cultural factors). And the negative correlation between
abusive supervision andwork engagement seems less likely to be influ-
enced by national cultural characteristics (1/8 significant interaction).
Thus, our study supports both culture consistency and cultural contin-
gency for leadership effectiveness. Since most of the included studies
in this meta-analysis were cross-sectional, the methodology of
leadership–employee engagement research needs to be improved to
strengthen the plausibility of causal claims regarding the effects of lead-
ership; especially experimental designs should be conducted in the
future.

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2020.101458.
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