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Introduction: Paradoxical leadership has recently been put forward as an

approach to leadership that may transcend the inherent contradictions in

contemporary organizational and personnel management. Empirical research on

its potential role for bolstering employee well-being remains scarce. This study

investigated whether paradoxical leadership positively impacts employee well-

being, which is operationalized as employees’ job, career and life satisfaction. We

rely on sense-making theory to investigate whether such effects are mediated by

the mitigation of employee job insecurity perceptions.

Methods: Convenience sampling techniques were used to collect longitudinal

survey data between March and September 2021. In total 287 workers provided

usable data. Their ages ranged from 18 to 67 years and were active in various

organizations in the Netherlands. Validated measures were used to assess

paradoxical leadership, job insecurity, job, career, and life satisfaction. A time-

lagged path analysis in Mplus 7.0 was conducted to investigate relationships.

Results: The results suggest that paradoxical leadership is positively related to

job, career and life satisfaction over time. The relationships between paradoxical

leadership and job and career satisfaction are partially mediated by the mitigation

of perceived job insecurity.

Discussion: Paradoxical leadership plays a role in fostering worker well-being in

these turbulent times. Paradoxical leaders may also help their followers to reframe

and better deal with challenging working conditions. Despite the longitudinal data

design, an additional data-wave would allow for more stringent testing of the

proposed mediation effect, and due to convenience sampling generalization of

findings is limited.
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career satisfaction, life satisfaction, job insecurity, paradoxical leadership, sense-making
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1 Introduction

In a recent report of the World Health Organization [WHO]
and International Labour Organization [ILO] (2022) work is
more than ever regarded as both an opportunity and a risk
for worker health and well-being. The risks have been amplified
over the last decade as macro-economic developments, like
technological disruptions, population aging, and the globalization
of production and service chains led to important changes in the
working environment (e.g., introduction of artificial intelligence,
restructuring, flexibilization of labor) and thereby to increased
pressure and stress and uncertainty as well (Kalleberg, 2011; Di
Fabio, 2017; Engbersen et al., 2020; Yam et al., 2023). More recently,
global crises like COVID-19 further impacted employment and
career prospects in various sectors as well as the well-being of
workers and their families in a negative way (Handwerker et al.,
2020; Gaspar et al., 2021). Hence, more action is needed to foster
worker well-being as their well-being is also intertwined with the
well-being of their communities, and efforts could therefore aid the
realization of SDG-3 (Good health and well-being) (International
Labour Organization [ILO], 2022; World Health Organization
[WHO] and International Labour Organization [ILO], 2022; Nilsen
and Kongsvik, 2023).

Fostering employee well-being is hence an increasing concern
in today’s organizational practice (Huettermann and Bruch, 2019).
A key facet of well-being at work is job satisfaction, or the positive
emotional state resulting from an employees’ job appraisal and
may encompass facets like job conditions, job content and social
relationships (Locke, 1976; Spector, 1997). Abundant research has
investigated how organizations can provide work opportunities
that facilitate employee well-being through human resource
management (HRM) and leadership practices (Den Hartog et al.,
2013; Inceoglu et al., 2018; Das and Pattanayak, 2023). However,
these insights (and related practices) may not fully address the
inherent paradoxical tensions (e.g., efficiency vs. innovation, long
term vs. short term, task vs. people oriented) that characterizes
these turbulent times and therefore run the risk of falling short. One
of the key concerns to date for personnel management is how to
reconcile, in HRM practices and leadership, the foci on employee
well-being and organizational performance (Salas-Vallina et al.,
2021).

The role of leaders is considered vital in supporting workers
exposed to challenging and stressful work environments in order
to maintain employee well-being (Harms et al., 2017; Inceoglu
et al., 2018). In the leadership literature paradoxical leadership
has recently been put forward as an approach that may transcend
the inherent contradictions in contemporary organizational and
personnel management (Zhang et al., 2015, 2021, 2022). It is
grounded in Eastern philosophy on handling paradoxes, which can
embrace, integrate and transcend opposites. Western approaches to
handling of paradoxes is merely analytical and considers opposites
as separate parts, instead of considering them as a whole. According
to Zhang et al. (2015) paradoxical leadership invites us to capture
paradoxes from an Eastern perspective that encompasses a set of
behaviors that may appear to be contradictory, yet interrelated.
These can, when applied over a longer time window, meet the
competing demands of modern workplaces. Paradoxical leadership
has been linked in a positive way to several different facets

of favorable employee behavior including (innovative) employee
performance (Li et al., 2018), voice behavior (Li et al., 2020; Xue
et al., 2020; Shehata et al., 2023), creativity (Zhang et al., 2022)
and organizational citizenship behavior (Li et al., 2018, 2020; Xue
et al., 2020; Meng et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 2021; Liu and Pak,
2023; Shehata et al., 2023). In contrast to employee behavior as an
outcome, fewer studies have looked at employee well-being. Recent
studies have uncovered positive linkages with work engagement
(Fürstenberg et al., 2021; Shehata et al., 2023) and psychological
well-being (Li et al., 2022). In particular the relationship between
paradoxical leadership and job satisfaction has barely been studied
empirically. Only one study reported a positive relationship in
the public sector (Backhaus et al., 2022). This study’s objective
is first of all to further close this gap by empirically exploring
the relationship between paradoxical leadership and an overlooked
aspect of employee well-being, i.e., job satisfaction. In addition, we
want to extend research on paradoxical leadership and employee
wellbeing as an outcome by investigating to what extent paradoxical
leadership may also spill over to well-being beyond one’s current
job, in terms of career and life satisfaction. These days work and
non-work domains are permeable and careers more boundaryless
(Guan et al., 2019; McDaniel et al., 2021). Therefore, career
satisfaction – or the accumulated evaluation of one’s career so far-
and life satisfaction, or the overall appraisal of one’s life (Diener
et al., 1985; Hagmaier et al., 2018) are studied as outcomes in
addition to job satisfaction. Thus far, these relationships have not
been studied empirically. Hence, our second research objective is
to extend research on paradoxical leadership to well-being beyond
one’s job.

The third objective of this study is to enhance our
understanding of the explanatory mechanisms that underly
the relationship between paradoxical leadership and well-being.
This has been called upon by scholars like Fürstenberg et al. (2021).
We build and extend Fürstenberg et al. (2021) and Zhang et al.
(2021)’s recent theorizing regarding the effects of paradoxical
leadership by relying on sense-making theory (Weick, 1995) and
the Job Demands-Resources Model (JD-R, Demerouti et al., 2001).
It has been proposed that paradoxical leaders, through consciously
combining opposing behaviors, may nurture the experienced
resourcefulness of the working environment, like enhancing
employee autonomy and goal clarity (Fürstenberg et al., 2021).
The way paradoxical leaders can alter the working environment
is through stimulating sense-making among followers. In the face
of an increasingly challenging working environment, paradoxical
leaders can sense and shape both the productive opportunities or
job resources and redefine the threats or job demands in a more
malleable way (Zhang et al., 2021). Thus far others have empirically
demonstrated that paradoxical leadership positively contributes to
the experienced job resources. We propose that paradoxical leaders
may also mitigate experienced job demands. The underlying
tenet is that through their behavior leaders may shape followers’
demanding job conditions, as established in earlier research (e.g.,
Tuckey et al., 2012). The job demand we put forward in this study is
job insecurity, or the perceived threats to the job itself (Greenhalgh
and Rosenblatt, 1984). Job insecurity is an established work stressor
(Langerak et al., 2022) with negative consequences for employee
satisfaction which includes job satisfaction, career satisfaction and
life satisfaction (Otto et al., 2011; Alarco et al., 2012; Jiang and
Lavaysse, 2018). Research has indicated that this stressor is linked
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to economic turmoil in the labor market (e.g., unemployment
rates) as well as organizational changes (e.g., downsizing) (Shoss,
2017). Uncertainty regarding one’s role in the organization is
inherent to paradoxes (Maitlis and Sonenshein, 2010) and triggers
sense-making processes in workers (Zhang et al., 2021). Hence, this
study investigates whether paradoxical leadership may mitigate
perceptions of job insecurity, and thereby can protect employee
well-being.

In sum, this study contributes in several ways to the literature.
First, it investigates how a timely leadership style like paradoxical
leadership may contribute to employee job satisfaction (Backhaus
et al., 2022) and spill over to well-being beyond one’s job (career
satisfaction and life satisfaction). Second, by investigating the
mediating role of job insecurity, we contribute to theorizing on the
effects of leadership styles on employee well-being (Inceoglu et al.,
2018). Specifically, we elaborate on how leaders may shape their
followers’ perceived job demands by making use of sense-making
theory (Weick, 1995) in addition to the Job Demands-Resources
Model (JD-R, Demerouti et al., 2001). Finally, we also add to the
literature on the determinants of job insecurity, wherein the role
of leadership as an interpersonal factor has barely been studied
in comparison to personal, macro-economic and organizational
factors (Shoss, 2017). These relations are studied by means of an
online time-lagged survey among Dutch employees.

2 Theory and hypotheses

2.1 Paradoxical leadership

Leadership has been defined in several ways. Common
ground can be found regarding “an emphasis on the social
influence process it involves, whereby leaders facilitate individual
and collective efforts to accomplish common goals” (Oreg and
Berson, 2019, p. 273). Typically, leadership literature has mainly
been concerned with employee and organizational performance
(Inceoglu et al., 2018), with some portraying it as one of the
most important contributing factors (e.g., Zaccaro et al., 2001).
What constitutes leadership has been sought in both leader’s
personal characteristics (e.g., personality, demographic variables)
and leadership behaviors, which are more stable leadership styles
that exceed specific situations (Oreg and Berson, 2019). Over the
last decades several leadership styles have been identified ranging
from more task-oriented (e.g., transactional leadership), relational-
oriented (e.g., participative leadership, servant leadership), change-
oriented (e.g., charismatic and transformational leadership) and
passive leadership (e.g., laissez-faire leadership) (Derue et al., 2011;
Yukl, 2012; Inceoglu et al., 2018).

Paradoxical leadership is a constructive leadership style
that transcends these seemingly contradictory aforementioned
behavioral orientations and fits with managing the paradoxical
issues that organizations are facing in globalized markets where
digitization and innovative technology are developing at a
rapid pace (Zhang et al., 2015). A paradoxical organizational
problem consists of contradictory but interrelated elements that
are presented simultaneously and for a long time (Smith and
Lewis, 2011). They operate between opposing elements that
“seem logical individually but inconsistent and even absurd when

juxtaposed” (Smith and Lewis, 2011, p. 382). Yet, these opposing
elements are highly interdependent, because they are bounded
simultaneously to the opposing poles (Smith and Lewis, 2011).
Therefore, separation is unfruitful, and the opposing elements
in paradoxical tensions should be addressed simultaneously to
sustain organizational performance over the long term (Lewis,
2000; Smith and Lewis, 2011; Hahn and Knight, 2021). Prototypical
examples are the tension between profitability and responsibility,
long term versus short term, control versus freedom, differentiation
versus integration (Clegg et al., 2002; Bloodgood and Chae, 2010).
Also, the day-to-day people management is beset with paradoxical
tensions and paradoxical leadership, which encompasses a set of
behaviors that may appear to be contradictory, and is likely to
attune to the competing demands of modern workplaces (Zhang
et al., 2015).

The behavioral style of a paradoxical leader can be situated
on five dimensions that consists of two “sides” that depend on
and complement each other (Zhang et al., 2015). In situational
and contingency perspectives on leadership, effective leadership
behaviors is a matter of choosing for being for instance directive or
participative (“either/or”) depending on the demands of the work
context. In contrast, paradoxical leadership implies behaviors that
one is accepting and aims to harmonize or integrate (“both/and”)
competing demands (Zhang et al., 2015). Effective long term
paradoxical leaders are assumed to (1) combine self-centeredness
with other centeredness, (2) maintain both distance and closeness,
(3) treat followers uniformly while allowing for individualization,
(4) enforce work requirements while allowing flexibility and (5)
maintain decision control while allowing autonomy. The first
dimension refers to the ability of a leader to remain the central
influential source on the work floor while also tuning in to
workers’ needs and allow for shared leadership with followers. The
second dimension comprises of the ability to maintain hierarchical
differences in resolving work-related issues, but at the same time
build strong interpersonal relationships with followers. The third
dimension is about ensuring harmony between uniformity and
individuality by treating employees equally based on agreements
and rules, while simultaneously making distinctions based on
individual’s wishes and talents. Finally, the last two dimensions
both relate to the tension between control and empowerment.
While the fourth concerns the ability to exert behavioral control
(e.g., work processes) while allowing for flexibility, the fifth refers
to the ability to maintain decision control (as in output control)
while simultaneously stimulating employee autonomy.

Empirical studies have demonstrated that managers who
exhibit paradoxical leadership are most effective in dealing with
conflicting organizational issues in the short and long term
(Pearce et al., 2019). Also, the beneficial consequences for
organizational and employee performance have been demonstrated
which includes indicators such as task performance (Zhang et al.,
2015, 2021) as well as indicators of contextual performance,
including creativity (Shao et al., 2019; Yang et al., 2021), innovative
behaviors (Ingram et al., 2016; Zhang et al., 2021), adaptability
(Zhang et al., 2021), voice behavior, and organizational citizenship
behavior (Li et al., 2018, 2020; Xue et al., 2020; Meng et al., 2021;
Zhang et al., 2021; Liu and Pak, 2023; Shehata et al., 2023).

As with most leadership styles, implications for employee well-
being remains far less studied compared to performance outcomes
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(Inceoglu et al., 2018). In this study we look into employee well-
being by examining three concepts that serve as our outcome
variables: job satisfaction, career satisfaction and life satisfaction.

2.2 Indicators of well-being: job, career
and life satisfaction

Job satisfaction refers to the subjective well-being of individuals
at work (Judge et al., 2020) and builds on Locke’s (1976) original
definition, which is “a pleasurable or positive emotional state
resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or job experiences” (p. 1304).
In this study, we focus on global job satisfaction or the overall
affect that workers experience regarding their job, and not on
the satisfaction with particular job features (e.g., pay, co-workers)
(Bowling and Hammond, 2008). Over time, job satisfaction has
been studied extensively and appeared important for various other
and more distal outcomes including individual motivation and
performance, which is also of organizational concern (Aziri, 2011).

Career satisfaction can be considered the longer-term outcome
of having satisfying jobs. Career satisfaction can be expressed by
objective indicators like salary, or by people’s subjective experience
of being happy with their work over the career span (Ng et al.,
2005). In line with Spurk et al. (2011) and Greenhaus et al. (1990),
we define it as individuals’ assessment of progress to different
career-related goals and successes (e.g., development, income,
overall successes). As work is an important aspect in life, which
takes a considerable amount of time and energy of people, we argue
that life satisfaction is also an important factor. Simply put, people
need to earn a living, but additionally, individuals thrive for work
that can make and keep them happy, healthy and productive (De
Vos and Van der Heijden, 2015).

Life satisfaction concerns the appraisal of one’s life in general
and thus refers to one’s global satisfaction with life (Diener et al.,
1985; Kjell and Diener, 2021). Since work is such an important
aspect in an individual’s life, both job and career satisfaction
might relate or spill-over to life satisfaction. Indeed, Beutell and
Wittig-Berman (1999) revealed that job and career satisfaction
each explained unique variance in life satisfaction. More recently,
Hagmaier et al. (2018) confirmed spill-over effects for career
satisfaction on life satisfaction, as well as reciprocal effects. Judge
et al. (2020) argue for these spill-over effects from job satisfaction
to life satisfaction, and reciprocal effects as well. Moreover, as
underlined by previous empirical work, all three concepts are
known to be affected by workplace factors, such as salary (Beutell
and Wittig-Berman, 1999), job design and work conditions (Aziri,
2011) and leadership (see e.g., Belias and Koustelios, 2014; Chang
et al., 2020). Therefore, we consider all three concepts as important
independent, but also interrelated outcome variables for our study.

2.3 Paradoxical leadership and its
relationship with job, career and life
satisfaction

Several well-known theoretical frameworks applied in the field
of leadership (Inceoglu et al., 2018) can explain relationships
between paradoxical leadership and individual well-being. First

of all, constructive leadership behaviors can, in line with
Conservation of Resources (COR) Theory (Hobfoll, 1989), be
seen as a “contextual” resource. Such resources may contribute
to the accumulation of an employee’s personal resources, such as
psychological capital (Caniëls and Stynen, 2022), or job resources
like autonomy or job clarity (Fürstenberg et al., 2021). In turn,
these are in line with the JDR model expected to relate to
favorable outcomes including well-being (Demerouti et al., 2001).
As discussed earlier, paradoxical leaders know how to balance
control and direction with empowerment and provide their
followers leeway (Zhang et al., 2015). Alternatively, one could argue
that paradoxical leaders are also strong in investing in the relational
bonds with followers, as they can establish closeness with their
followers, are capable of attuning to their needs and allow for
differentiation in terms of their followers needs (Zhang et al., 2015).
Hence, from a social-exchange perspective (Blau, 1964) it could be
argued that relational investments made by the paradoxical leader
in the follower are reciprocated in job-related attitudes, reflected in
job satisfaction. In similar vein it can be argued that paradoxical
leaders foster the satisfaction of basic human needs, as put forward
in the Self-determination theory (SDT) (Ryan and Deci, 2000)
including the need for autonomy (empowerment) and affiliation
(relational bonds) (Fürstenberg et al., 2021), which are known to
be related to improved well-being in work and beyond (Van den
Broeck et al., 2016). Empirically, only one study investigated the
relationship of paradoxical leadership with job satisfaction and
found a positive relationship (Backhaus et al., 2022). To the authors
knowledge, no studies have empirically assessed relationships
with career satisfaction and life satisfaction. Obviously, career
satisfaction and life satisfaction may in part be contingent upon
one’s current job satisfaction as work is an important domain in
human life and work-related well-being is related to non-work-
related well-being, and both can reciprocally reinforce each other
(Bialowolski and Weziak-Bialowolska, 2021). From a theoretical
perspective career and life satisfaction can be presumed to be
positively affected by paradoxical leadership. Fulfillment of basic
needs fosters autonomous motivation, and as people will engage
more in activities, either work or non-work-related, that they find
interesting and inherently pleasurable (Vansteenkiste et al., 2006;
Deci and Ryan, 2008), they will become a more fully functioning
person (Vansteenkiste et al., 2020). As this process unfolds it is
likely go hand in hand with well-being related outcomes like career
and life satisfaction (Walker and Kono, 2018). Given our earlier
reasoning, we hypothesize that:

H1 Paradoxical leadership is positively related with employee job
satisfaction (H1a), career satisfaction (H1b) and life satisfaction
(H1c).

2.4 Job insecurity as a mediator

Although prior explanations are relevant to understand
relationships between paradoxical leadership and employee well-
being, they could apply at a broader scale to other constructive
leadership styles too, like servant leadership (Caniëls and Stynen,
2022) and may insufficiently account for how this leadership style is
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apt to address fundamental paradoxical tensions in contemporary
workplaces for leaders and their followers. As argued by Zhang
et al. (2021) the followers of successful paradoxical leaders may
develop an understanding that conflicting demands are inherent
to organizational life and may find more productive ways to deal
with those uncertainties and ambiguities. To better understand
processes in which leaders tune in to workers’ framing of such
experiences and shape an appropriate social environment to deal
with these accordingly, social-cognitive theories on leadership
such as sense-making theory may be valuable (Inceoglu et al.,
2018).

Experiences with organizational paradoxes are likely to
generate feelings of threat, anxiety and uncertainty resulting in
defensive and withdrawal behavior (Lewis, 2000; Smith and Lewis,
2011; Schad et al., 2016; Backhaus et al., 2022). In a general
sense, workers may become uncertain regarding one’s role in the
organization when exposed to paradoxical tensions (Maitlis and
Sonenshein, 2010). Job insecurity, or the perceived threats to
the job itself (Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt, 1984) flourishes in a
VUCA environment (De Cuyper et al., 2019). Sense-making theory
provides a lens to understand how paradoxical leaders can play a
role in how followers will experience and understand paradoxical
tensions and the associated uncertainties. Specifically, by being a
role model to their followers on how to deal with paradoxical
tensions and explain these, as a challenge instead of a threat,
leaders may enable their followers to cope with uncertainty and
ambiguity and hence prevent defensive or negative perceptions or
behaviors (Backhaus et al., 2022; Sparr et al., 2022). This line of
argumentation may offer a more in-depth explanation for the more
general argumentation that paradoxical leadership is a resource
that can buffer or diminish the experience of job demands by
individuals.

Previous studies have tested the role of paradoxical leadership
in buffering job demands, such as role ambiguity (Backhaus et al.,
2022). To our knowledge, the effect on uncertainty, like job
insecurity, is not studied yet. We expect the line of reasoning to hold
for uncertainty factors as well. This leads us to our next hypothesis
which suggests a protective role of paradoxical leadership for the
job demand of perceived job insecurity:

H2 Paradoxical leadership is negatively related with job
insecurity

Job insecurity or the perceived uncertainty workers have about
the continuity of one’s job (Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt, 1984) is
an established work stressor (De Witte, 1999). Specifically, it can
be conceptualized as a job demand or the “physical, psychological,
social or organizational aspects of a job that require sustained
physical and/or psychological (cognitive or emotional) effort,” in
line with the JD-R model (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007, p. 132).
Therefore, job demands have potentially a wear and tear on
the human body leading to energy depletion in workers (i.e.,
exhaustion) (Demerouti et al., 2001). Job hindrances are job
demands that are predominantly conceived as solely interfering
with people’s work achievement and consuming all energy, yielding
no opportunities for psychological growth as job challenges do.
Typically, they are seen as threatening and beyond the control of
the individual (Cavanaugh et al., 2000; Van den Broeck et al., 2010).

In general, there is consensus that job insecurity, because of
its unpredictable and uncontrollable nature, is a hindrance stressor
(De Witte et al., 2015; De Witte and Van Hootegem, 2021). Prior
research has extensively shown that job insecurity is negatively
related to employee well-being over time (De Witte et al., 2016).
Meta-analytical studies have found strong negative associations
between job insecurity and job satisfaction and life satisfaction
(Jiang and Lavaysse, 2018), and empirical studies have also reported
negative associations with career satisfaction, as job insecurity is
likely to undermine successful career development (Otto et al.,
2011; Ngo and Li, 2015). In line we hypothesize:

H3 Job insecurity is negatively related with employee job
satisfaction (H3a), career satisfaction (H3b) and life satisfaction
(H3c).

As a final step for our model, and based on our reasoning
thus far, we suggest that job insecurity can act as a mediator in
the relationship between paradoxical leadership and employee well-
being. Job insecurity can, in line with the JD-R model (Demerouti
et al., 2001), be considered a hindrance stressor that impedes
employee well-being (De Witte et al., 2015; De Witte and Van
Hootegem, 2021). We assume that paradoxical leaders may mitigate
the inherent uncertainties in modern workplaces that workers can
experience as threatening. As demonstrated earlier, paradoxical
leaders can alter workers’ experiences of the working environment,
including the experienced resourcefulness (see e.g., Fürstenberg
et al., 2021) through stimulating sense-making by either explaining
what is at hand or by serving as a role model to their followers (see
e.g., Backhaus et al., 2022; Sparr et al., 2022). We argue that these
same processes may also alleviate the perceptions of threatening job
demands, like job insecurity, are prevented, thereby contributing to
employee well-being both in and beyond work. Hence, we more
formally hypothesize:

H4 Job insecurity mediates the relationship between paradoxical
leadership and employee job satisfaction (H4a), career
satisfaction (H4b) and life satisfaction (H4c).

The resulting conceptual model for our study is presented in
Figure 1.

3 Materials and methods

3.1 Sample and procedure

To investigate our hypotheses, data were collected by means
of an online longitudinal survey. Convenience sampling was
applied as respondents were recruited from the professional
networks of master students who were subscribed within the
broader faculty research line on Sustainable Human Resource
Management under supervision of the authors, Prior to data
collection approval was granted by the authors’ institutional Ethics
Committee (U202101540). As our study was not targeted to
specific groups and our master students, who were all employed
themselves, had access to different organizations representing
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FIGURE 1

Conceptual model.

substantial variation in sectors and jobs, the aforementioned
sampling approach was chosen.

The students contacted Dutch companies and organizations
within their professional networks and informed management
about the study based on a uniform information letter covering all
aspects of the research including the aim and design of the study
as well as their rights and how data protection was guaranteed by
the researchers. Next, written, formal permission was established
from the management of Dutch companies and organizations
to participate and recruit respondents within their organization.
Organizations determined which departments or teams could
participate in the research and informed the selected employees
by means of an information letter provided by the researchers,
covering all aspects of the research. Eligible respondents were
at least 18 years old or older, active as an employee in the
organization, and had a company email address. No other inclusion
criteria were considered. Eleven organizations granted permission
and transferred email addresses of employees to the researchers.
Organizations were active in the following sectors: care and welfare
(N = 3), transportation (N = 1), media (N = 1), higher and primary
education (N = 3), industry (N = 2), and construction (N = 1).

The online survey comprised of a limited set of background
variables (e.g., age), organizational and work-related factors
(Human Resource practices, paradoxical leadership, job insecurity)
and work or career-related outcomes (e.g., job satisfaction, career
satisfaction). For all measurements, besides background variables,
validated rating scales were used. The survey was developed by the
authors and approved by their institutional Ethics Committee. The
survey was set up in LimeSurvey, hosted on a server hosted by
the authors’ institution. Shortly after selected employees received
information from their company, they received an email, which
contained a link to the online questionnaire. The email was sent

from an email address that was specifically created by the authors
and only under their control. Information on the research was again
provided online and before respondents could take the survey their
informed consent was digitally acquired. The first questionnaire
was launched at the end of March 2021 (T0) and reminders were
sent after 2 weeks and closed after a month. Of the 3,163 employees
that were approached, 1,289 employees responded (40.7%). The
follow-up survey was sent 6 months later (T1), to which 741
employees responded (23.4%). In total 287 employees had filled
in both surveys and had complete information on all variables
included in this study.

The majority of respondents was male (55%), and their
average was 47 years. Almost all respondents (92%) were
employed in a large organization (250 employees or more). On
average organizational tenure of respondents was 15 years. About
74% had obtained either a professional or academic degree in
higher education.

3.2 Measures

Paradoxical leadership was measured at T0 by means of Zhang
et al.’s (2015) scale, which comprises of 22 items. An example item
was “My supervisor uses a fair approach to treat all subordinates
uniformly, but also treats them as individuals” and “Shows a desire
to lead, but allows others to share the leadership role” All items were
assessed on 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1. “Strongly disagree”
to 5. “Strongly agree.” Cronbach’s Alpha was 0.94.

Job satisfaction was assessed at T1 by means of a 3-item scale
developed by Cammann et al. (1983). An example item was,
“Overall, I am satisfied with my current job.” All items were
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assessed on 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1. “Strongly disagree”
to 7. “Strongly agree.” The Cronbach’s Alpha was 0.81.

Career satisfaction was measured at T1 using the 5-item
Greenhaus et al. (1990) scale. Respondents were asked to indicate
their satisfaction with various aspects like career success (e.g., “I
am. . ..with the success I have achieved in my career”) on a 5-point
Likert scale range from 1. “Very dissatisfied” to 5. “Very satisfied.”
Cronbach’s Alpha was 0.82.

Life satisfaction was assessed at T1 using Kjell and Diener
(2021)’s 3- item scale. Respondents were asked to rate statements
about the appraisal of their lives thus far. An example item is “I
am satisfied with my life.” A 5-point Likert scale ranging from
1. “Strongly disagree” to 5. “Strongly agree” was used. Cronbach’s
Alpha was 0.89.

Job insecurity was measured at T0 by means of the job insecurity
the subscale developed by Creed et al. (2020) to assess precarious
working conditions. An example item was “Are you concerned
about losing your current job in the near future?” Respondents
could indicate to what extent the described condition applied to
them on a 6-point scale ranging from 1. “Not at all” to 6. “A great
extent.” Cronbach’s Alpha was 0.78.

Control variables that were taken into account are: gender
(reference category female), age (in years), organizational tenure (in
years), labor market tenure (in years) and educational level. Three
levels of educations were distinguished: low (at most secondary
school), middle (higher professional education) or high (higher
academic bachelor or master or doctorate). The latter category was
set as a reference category. In prior research age, gender, tenure and
educational level have been identified as demographic predictors of
job, career and/or life satisfaction (Martins et al., 2002; Moyes et al.,
2006; Park et al., 2010).

3.3 Analytical approach

We applied structural equation modeling in two steps
(McDonald and Ho, 2002) using Mplus 7.0 (Muthén and Muthén,
2012). First, we conducted Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)
to test the measurement model. Next, we applied Path Analysis
(PA) to test our hypotheses. Model fit was evaluated by means
of the comparative fit index (CFI), the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) and the standardized root mean square
residuals (SRMR) (Hu and Bentler, 1999). Indications of acceptable
model fit are CFI values larger than 0.90 (Bentler, 1990), and
RMSEA and SRMR values below 0.08 and 0.10, respectively (Hu
and Bentler, 1999).

The hypothesized measurement model comprises of the
factors: paradoxical leadership (T0), job satisfaction (T1), career
satisfaction (T1), life satisfaction (T1) and job insecurity (T0). The
items for job satisfaction, career satisfaction, life satisfaction and job
insecurity were loaded on their latent factors, respectively. As the
measure of paradoxical leadership comprises of 22 items, the items
were parceled (i.e., seven parcels of three to maximum four items)
to maintain a favorable ratio between sample size and the number
of estimated parameters (Little et al., 2002). The measurement
model fitted the data well (χ2(179) = 377.34; p < 0.001; CFI = 0.94;
RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR = 0.05). To test for common method
variance, we conducted Harman’s one-factor (or single-factor)

test and compared the fit of that model with our measurement
model. The single-factor model resulted in a significantly worse
fit (χ2(189) = 1934.24, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.46; RMSEA = 0.18
and SRMR = 0.16; 1χ2(10) = 1556.90, p < 0.001). As sufficient
construct validity was established by our CFA, descriptive results
(means, standard deviations and inter-correlations) were computed
for all included variables in this study and depicted in Table 1 in the
section “4. Results.”

Hypotheses were tested by means of PA. In all analyses the
confounders were added as covariates. To test hypotheses 1a-
c, a first model was estimated in which the three dependent
variables were simultaneously regressed on paradoxical leadership.
Subsequently, to test hypotheses 2 and H3a-c, a full mediation
model was estimated in which job insecurity was added as
a mediator to the prior model. Next, to formally examine
our mediation hypotheses, as implied by hypotheses 4a-c, the
statistical significance of the indirect paths is estimated by
means of the MODEL INDIRECT command. To rule out partial
mediation, additional direct paths between paradoxical leadership
and job satisfaction, career satisfaction and life satisfaction were
estimated sequentially.

4 Results

4.1 Descriptive results

Descriptive results of our study are presented in Table 1.

4.2 Hypotheses testing

In a first model, to test hypotheses 1a-c, job satisfaction, career
satisfaction and life satisfaction were simultaneously regressed on
paradoxical leadership. Support was found for all three hypotheses
as paradoxical leadership was positively related to job satisfaction
(β = 0.32, p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.21, 0.42]), career satisfaction
(β = 0.28, p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.18, 0.39]) and life satisfaction
(β = 0.22, p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.11, 0.33]).

Next, a full mediation model was estimated including job
insecurity in the role of mediator (χ2(9) = 35.97; p < 0.001;
CFI = 0.88; RMSEA = 0.10, SRMR = 0.05). Support was provided
for hypothesis 2 as paradoxical leadership was negatively related
to job insecurity (β = −0.20, p = 0.001, 95% CI [−0.31, −0.09]).
In addition, job insecurity was negatively related to job satisfaction
(β = −0.29, p < 0.001, 95% CI [−0.40, −0.18]), career satisfaction
(β = −0.23, p < 0.001, 95% CI [−0.34, −0.13]) and life satisfaction
(β = −0.13, p = 0.029, 95% CI [−0.24, −0.01]), corroborating
hypotheses 3a-c. This pattern of results suggests mediation as
proposed by hypotheses 4a-c. To formally test mediation, indirect
effects were computed. The coefficients of the indirect paths
between paradoxical leadership via job insecurity to job satisfaction
(β = 0.06, p = 0.004, 95% CI [0.02, 0.10]) and career satisfaction
(β = 0.05, p = 0.008, 95% CI [0.01, 0.08]) were both significant,
whereas the indirect path to life satisfaction via job insecurity
was not significant (β = 0.03, p = 0.065, 95% CI [−0.00, 0.05]).
Hence, results indicate that job insecurity mediates the associations
between paradoxical leadership and job satisfaction and career
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TABLE 1 Means, standard deviations, and correlations.

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Age 46.98 11.18

2. Gender 0.56 0.50 −0.24**

3. Low educational
level

0.25 0.44 −0.21** 0.01

4. Middle
educational level

0.46 0.50 −0.10 0.03 −0.54**

5. High
educational level

0.28 0.45 −0.09 −0.03 −0.37** −0.58**

6. Organizational
tenure

14.81 11.57 0.62** −0.22** 0.23** −0.12 −0.09

7. Labor market
tenure

24.82 11.94 0.94** −0.25** 0.30** −0.08 −0.20** 0.64**

8. Paradoxical
leadership

3.79 0.60 −0.04 0.06 −0.12* 0.07 0.04 −0.16** −0.07

9. Job insecurity 2.21 0.94 0.08 −0.08 −0.06 0.07 −0.02 0.05 0.06 −0.20**

10. Job satisfaction 5.92 0.97 −0.03 0.04 −0.03 0.06 −0.04 0.03 −0.04 0.30** −0.28**

11. Career
satisfaction

3.67 0.63 0.19** −0.14* −0.09 0.02 0.07 0.13* 0.18** 0.27** −0.20** 0.47**

12. Life satisfaction 4.00 0.64 0.02 −0.06 −0.11 0.05 0.06 0.04 −0.01 0.22** −0.11 0.42** 0.35**

M and SD represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01.
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satisfaction, respectively. As no indication for mediation was
found for the association between paradoxical leadership and life
satisfaction, hypotheses 4a-b are supported, whereas hypothesis 4c
could not be confirmed.

To explore the possibility of partial mediation, three additional
models were estimated in which sequentially a direct path was
added between paradoxical leadership and job satisfaction, career
satisfaction and life satisfaction, respectively. In a first model the
direct path between paradoxical leadership and job satisfaction was
added (χ2(8) = 29.65; p < 0.001; CFI = 0.90; RMSEA = 0.10,
SRMR = 0.04) and found to be significant (β = 0.13 p = 0.013, 95%
CI [0.03, 0.23]) and improved model fit (1χ2(1) = 6.32, p < 0.05).
Subsequently, a model with a direct path between paradoxical
leadership and career satisfaction was estimated (χ2(8) = 30.96;
p < 0.001; CFI = 0.90; RMSEA = 0.10, SRMR = 0.04). The path
was significant (β = 0.12 p = 0.026, 95% CI [0.01, 0.22]) and
improved model fit (1χ2(1) = 5.01, p < 0.05). Finally, a model
with an additional direct path between paradoxical leadership
and life satisfaction was estimated (χ2(8) = 34.06; p < 0.001;
CFI = 0.88; RMSEA = 0.11, SRMR = 0.05). Yet, this path was
not significant (β = 0.08 p = 0.17, 95% CI [−0.03, 0.19]) and did
not improve model fit (1χ2(1) = 1.91 p > 0.05). Hence, it can
be concluded that job insecurity partially mediates the association
between paradoxical leadership and job satisfaction and career
satisfaction, respectively. A model in which both direct paths are
simultaneously added, fitted the data well (χ2(7) = 17.97; p < 0.001;
CFI = 0.95; RMSEA = 0.07, SRMR = 0.03). The standardized
coefficients of this final model are depicted in Figure 2. The
R-square for the dependent variables career satisfaction, job
satisfaction, life satisfaction and job insecurity are: 0.16, 0.13, 0.04,
and 0.04, respectively. Concerning the control variables only the
low educational level was significantly related to career satisfaction
(β = −0.17, p = 0.018, 95% CI [−0.31, −0.03]). All other control
variables were unrelated to any of these dependent variables.

The standardized results of our path analysis are summarized
in Figure 2 below.

5 Discussion

Developments in society and at work, such as the increased use
of artificial intelligence, and flexibilization of labor, but also broader
economic uncertainties are challenging organizations and their
employees (Yam et al., 2023). These developments are inherently
related to tensions that are paradoxical in nature, and put increasing
and new demands on all personnel layers in organizations with the
potential to undermine individual well-being (Zhang et al., 2021;
Nilsen and Kongsvik, 2023). Due to the diverging interests of the
different stakeholders involved (such as client or customer, worker,
higher management, legislation, and environmental interests),
new and different behaviors are required in the management of
organizations to continue their business and deal with all these
emerging paradoxical tensions (Zhang et al., 2022).

Leaders are crucial for employee well-being (Das and
Pattanayak, 2023) and play an important role in dealing with
these tensions, not only for themselves, but also as a role model
for their followers in addressing these. Paradoxical leadership
(Zhang et al., 2015), a new concept within the leadership literature,

has the potential to make a difference in these turbulent times.
Knowledge on the impact of paradoxical leadership, for example
on worker well-being, is however still scarce. In this study, we
contributed to that emerging stream in the literature by studying
the role of paradoxical leadership on worker well-being in terms
of job, career and life satisfaction and investigating to what extent
these linkages can be explained by the mitigation of workers’
experienced job insecurity. To explain the proposed mechanisms,
we relied on the JD-R framework (Demerouti et al., 2001) as
well as sense-making theory (Weick, 1995). We investigated these
relationships by administrating an online survey among Dutch
workers from eleven different profit and non-profit organizations.
We tested the model with structural equation modeling using a
time-lagged design.

5.1 Theoretical implications

First of all, our results indicated that paradoxical leadership
positively affects all three outcomes directly (job, career, and life
satisfaction) herewith supporting hypotheses 1a, b and c. These
findings corroborate our propositions, suggesting that paradoxical
leadership can be seen as a contextual resource that triggers the
accumulation of other personal resources in line with COR-theory
(Hobfoll, 1989), either because it fulfills peoples’ basic needs as
SDT proposes, or because it stimulates vigor in workers as the
JD-R model implies. Under such momentary conditions people
can thrive and it is understandable that well-being, as indicated
by job satisfaction, is able to flourish. Yet, findings also suggest
that career satisfaction and life satisfaction, which imply a longer
time window, are fostered. Probably, these can be explained in
line with SDT, which suggests that basic needs satisfaction is a
leverage for making more autonomous choices in one’s career
and life as a whole. As a consequence, subjective assessments of
satisfaction with one’s career and life are experienced as more
favorable. These findings support the results of Backhaus et al.
(2022) regarding the positive effect of paradoxical leadership
on job satisfaction. Moreover, we add to the literature on
paradoxical leadership and its consequences for worker well-being
as we found positive effects on career and life satisfaction as
well.

Paradoxical leadership appeared to be negatively associated
with job insecurity, which supports hypothesis 2. This is in line
with our reasoning based on sense-making theory that paradoxical
leadership can help workers to be able to deal better with job
demands in terms of challenges, or uncertainty. Specifically, and
building on the relevant notions of sense-making theory (Zhang
et al., 2021), we argued that paradoxical leadership can help
followers to deal better with demands in such a way that they aid in
framing stressors as challenges which remain more under workers’
control. By making sense of uncertainties and putting them in
perspective, such uncertainties are less likely to trigger hindrance
appraisals of stressors like perceived job insecurity, which are
experienced as out of workers’ control. This finding also contributes
to the literature on the work-related antecedents of job insecurity,
which has received less attention compared the consequences of
job insecurity (Shoss, 2017). In addition, it adds to sense-making
theory as a relevant theoretical framework to aid our understanding
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FIGURE 2

Standardized results path analysis with 95% confidence intervals. *Indicates p < 0.05, **indicates p < 0.005, ***indicates p < 0.001.

regarding the role of shared work-related factors at the meso-level,
like leadership, in explaining employee perceptions of the psycho-
social working environment, like job insecurity. However, currently
we can only implicitly confirm this line of argumentation. To test
these propositions more explicitly, future research could include
the measurement of sense-making processes in the empirical
model. Measuring sense-making directly can be difficult, and quite
paradoxical in itself, requiring conscious choices of what and how
it is measured (Allard-Poesi, 2005). Previous empirical research
made use of a combination of tailor-made survey data and open-
ended questions (Bartunek et al., 2006). Alternatively, qualitative
research may also aid in better understanding how such process
develops.

Next, job insecurity was directly and negatively related to
all three outcomes (job, career and life satisfaction) as well,
thereby supporting hypothesis 3a, b and c. These results align
with the argument based on the JD-R model (Demerouti et al.,
2001) that job insecurity can be considered a job demand that
diminishes positive outcomes, because of the energy depletion
process that has been triggered. Such a demand is consuming
available energy resources of the individual without yielding
sufficient opportunities to replenish these resources again in time
(Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). Not only is well-being in one’s
current job context affected in a negative way, but it can apparently
spill over to satisfaction appraisals of one’s entire career and life
in general as well. Job insecurity has previously been identified
as an important hindrance stressor with negative consequences
on several aspects for individuals and organizations alike (Sverke
et al., 2002; Jiang and Lavaysse, 2018, Langerak et al., 2022), which
is again confirmed by our results. In particular the implication
for career satisfaction broadens the existing evidence base, as this

outcome has barely been studied in relation to job insecurity
before.

Finally, job insecurity mediates the effect of paradoxical
leadership on job and career satisfaction, but not on life satisfaction,
herewith supporting hypotheses 4a and b, but not hypothesis 4c.
This means that our presumed pathway through the mitigation
of job insecurity holds for work related outcomes, but does not
account for the broader concept of life-satisfaction. There are two
plausible explanations. First of all, life satisfaction is affected by
many different non-work-related factors (Near et al., 1984), and
varies across cultures (Oishi et al., 2009). In this respect, life events
like sickness, personal setbacks in relationships, but also the current
larger societal circumstances (e.g., war, economic recession, the
COVID crisis) might have an unknown impact. Also job insecurity
has been empirically shown to be a more sizeable predictor of
job satisfaction than life satisfaction. Second, it is possible that
job and career satisfaction may act as a mediating mechanism
between work-related factors like leadership, job demands and
life satisfaction. As also raised mentioned earlier, spill-over effects
between these types of satisfaction have been detected (Hagmaier
et al., 2018; Judge et al., 2020) but not explicitly tested in our
research. Alternatively, the positive effect of paradoxical leadership
on life satisfaction might be explained by different mechanisms.
COR-theory suggests that paradoxical leadership is a contextual
resource that may trigger personal resource accumulation, for
example, in terms of one’s psychological capital (PsyCap; Luthans
et al., 2007). Enhanced optimism, hope and resilience could
contribute to more life satisfaction. SDT would emphasize the
role of basic need fulfillment and the making of autonomous
choices in life could be a plausible alternative. This interpretation
suggests that resource-oriented explanations may be more fruitful
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to explain life satisfaction compared to work-related well-being
outcomes, like job and career satisfaction. In addition, it should
also be noted that regarding career and job satisfaction, we only
established indications for partial mediation. This suggests that
also other processes (e.g., resource-oriented explanations), or other
job demands (e.g., role conflict, role ambiguity) may be useful
alternatives to consider in future research. Nevertheless, our study
is one of the few that investigates to what extent sense-making
processes involving the malleability of perceived job demands
may act as a mediating mechanism. Whereas Fürstenberg et al.
(2021) found support for the mediating role of job resources,
our study suggests that paradoxical leaders may also shape the
perceptions of job demands in their followers. Therefore, efforts
to further the alignment of sense-making theory with theories on
the psychosocial working environment like the JDR-model might
help to better understand how contextual factors, like leadership,
may shape perceptions of the demanding aspects of work over
time.

5.2 Practical implications

The results of our study also have implications for practice,
as paradoxical leadership seems to play a positive role for worker
well-being in these turbulent times. It is therefore recommended
that organizations get acquainted with this rather new leadership
behavior and let their leaders learn how to develop it. This
leadership behavior can help to directly enhance worker well-
being in terms of job, career and life satisfaction, and could also
help people from reframing uncertainties in the workplace in a
way that prevents hindrance appraisals of job insecurity. Although
job insecurity is difficult to control, paradoxical leadership can be
trained, which can be facilitated by the organization. Moreover,
worker well-being can be incorporated in the performance
appraisals for leaders to emphasize its importance and to
follow up with explicit developmental goals for the desirable
leadership behavior. Worker well-being, such as job, career and life
satisfaction, is not only important for its own good, but also known
to be an important prerequisite for good organizational functioning
(e.g., resilience, innovation and viability) (see, e.g., Harter et al.,
2003; Kuntz et al., 2016; Ungar, 2021). It therefore deserves explicit
attention.

5.3 Limitations and avenues for future
research

The current study has its limitations as well. First, although
our model is time-lagged, a longitudinal design with three
measurement waves could test the mediating role of job insecurity
more rigorously, in particular how job insecurity levels may
change over time. Related, many contextual factors (e.g., regional
unemployment rate, financial turmoil in companies) can influence
perceived job insecurity (Shoss, 2017), which we did not account
for, and therefore endogeneity cannot be ruled out. Future
research can consider taking alternative, contextual variables as

confounders into account. Second, our measures consisted of self-
reports among employees, which enhances the risk for mono-
method bias (Donaldson and Grant-Vallone, 2002). In our design,
this risk has been mitigated by guaranteeing anonymity for
respondents, herewith creating a context for honest responses as
much as possible, and giving full autonomy to withdraw from
the study at any time (Podsakoff et al., 2012). In addition, we
used survey scales with varying scale anchors which can prevent
stylistic answering. However, future research could make use
of multisource reports. Ratings of the leaders or supervisors
of these employees could be valuable as well, also in terms
of the discrepancies between these ratings when it comes to
the relationship with relevant outcomes concerning worker well-
being (see e.g., Kopperud et al., 2014; Mazzetti et al., 2016).
Alternatively, one could also aim to investigate these processes
in the context of teams and investigate these relationships
from a multi-level perspective. Finally, in this study we opted
for a time lag of 6 months. Potentially, as participants lost
connection with the study over this time interval, this resulted
in increased drop-out and hence a low response on our follow-
up measurement. Generalization of findings should be done with
caution.

Knowledge on the influence of paradoxical leadership is
only in its infancy, but seems promising based on our results.
For future research alternative theoretical perspectives can be
further explored including SDT, but also social-exchange related
frameworks and related concepts like leader-membership exchange
(LMX) (Dansereau et al., 1975; Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995) to better
understand the underlying mechanisms of the positive effects. In
line with this, the alignment of Sense- making theory (Weick,
1995) with other frameworks is relevant to explore too. Relevant
contributions can also be sought in studying other outcomes that
are of interest to the organizations, such as their innovative capacity
(Camisón and Villar-López, 2014), but also longer-term viability
(Stjernberg and Philips, 1993).

Finally, the value of this leadership behavior when compared
to other contemporary leadership behaviors could be explored.
In particular to styles that often imply diverging behaviors from
leaders, such as ambidextrous leadership (Probst et al., 2011; Rosing
et al., 2011), and engaging leadership (Schaufeli, 2015) versus
disengaging leadership (Nikolova et al., 2021).

Data availability statement

The datasets presented in this article are not readily available
because respondents have not consented to share the data with
third parties. Requests to access the datasets should be directed to
DS, dave.stynen@ou.nl.

Ethics statement

The studies involving human participants were reviewed and
approved by the Research Ethics Committee (cETO) of the Open
Universiteit (Netherlands). The patients/participants provided
their written informed consent to participate in this study.

Frontiers in Psychology 11 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1148822
mailto:dave.stynen@ou.nl
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/


fpsyg-14-1148822 November 20, 2023 Time: 16:20 # 12

Stynen and Semeijn 10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1148822

Author contributions

Both authors listed have made a substantial, direct,
and intellectual contribution to the work, and approved it
for publication.

Acknowledgments

We acknowledge the contributions of Jeroen Henkelman,
Lisanne Hagoort, Klaudia Varga, Vincent Ribot, Tessa
Bos, Mirzeta de Wild, Elvira van Poelgeest, Mirella van
Poelgeest, Jan Gielen, and Monique van Eijk in the
data collection.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be
construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the
authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated
organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the
reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or
claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or
endorsed by the publisher.

References

Alarco, B., De Cuyper, N., and De Witte, H. (2012). The relationship between job
insecurity and well-being among Peruvian workers. Romanian J. Appl. Psychol. 14,
43–52.

Allard-Poesi, F. (2005). The paradox of sensemaking in organizational analysis.
Organization 12, 169–196.

Aziri, B. (2011). Job satisfaction: A literature review. Manag. Res. Pract. 3, 77–86.

Backhaus, L., Reuber, A., Vogel, D., and Vogel, R. (2022). Giving sense about
paradoxes: Paradoxical leadership in the public sector. Public Manag. Rev. 24, 1–21.

Bakker, A. B., and Demerouti, E. (2007). The job demands-resources model: State of
the art. J. Manager. Psychol. 22, 309–328. doi: 10.3390/ijerph17010069

Bartunek, J. M., Rousseau, D. M., Rudolph, J. W., and DePalma, J. A. (2006). On the
receiving end: Sensemaking, emotion, and assessments of an organizational change
initiated by others. J. Appl. Behav. Sci. 42, 182–206.

Belias, D., and Koustelios, A. (2014). Leadership and Job Satisfaction - a review. Eur.
Sci. J. 10, 24–46.

Bentler, P. M. (1990). Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psychol. Bull.
107, 238.

Beutell, N. J., and Wittig-Berman, U. (1999). Predictors of work-family conflict and
satisfaction with family, job, career, and life. Psychol. Rep. 85, 893–903. doi: 10.1089/
jwh.2017.6457

Bialowolski, P., and Weziak-Bialowolska, D. (2021). Longitudinal evidence for
reciprocal effects between life satisfaction and job satisfaction. J. Happ. Stud. 22,
1287–1312.

Blau, P. M. (1964). Exchange and power in social life. New York, NY: Wiley-
Interscience.

Bloodgood, J. M., and Chae, B. K. (2010). Organizational paradoxes: Dynamic
shifting and integrative management. Manag. Decis. 48, 85–104. doi: 10.1177/
1039856216657698

Bowling, N. A., and Hammond, G. D. (2008). A meta-analytic examination of
the construct validity of the Michigan organizational assessment questionnaire job
satisfaction subscale. J. Vocat. Behav. 73, 63–77.

Camisón, C., and Villar-López, A. (2014). Organizational innovation as an enabler of
technological innovation capabilities and firm performance. J. Bus. Res. 67, 2891–2902.

Cammann, C., Fichman, M., Jenkins, G. D., and Klesh, J. (1983). “Michigan
organizational assessment questionnaire,” in Assessing organizational change: A guide
to methods, measures, and practices, eds S. E. Seashore, E. E. Lawler, P. H. Mirvis, and
C. Cammann (New York: Wiley-Interscience), 71–138.

Caniëls, M. C., and Stynen, D. (2022). The role of the leader in fostering employee
resilient behaviors: A multi-source, longitudinal study. J. Occupat. Environ. Med. 64,
985–993. doi: 10.1097/JOM.0000000000002652

Cavanaugh, M. A., Boswell, W. R., Roehling, M. V., and Boudreau, J. W. (2000).
An empirical examination of self-reported work stress among US managers. J. Appl.
Psychol. 85, 65–74.

Chang, W., Busser, J., and Liu, A. (2020). Authentic leadership and career
satisfaction: The meditating role of thriving and conditional effect of psychological
contract fulfillment. Int. J. Contemp. Hosp. Manag. 32, 2117–2136.

Clegg, S. R., da Cunha, J. V., and e Cunha, M. P. (2002). Management paradoxes: A
relational view. Hum. Relat. 55, 483–503.

Creed, P. A., Hood, M., Selenko, E., and Bagley, L. (2020). The development and
initial validation of a self-report job precariousness scale suitable for use with young
adults who study and work. J. Career Assess. 28, 636–654.

Dansereau, F., Graen, G. B., and Haga, W. (1975). A vertical dyad linkage approach
to leader. Organ. Behav. Hum. Perform. 13, 46–78.

Das, S. S., and Pattanayak, S. (2023). Understanding the effect of leadership styles
on employee well-being through leader-member exchange. Curr. Psychol. 42, 21310–
21325. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2834.2011.01322.x

De Cuyper, N., Van Hootegem, A., Smet, K., Houben, E., and De Witte, H. (2019).
All insecure, all good? Job insecurity profiles in relation to career correlates. Int. J.
Environ. Res. Public Health 16:2640. doi: 10.3390/ijerph16152640

De Vos, A., and Van der Heijden, B. I. J. M. (2015). Handbook of research on
sustainable careers. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing.

De Witte, H. (1999). Job insecurity and psychological well-being: Review of the
literature and exploration of some unresolved issues. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 8,
155–177.

De Witte, H., and Van Hootegem, A. (2021). “Job Insecurity: Challenge or
hindrance stressor? Review of the evidence and empirical test on entrepreneurs,”
in Flexible working practices and approaches, ed. C. Korunka (Cham: Springer),
213–229.

De Witte, H., Pienaar, J., and De Cuyper, N. (2016). Review of 30 years of
longitudinal studies on the association between job insecurity and health and well-
being: Is there causal evidence? Austr. Psychol. 51, 18–31.

De Witte, H., Vander Elst, T., and De Cuyper, N. (2015). “Job insecurity, health
and well-being,” in Sustainable working lives: Managing work transitions and health
throughout the life course, eds J. Vuori, R. Blonk, and R. H. Price (Cham: Springer
Science + Business Media), 109–128.

Deci, E. L., and Ryan, R. M. (2008). Facilitating optimal motivation and
psychological well-being across life’s domains. Can. Psychol. 49:14.

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Nachreiner, F., and Schaufeli, W. (2001). The job
demands – resources model of burnout. J. Appl. Psychol. 86, 499–512.

Den Hartog, D. N., Boon, C., Verburg, R. M., and Croon, M. A. (2013). HRM,
communication, satisfaction, and perceived performance: A cross-level test. J. Manag.
39, 1637–1665.

Derue, D. S., Nahrgang, J. D., Wellman, N. E., and Humphrey, S. E. (2011). Trait
and behavioral theories of leadership: An integration and meta-analytic test of their
relative validity. Pers. Psychol. 64, 7–52.

Di Fabio, A. D. (2017). Positive healthy organizations: Promoting well-being,
meaningfulness, and sustainability in Organizations. Front. Psychol. 8:1938. doi: 10.
3389/fpsyg.2017.01938

Diener, E., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., and Griffin, S. (1985). The satisfaction with
life scale. J. Pers. Assess. 49, 71–75.

Donaldson, S. I., and Grant-Vallone, E. J. (2002). Understanding self-report bias
in organizational behavior research. J. Bus. Psychol. 17, 245–260. doi: 10.1002/cl2.
1173

Frontiers in Psychology 12 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1148822
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17010069
https://doi.org/10.1089/jwh.2017.6457
https://doi.org/10.1089/jwh.2017.6457
https://doi.org/10.1177/1039856216657698
https://doi.org/10.1177/1039856216657698
https://doi.org/10.1097/JOM.0000000000002652
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2834.2011.01322.x
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16152640
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01938
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01938
https://doi.org/10.1002/cl2.1173
https://doi.org/10.1002/cl2.1173
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/


fpsyg-14-1148822 November 20, 2023 Time: 16:20 # 13

Stynen and Semeijn 10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1148822

Engbersen, G. B. M., Kremer, M., Went, R. C. P. M., and Boot, A. W. A. (2020). Het
betere werk. De nieuwe maatschappelijke opdracht. [The better work. A new societal
mission]. Den Haag: Wetenschappelijke Raad voor Regeringsbeleid [The Scientific
Council for Government Policy].

Fürstenberg, N., Alfes, K., and Kearney, E. (2021). How and when paradoxical
leadership benefits work engagement: The role of goal clarity and work autonomy.
J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 94, 672–705.

Gaspar, T., Paiva, T., and Matos, M. G. (2021). Impact of COVID-19 in global health
and psychosocial risks at work. J. Occup. Environ. Med. 63, 581–587.

Graen, G. B., and Uhl-Bien, M. (1995). Relationship-based approach to leadership:
Development of leader-member exchange (LMX) theory of leadership over 25 years:
Applying a multi-level multi-domain perspective. Leadersh. Q. 6, 219–247.

Greenhalgh, L., and Rosenblatt, Z. (1984). Job insecurity: Toward conceptual clarity.
Acad. Manag. Rev. 9, 438–448.

Greenhaus, J. H., Parasuraman, S., and Wormley, W. M. (1990). Effects of race on
organizational experiences, job performance evaluations, and career outcomes. Acad.
Manag. J. 33, 64–86.

Guan, Y., Arthur, M. B., Khapova, S. N., Hall, R. J., and Lord, R. G. (2019).
Career boundarylessness and career success: A review, integration and guide to future
research. J. Vocat. Behav. 110, 390–402.

Hagmaier, T., Abele, A. E., and Goebel, K. (2018). How do career satisfaction and
life satisfaction associate? J. Manager. Psychol. 33, 142–160.

Hahn, T., and Knight, E. (2021). The ontology of organizational paradox: A
quantum approach. Acad. Manag. Rev. 46, 362–384.

Handwerker, E. W., Meyer, P. B., and Piacentini, J. (2020). Employment recovery in
the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic. Monthly Labor Rev. 143, 1–24.

Harms, P. D., Credé, M., Tynan, M., Leon, M., and Jeung, W. (2017). Leadership
and stress: A meta-analytic review. Leadersh. Q. 28, 178–194.

Harter, J. K., Schmidt, F. L., and Keyes, C. L. (2003). “Well-being in the workplace
and its relationship to business outcomes: A review of the Gallup studies,” in
Flourishing: the positive person and the good life, eds C. L. Keyes and J. Haidt
(Washington D.C: American Psychological Association), 205–224.

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of resources: A new attempt at conceptualizing
stress. Am. Psychol. 44:513.

Hu, L. T., and Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance
structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Struct. Equ. Model. 6,
1–55. doi: 10.1080/00273171.2022.2163476

Huettermann, H., and Bruch, H. (2019). Mutual gains? Health-related HRM,
collective well-being and organizational performance. J. Manag. Stud. 56,
1045–1072.

Inceoglu, I., Thomas, G., Chu, C., Plans, D., and Gerbasi, A. (2018). Leadership
behavior and employee well-being: An integrated review and a future research agenda.
Leadersh. Q. 29, 179–202.

Ingram, A. E., Lewis, M. W., Barton, S., and Gartner, W. B. (2016). Paradoxes and
innovation in family firms: The role of paradoxical thinking. Entrep. Theory Pract. 40,
161–176.

International Labour Organization [ILO] (2022). Workplace health promotion and
well-being. Available online at: https://www.ilo.org/safework/areasofwork/workplace-
health-promotion-and-well-being/WCMS_118396/lang--en/index.htm (accessed
November 10, 2022).

Jiang, L., and Lavaysse, L. M. (2018). Cognitive and affective job insecurity: A
meta-analysis and a primary study. J. Manag. 44, 2307–2342.

Judge, T. A., Zhang, S. C., and Glerum, D. R. (2020). “Job satisfaction,” in Essentials
of job attitudes and other workplace psychological constructs, eds V. I. Sessa and N. A.
Bowling (New York, NY: Routledge), 207–241.

Kalleberg, A. L. (2011). Good jobs, bad jobs: The rise of polarized and precarious
employment systems in the United States, 1970s-2000s. New York, NY: Russell Sage
Foundation.

Kjell, O. N., and Diener, E. (2021). Abbreviated three-item versions of the
satisfaction with life scale and the harmony in life scale yield as strong psychometric
properties as the original scales. J. Pers. Assess. 103, 183–194. doi: 10.1080/00223891.
2020.1737093

Kopperud, K. H., Martinsen, Ø, and Humborstad, S. I. W. (2014). Engaging leaders
in the eyes of the beholder: On the relationship between transformational leadership,
work engagement, service climate, and self–other agreement. J. Leadersh. Organ. Stud.
21, 29–42.

Kuntz, J. R., Näswall, K., and Malinen, S. (2016). Resilient employees in
resilient organizations: Flourishing beyond adversity. Industr. Organ. Psychol. 9,
456–462.

Langerak, J. B., Koen, J., and van Hooft, E. A. (2022). How to minimize job
insecurity: The role of proactive and reactive coping over time. J. Vocat. Behav.
136:103729.

Lewis, M. W. (2000). Exploring paradox: Toward a more comprehensive guide.
Acad. Manag. Rev. 25, 760–776.

Li, C., Lin, C. L., and Chin, T. (2022). How does the paradoxical leadership of cross-
border e-commerce (CBEC) gig workers influence Chinese company performance:
The role of psychological well-being. Sustainability 14:12307.

Li, Q., She, Z., and Yang, B. (2018). Promoting innovative performance in
multidisciplinary teams: The roles of paradoxical leadership and team perspective
taking. Front. Psychol. 9:1083. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01083

Li, X., Xue, Y., Liang, H., and Yan, D. (2020). The impact of paradoxical leadership
on employee voice behavior: A moderated mediation model. Front. Psychol. 11:537756.
doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2020.537756

Little, T. D., Cunningham, W. A., Shahar, G., and Widaman, K. F. (2002). To parcel
or not to parcel: Exploring the question, weighing the merits. Struct. Equ. Model. 9,
151–173.

Liu, T., and Pak, J. (2023). Does paradoxical leadership better predict employee
outcomes than servant leadership? The differential effects on subordinate creativity
and psychological need satisfaction. Curr. Psychol. 42, 1–15.

Locke, E. (1976). “The nature and causes of job satisfaction,” in Handbook of
industrial and organizational psychology, ed. M. Dunnette (Chicago: Rand McNally),
1297–1349.

Luthans, F., Avolio, B. J., Avey, J. B., and Norman, S. M. (2007). Positive
psychological capital: Measurement and relationship with performance and
satisfaction. Pers. Psychol. 60, 541–572.

Maitlis, S., and Sonenshein, S. (2010). Sensemaking in crisis and change: Inspiration
and insights from Weick (1988). J. Manag. Stud. 47, 551–580.

Martins, L. L., Eddleston, K. A., and Veiga, J. F. (2002). Moderators of the
relationship between work-family conflict and career satisfaction. Acad. Manag. J. 45,
399–409.

Mazzetti, G., Schaufeli, W. B., and Guglielmi, D. (2016). Are workaholism and work
engagement in the eye of the beholder? Eur. J. Psychol. Assess. 34, 30–40.

McDaniel, B. T., O’Connor, K., and Drouin, M. (2021). Work-related technoference
at home and feelings of work spillover, overload, life satisfaction and job satisfaction.
Int. J. Workplace Health Manag. 14, 526–541.

McDonald, R. P., and Ho, M. H. R. (2002). Principles and practice in reporting
structural equation analyses. Psychol. Methods 7:64.

Meng, X., Chenchen, N., Liang, F., and Liu, Y. O. (2021). Research on the influence
of paradoxical leadership on compulsory organizational citizenship behavior. Psychol.
Res. Behav. Manag. 14:1959. doi: 10.2147/PRBM.S318275

Moyes, G. D., Williams, P. A., and Koch, B. (2006). The effects of age and gender
upon the perceptions of accounting professionals concerning their job satisfaction and
work-related attributes. Manager. Audit. J. 21, 536–561.

Muthén, L. K., and Muthén, B. O. (2012). Mplus user’s guide, Seventh Edn. Available
online at: https://www.statmodel.com/download/ (accessed November 10, 2022).

Near, J. P., Smith, C. A., Rice, R. W., and Hunt, R. G. (1984). A comparison of work
and nonwork predictors of life satisfaction. Acad. Manag. J. 27, 184–190.

Ng, T. W., Eby, L. T., Sorensen, K. L., and Feldman, D. C. (2005). Predictors of
objective and subjective career success: A meta-analysis. Pers. Psychol. 58, 367–408.

Ngo, H. Y., and Li, H. (2015). Chinese traditionality and career success: Mediating
roles of procedural justice and job insecurity. Career Dev. Int. 20, 627–645.

Nikolova, I., Caniëls, M. C., Schaufeli, W., and Semeijn, J. H. (2021). Disengaging
leadership scale (Dls): Evidence of initial validity. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health
18:2824. doi: 10.3390/ijerph18062824

Nilsen, M., and Kongsvik, T. (2023). Health, safety, and well-being in platform-
mediated work–a job demands and resources perspective. Saf. Sci. 163:106130.

Oishi, S., Diener, E., Lucas, R. E., and Suh, E. M. (2009). “Cross-cultural variations
in predictors of life satisfaction: Perspectives from needs and values,” in Culture and
Well-being, ed. E. Diener (Dordrecht: Springer), 109–127. doi: 10.1186/s12913-016-
1423-5

Oreg, S., and Berson, Y. (2019). Leaders’ impact on organizational change: Bridging
theoretical and methodological chasms. Acad. Manag. Ann. 13, 272–307.

Otto, K., Hoffmann-Biencourt, A., and Mohr, G. (2011). Is there a buffering effect
of flexibility for job attitudes and work-related strain under conditions of high job
insecurity and regional unemployment rate? Econ. Industr. Democracy 32, 609–630.

Park, N., Park, M., and Peterson, C. (2010). When is the search for meaning related
to life satisfaction? Appl. Psychol. Health WellBeing 2, 1–13.

Pearce, C. L., Wassenaar, C. L., Berson, Y., and Tuval-Mashiach, R. (2019). Toward a
theory of meta-paradoxical leadership. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 155, 31–41.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., and Podsakoff, N. P. (2012). Sources of method
bias in social science research and recommendations on how to control it. Annu. Rev.
Psychol. 63, 539–569.

Probst, G., Raisch, S., and Tushman, M. L. (2011). Ambidextrous leadership:
Emerging challenges for business and HR leaders. Organ. Dyn. 40, 326–334.

Rosing, K., Frese, M., and Bausch, A. (2011). Explaining the heterogeneity of
the leadership-innovation relationship: Ambidextrous leadership. Leadersh. Q. 22,
956–974.

Frontiers in Psychology 13 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1148822
https://doi.org/10.1080/00273171.2022.2163476
https://www.ilo.org/safework/areasofwork/workplace-health-promotion-and-well-being/WCMS_118396/lang--en/index.htm
https://www.ilo.org/safework/areasofwork/workplace-health-promotion-and-well-being/WCMS_118396/lang--en/index.htm
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.2020.1737093
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.2020.1737093
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01083
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.537756
https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S318275
https://www.statmodel.com/download/
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18062824
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-016-1423-5
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-016-1423-5
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/


fpsyg-14-1148822 November 20, 2023 Time: 16:20 # 14

Stynen and Semeijn 10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1148822

Ryan, R. M., and Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of
intrinsic motivation, social development, and well-being. Am. Psychol. 55, 68.

Salas-Vallina, A., Alegre, J., and López-Cabrales, Á (2021). The challenge
of increasing employees’ well-being and performance: How human resource
management practices and engaging leadership work together toward reaching this
goal. Hum. Resour. Manag. 60, 333–347.

Schad, J., Lewis, M. W., Raisch, S., and Smith, W. K. (2016). Paradox research in
management science: Looking back to move forward. Acad. Manag. Ann. 10, 5–64.

Schaufeli, W. B. (2015). Engaging leadership in the job demands-resources model.
Career Dev. Int. 20, 446–463.

Shao, Y., Nijstad, B. A., and Täuber, S. (2019). Creativity under workload pressure
and integrative complexity: The double-edged sword of paradoxical leadership. Organ.
Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 155, 7–19.

Shehata, A. E., Khan, M. A., Khalid, R., Raza, M., and Selem, K. M. (2023).
Consequences of paradoxical leadership in the hotel setting: Moderating role of work
environment. J. Hosp. Market. Manag. 32, 670–693.

Shoss, M. K. (2017). Job insecurity: An integrative review and agenda for future
research. J. Manag. 43, 1911–1939.

Smith, W. K., and Lewis, M. W. (2011). Toward a theory of paradox: A dynamic
equilibrium model of organizing. Acad. Manag. Rev. 36, 381–403.

Sparr, J. L., van Knippenberg, D., and Kearney, E. (2022). Paradoxical leadership
as sensegiving: Stimulating change-readiness and change-oriented performance.
Leadersh. Organ. Dev. J. 43, 225–237.

Spector, P. E. (1997). Job satisfaction: Application, assessment, causes, and
consequences. London: Sage.

Spurk, D., Abele, A. E., and Volmer, J. (2011). The career satisfaction scale:
Longitudinal measurement invariance and latent growth analysis. J. Occup. Organ.
Psychol. 84, 315–326. doi: 10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e13918

Stjernberg, T., and Philips, A. (1993). Organizational innovations in a long-term
perspective: Legitimacy and souls-of-fire as critical factors of change and viability.
Hum. Relat. 46, 1193–1219.

Sverke, M., Hellgren, J., and Näswall, K. (2002). No security: A meta-analysis and
review of job insecurity and its consequences. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 7:242.

Tuckey, M. R., Bakker, A. B., and Dollard, M. F. (2012). Empowering leaders
optimize working conditions for engagement: A multilevel study. J. Occup. Health
Psychol. 17, 15–27. doi: 10.1037/a0025942

Ungar, M. (2021). “Organizational resilience: Complex, multisystemic
processes during periods of stress,” in The SAGE handbook of organizational
wellbeing, eds T. Wall, C. L. Cooper, and P. Brough (London: Sage),
139–155.

Van den Broeck, A., De Cuyper, N., De Witte, H., and Vansteenkiste, M.
(2010). Not all job demands are equal: Differentiating job hindrances and job

challenges in the job demands–resources model. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 19,
735–759.

Van den Broeck, A., Ferris, D. L., Chang, C. H., and Rosen, C. C. (2016). A
review of self-determination theory’s basic psychological needs at work. J. Manag. 42,
1195–1229.

Vansteenkiste, M., Lens, W., and Deci, E. L. (2006). Intrinsic versus extrinsic
goal contents in self-determination theory: Another look at the quality of academic
motivation. Educ. Psychol. 41, 19–31.

Vansteenkiste, M., Ryan, R. M., and Soenens, B. (2020). Basic psychological
need theory: Advancements, critical themes, and future directions. Motiv. Emot. 44,
1–31.

Walker, G. J., and Kono, S. (2018). The effects of basic psychological need
satisfaction during leisure and paid work on global life satisfaction. J. Posit. Psychol.
13, 36–47.

Weick, K. E. (1995). Sensemaking in organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications.

World Health Organization [WHO] and International Labour Organization
[ILO] (2022). Mental health at work; Policy brief. Available online at:
https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_protect/---protrav/---safework/
documents/publication/wcms_856976.pdf (accessed November 10, 2022).

Xue, Y., Li, X., Liang, H., and Li, Y. (2020). How does paradoxical leadership
affect employees’ voice behaviors in workplace? A leader-member exchange
perspective. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 17:1162. doi: 10.3390/ijerph170
41162

Yam, K. C., Tang, P. M., Jackson, J. C., Su, R., and Gray, K. (2023). The rise of robots
increases job insecurity and maladaptive workplace behaviors: Multimethod evidence.
J. Appl. Psychol. 108:850. doi: 10.1037/apl0001045

Yang, Y., Li, Z., Liang, L., and Zhang, X. (2021). Why and when paradoxical leader
behavior impact employee creativity: Thriving at work and psychological safety. Curr.
Psychol. 40, 1911–1922.

Yukl, G. (2012). Effective leadership behavior: What we know and what questions
need more attention. Acad. Manag. Perspect. 26, 66–85.

Zaccaro, S. J., Rittman, A. L., and Marks, M. A. (2001). Team leadership. Leadersh.
Q. 12, 451–483.

Zhang, U., David, A., Waldman, Y., and Xiao-Bei, L. (2015). Paradoxical leader
behaviors in people management: Antecedents and consequences. Acad. Manag. J. 58,
538–566. doi: 10.1080/14616730500365944

Zhang, W., Liao, S., Liao, J., and Zheng, Q. (2021). Paradoxical leadership and
employee task performance: A sense-making perspective. Front. Psychol. 12:753116.
doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.753116

Zhang, Y., Zhang, Y., Law, K. S., and Zhou, J. (2022). Paradoxical leadership,
subjective ambivalence, and employee creativity: Effects of employee holistic thinking.
J. Manag. Stud. 59, 695–723.

Frontiers in Psychology 14 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1148822
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e13918
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025942
https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_protect/---protrav/---safework/documents/publication/wcms_856976.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_protect/---protrav/---safework/documents/publication/wcms_856976.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17041162
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17041162
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0001045
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616730500365944
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.753116
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/

	Paradoxical leadership and well-being in turbulent times: a time-lagged study
	1 Introduction
	2 Theory and hypotheses
	2.1 Paradoxical leadership
	2.2 Indicators of well-being: job, career and life satisfaction
	2.3 Paradoxical leadership and its relationship with job, career and life satisfaction
	2.4 Job insecurity as a mediator

	3 Materials and methods
	3.1 Sample and procedure
	3.2 Measures
	3.3 Analytical approach

	4 Results
	4.1 Descriptive results
	4.2 Hypotheses testing

	5 Discussion
	5.1 Theoretical implications
	5.2 Practical implications
	5.3 Limitations and avenues for future research

	Data availability statement
	Ethics statement
	Author contributions
	Acknowledgments
	Conflict of interest
	Publisher's note
	References


