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Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations among variables (N = 427)
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Gender 143 .50 -
2. Job position 2.36 116 -217 -
3. Organizational tenure (years) 7.74 4.50 11" 48" -
4. Empowering leadership 3.43 0.72 -.05 157 10" -
5. Self-efficacy 363 060 -01 .08 07 47" -
6. Felt accountability 3.45 060 -147 23" 18" 537 547 -
7. Job stress 327 084 01 -02 -0l -05  -.06 24 -
8. POS 311 063 -16" 20 14" 6™ 377 517 -07

Note. Gender: Male = 1, Female = 2

Job position: Staff/Associate = 1, Assistant manager = 2, General manager = 3, Senior manager = 4, Executive = 5

POS = Perceived organizational support
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86.10, df =269, p <.001, CFI
93, TLI = 92, RMSEA = 06, SRMR = .05, 3
N Q9o the =g HYEE vz = 1245.14,
df = 272, p <001, CAlL = 82, TLI = S8I,
RMSEA = .09, SRMR = .09, 27) f<lof| thst
2y AT y2 = 1802.92, df =274, p <

001, CFI = .72, TLI = .70, RMSEA = 11,
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Table 2. Results of model comparison analyses
X2 df CFI TLI RMSEA  SRMR AIC
Hypothesized model .
(Fully mediaced) 230.73 88 96 95 .06 .06 358.73
Alternative model s
(Partilly mediared) 216.25 87 97 95 .05 .06 346.25
Note. ™ p <.001
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Figure 2. Standardized path estimates for the research model

o
Note.

* p <.001, Control variables: Gender, Job position, Organizational tenure

Table 3. Results of bootstraps (5,000) for indirect effects

95% Confidence interval

Mediator Boot coefficient Boot SE
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Self-efficacy -12 .04 -22 -.05
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Table 4. Moderating effect

of perceived organizational support

between self-efficacy and

job stress
Job stress
Step Variables
b SE Péi ¢ R AR
Gender .16 .08 .10 1.92
1 Job position .01 .04 .01 14 .01 .01
Organizational tenure -.00 04 -01 -.01
Self-efficacy (A) -.06 .07 -.04 -78
2 .01 .01
POS (B) -.06 .07 -04 -.80
3 A X B -.18 .10 -.10 -1.90 .02 .01

Note. POS = Perceived organizational support

g G BARCE foskA 2 Ao
2 YRt B = -.10, AR = 01, ns), WA
2 AFA AAE 7HE 3 71AEAT 7

ZA8 wHEF ZA4E AAEH] HAsiA
= AA, wiAEITE FoRlsior s, =4,
A1 FEHR1 AN =HE AR}
Aok atal, iAo w FEHHQl gt
HHH 2dwRlY 45 AE a3t 79
gofoF gtk 7pgo] FEE|ojof dtt

‘T{]—»

L

o s

A]

(Muller, Judd, & Yzerbyt, 2005). wetAl, Fo}&
TR AR2EG A 2F 2HA U] 2
2ol fonsir] gorm=z a9y Yy
A3t ARz BAC Qo] AU
2lo] zpot@7re| wfEIES AT Aol
3 PR 71 s m=d 712 E ik
o=z T g2 sl
Al 227

Efzo] A 83E £

0171—31].

)}
S =

g=1
2l

Table 5. Moderating effect of perceived organizational support between felt accountability

and job stress

Job stress
Step Variables
b SE g ¢ R AR
Gender .16 .08 .10 1.92
1 Job position .01 .04 .01 .14 .01 .01
Organizational Tenure -.00 .04 -01 -.01
Felt accountability (A) 54 08 38 717"
2 12" a1
POS (B) -32 07 -24 -4.49"
3 A X B -23 09 -12 -2.53" 137 o

At

Note. p<.05, “p<.01,

" p<.001, POS = Perceived organizational support
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Table 6. Significance of simple regression

support level

olmielal 2|EiAlo] Paelo] NPAEA|AY OjX|s UTHA Hat:
RfotE52Tt MjZte] ofHEnIet FRIX|RUOIAC] TREI opf2 D}

line according to perceived organizational

Perceived organizational

95% Confidence interval

b SE
support LLCI ULCI
-1SD (-.63) .66 .09 49 84
Felt accountability Mean (0) .52 .08 37 .67
+1SD (+.63) .38 .10 .19 .57

oA AAE i} 2o,
3 AATHB = 38, p < .001)F A AU
(B = -24, p < 0009 FEHT} FTF Ao
2 YEPFOHF = 1126, p < 001, AR =
D, AP 2AA AR Y] s AE AR
P SAHCE FAAB = 12, p < 09),
2483 9o WE B3P FE AW
2 IRAHAJKF = 1057, p
= .01).

TAHCE AF2EH2d] tigh A7
ZAAARIA Y A3 Ag Ayt 2T
FE= 1Dl Wt w3 FFoE e
oA ZRlsr] fJ8l @ 71e7] HS(simple

28 ~Ef 2o o
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]

Ju—

off

-

A ox A
fol
N

Job stress

w

slope test) S AAIBIH A, 1 AIE Figure 391
AT I”lA ERlE= nke} o], =
Az LA 0] =& wrHT}; & o U7
A 2Ed 20 BH #A7F © AsiA dE
e S SIS 5 vk o224, AR
Ql2jo] v 2H AEYrE
ol AF dFol ¥ A Zeolga A%
gt 7Hd 4= AAH A

A

FRR|oIAe] ZHE ophE)

e CEPCIECER P EE B
23l Preacher, Rucker & Hayes(2007)7]' A ok3k

e
=

* +--Low perceived
organizational support

“— High perceived
organizational support

Low felt accountability

High felt accountability

Figure 3. Interaction effect of felt accountability and perceived

organizational support on job stress
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Table 7. Moderated mediating effect of perceived organizational support by felt
accountability
DV: Felt accountability
b SE £ ¢
Gender -11 05 -09 217"
Job position .05 .02 .10 2.12°
Organizational tenure .00 .00 .07 1.62
Empowering leadership 42 .03 .50 1234
DV: Job stress
b SE yés I3
Gender 20 .08 12 255"
Job position -.02 .04 -.02 -41
Organizational tenure -.00 .00 -.02 -44
Empowering leadership -.19 .07 -17 275"
Felt accountability (A) .59 .08 42 7.49™"
Perceived organizational support (B) -,21 .08 -.16 263"
A X B -22 .09 -11 2417

Note. " p <05, ™ p <01, ™ p <001
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Two-sided Effect of Empowering Leadership on Follower’s Job Stress:
The Mediation Effect of Self-efficacy and Felt Accountability and

Moderated Mediation by Perceived Organizational Support

Yun Jin Kang Young Woo Sohn

Department of Psychology, Yonsei University

In this study, we aimed to investigate the two-sided effect of empowering leadership on follower’s job
stress by focusing on the potential for positive and negative effects of empowering leadership. Based on
the empowerment theory and the role theory of accountability, we examined the mediating effects of
self-efficacy and felt accountability and the moderated mediation effects of perceived organizational
support(POS) in the relationship between empowering leadership and job stress. A total of 427 Korean
employees participated in this study through an online survey. The results show that empowering
leadership has indirect effects on job stress mediated by self-efficacy and felt accountability. Specifically,
empowering leadership reduced job stress via increased self-efficacy, while increased job stress via increased
felt accountability. Evidence was also found of the moderating role of POS: the positive relation between
felt accountability and job stress was stronger for those with a low level of POS than those with a high
POS. However, the moderating effect of POS was not found in the relationship between self-efficacy and
job stress. In addition, the mediating effect of felt accountability was moderated by POS in the
relationship between empowering leadership and follower’s job stress. Based on the results, we discuss

several implications, limitations, and recommendations for future research.
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