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Enhancing In-role & Extra-role Performance through
Psychological Empowerment: The mediating role of Employee
Engagement
Sara Al Naboulsi
ABSTRACT
This study aims to explore the effect of psychological empowerment on both in -role and extrarole performance through the mediating role of employee engagement. This study is one of the
first attempts to investigate the mediating role of employee engagement between psychological
empowerment and extra-role performance and in-role performance. Drawing upon the social
exchange, the affective event theory, and the broaden-and-build theory a conceptual model was
developed and empirically tested. The study was conducted in Lebanon and an online
questionnaire was used to collect data from graduates working in different industries. A total of
152 complete questionnaires were obtained and analyzed. The quantitative data collected were
analyzed using SPSS and Smart PLS to empirically examine the proposed relationships. The
results of the proposed direct relationships were significant as well as the mediating relationsh ip.
The findings of this study provide theoretical and practical contributions.
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Chapter One
Introduction
This chapter will provide a brief introduction and general background information followed by
revealing the purpose of the study and operational definitions of the key variables.

1.1 Introduction
Employee performance is one of the variables of organizational behavior, which have been
studied extensively and repeatedly by researchers all over the world (Bommer et al., 1995).
Maintaining and enhancing employee performance is a key element to any organization to
ensure achieving its organizational objectives.
Recently, employee engagement has gained a great deal of attention as the success of any
organization surpassed the sole dependence on employee performance to reach the loyalty of
the employees towards their organization. Shuck et al. (2011) identified workplace
performance to be an individual and organizational outcome variable of engagement in the
workplace. Similarly, Chung and Angeline (2010) linked in-role performance (IRP) and
extra-role performance (ERP) to employee engagement. Past research has mainly focused on
IRP as an antecedent of employee performance (Brown and Peterson, 1993). Later on, the
definition of performance broadened to include ERP which includes impromptu and
contextual behaviors (MacKenzie et al. 1998). These authors suggested that IRP and ERP
have diverse precursors and results and accentuated on stressing on these differences due to
the booming tendency of managers to take each of these types into consideration while
completing performance management practices; in addition to their impact on the
organization's financial performance. As of aforesaid cases and findings, this current study
will also measure performance in terms of IRP and ERP separately.
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1.2 Purpose of the study
Previous literature has already formed a relationship between employee engagement with
IRP and ERP (Ng and Tay, 2010), but it is the link that IRP and ERP might share with
psychological empowerment and engagement that has caused the drive to conduct this study
to identify how might psychological empowerment influence IRP and ERP specif ically in a
middle-eastern country. It has been regularly shown in many of the studies that engagement
has a positive effect on performance, but despite the popularity of the engagement concept,
and the growing number of studies between engagement and performance in Western
countries, it still hasn’t received ample research consideration in non-Western settings
(Ibrahim and Al Falasi, 2014; Kim, 2017) especially when it comes to the gap in the
mediating effect that employee engagement hold in the relationship between each of
psychological empowerment and each of ERP and IRP. Especially that the Middle East has
attracted over the years an ample number of investors since it is a rich region and many
multi-national companies have invested in the area (Tlaiss and Kauser, 2011). Thereby,
studying the impact on performance will provide insights to both researchers and
practitioners in the field. In addition, academicians reveal that further research is needed to
explore the mediating variables in the relationship between engagement and performance
(Kim et al., 2013). King (2011), Yong (2012), and Mackey (2012) emphasize that
replication studies are essential in social sciences as previous findings need to be validated
on an ongoing basis in different contexts and settings in order to generalize the results.
Recently, Turnipseed and VandeWaa (2020) shed light on the need to further investigate the
response of workers in diverse roles and industries to psychological empowerment and its
relationship to extra-role behaviors. In another study by Chughtai and Buckley (2011), work
engagement was found to fully mediate the relationship between trust and in -role
performance, but only partially on organizational citizenship behavior. Moreover, a
substantial amount of literature suspect empowerment’s effect on the organization
(Forrester, 2000; Foster-Fishman and Keys, 1997; Marquet, 2015; Staw and Epstein, 2000)
as they believe that managers might not want to empower employees or even employees
might lack the need to get empowered thus leading employees to engage less and perform at
a minimum without contributing in any additional behaviors. The results of this study will
help companies acquire a better understanding in terms of managerial implications
2

concerning the relationship that employee engagement might be having with enhanced inrole and extra-role performance as the current study will be the first to empirically test the
mediating role that employee engagement plays in this relationship.
Psychological empowerment has been considered as a significant factor to guarantee
employees' loyalty and satisfaction (Spreitzer, 1996). Extant literature has studied employee
empowerment, but only a few have been recognized in terms of the specific impact that our
model might have on IRP and ERP. In such uncertain environments we are living in,
psychological empowerment is vital for the organizations’ success and endurance. This
study adds to the existing literature in several ways. Primarily, by empirically testing
engagement as a mediator between psychological empowerment and both ERP and IRP;
which hasn't been directly measured. Several authors such as Maslach (2001) and Saks
(2006) have found that employee engagement mediates the relationship between
organizational factors and employee outcomes. Second, through evaluating employee
performance in terms of IRP and ERP and highlighting the disparity between them as
previous research measured performance as a single measurement. Thus, guaranteeing
optimum employee performance that ensures both IRP and ERP through psychological
empowerment practices. The relationships will be based on Weiss and Cropazano’s affective
event theory (AET), in addition to Fredrickson’s broaden-and-build theory, and the social
exchange theory.
Such outcomes make this study important for both academicians and practitioners since
employee performance is essential for the development of any organization. The findings of
this research are expected to set the grounds for the fundamental role of psychological
empowerment towards the engagement of employees in Lebanon. After all, individuals with
positive self-evaluations have been linked to a more participative behavior, higher
engagement, and altruism due to higher levels of self -esteem, besides thinking of themselves
as more capable and worthy to the organization (Joo and Jo, 2017). By which we will be
able to assert whether or not the lack of such empowerment practices might lead to
disengaged employees, and accordingly can worsen IRP and ERP. Thus, considering this
process whereby psychological empowerment is assumed to improve employees’ IRP and
ERP might be very useful for managers. This study aims to contribute to its literature by
3

examining the effect of psychological empowerment on extra and in role performance and
the mediating role of employee engagement in this relationship.

1.3 Operational Definition of Terms
In-Role Performance
In- role performance “IRP” refers to task performance which denotes core tasks and functions
that are mentioned in the job description of an employee (Motowidlo, 2003).

Extra-Role Performance
Introduced by Katz (1964), extra- role performance “ERP” refers to discretionary performance
which extend beyond basic job requirements which leads to the overall benefit of the
organization.

Psychological Empowerment
Psychological empowerment refers to the increased level of motivation and commitment which
is associated with a sense of ownership and control that employees possess and what is referred
to as “intrinsic task motivation” (Spreitzer, 1995).

Employee Engagement
Employee Engagement refers to the sense of emotional attachment that an employee forms with
his job and the organization and which has an impact on the job flow (Sandhya and Sulphey,
2019). It is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli et al., 2002).

4

Chapter Two
Literature Review
Chapter two covers the literature review of for each of our variables staring by In -role and extrarole performance, followed by psychological empowerment, and lastly employee engagement.

2.1 In-role & Extra-role Performance
Both in-role and extra-role performances are key for the success of any organization.
Unfortunately, some conflicts arise while trying to manage a balance of each. Bergeron (2007)
states that "If individuals spend time on behaviors that benefit the organization, it may be at the
expense of their task performance" (p.1090), which definitely affects the employee's career
succession path. The latter may be managed at work through integrated performance systems as
the benefits of IRP and ERP are acknowledged by both the employer and the employees. Recent
research indicates that amid many organizational factors, employee engagement and
organizational culture have a direct effect on employee performance (Kalia and Bhardwaj, 2019;
Marcus and Gopinath, 2017) and are gaining the most attention in today’s fast-paced work
environment (Buil et al., 2019; Prihantari and Astika, 2019).

IRP which is referred to as task performance was first proposed by Katz and Ka hn (1978) by
referring to the core task-related functions stated in job descriptions and that have a direct or
indirect effect on the organization's productivity. It is defined as the capability by which
employees complete their official tasks as required in their job descriptions and anticipated by
their superiors (Motowidlo, 2003). This type of performance is explicitly related to job rewards.
Vigoda (2000) defines IRP as employees' formal behaviors in relation to their job duties and
tasks required. Many empirical studies suggest a positive relationship between engagement and
employee performance (Rich et al., 2010).
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ERP, on the other hand, was first introduced by Katz (1964) and refers to the voluntary behaviors
which extend past the basic job description requirements of a job role. "Extra-role behaviours are
discretionary behaviours that go above and beyond formal role requirements" (Yap et al. 2009,
p.280). This type of performance aids in developing the greater good with no personal benefit
incurred. ERP consists of a range of extra-role behaviors that benefit the organization such as
sportsmanship, conscientiousness, courtesy, civic virtue, etc... "Extra-role performance is more
generic and is often similar across jobs" (Felfe et al. 2013, p.151). In previous literature, ERP has
been stated as OCB "Organizational Citizenship Behavior" whereby OCB "represents individual
behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system,
and that in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organization" (Organ, 1988, p.
4). Extra-role performance has been found to have a positive relationship with psychological
empowerment (Salanova et al., 2005), taking initiatives and having a continuous desire to learn
(Sonnentag, 2003), and proactivity (Salanova et al., 2003).
Modern organizations are trying to persist by preparing employees that are qualified to engage in
extra-role behaviors such as proactivity, knowledge sharing, and creativity which assists
employees in the adaptation process (Griffin et al., 2007). Proactivity refers to activities that are
self-initiated and oriented toward the future (Grant and Ashford, 2008). Knowledge sharing
seeks to provide a competitive advantage for the organization by forming a knowledge database
through the exchange of implicit and explicit information (Van den Hooff and De Ridder, 2004).
Lastly, creativity involves the production of new ideas, innovation, and original practices and
procedures that are all related to the goods or services that an organization offers (Zhou and
Shalley, 2008). This study suggests that employee engagement boosts in -role and extra-role
behaviors. Gorgievski et al. (2010) ended up denoting a relationship between higher levels of
engagement and both task and contextual performance. Thereby, making a vast majority of
studies in western contexts shed light on the relationship that engagement holds with uplifted
levels of employee performance.

2.2 Psychological Empowerment
Empowerment has been categorized by Khandekar and Sharma (2005) as one of the most
attentive and considerate designs of HR strategies which brings out the best in employees as it
6

assists them in using their single and combined talents to fulfill the firm’s objectives (Casse,
1995). Ongori (2007) emphasizes on empowerment’s ability in helping firms to rapidly react to
any change especially in our present times of continuous change. It is a critical element in
ensuring delivery of a prosperous quality, in addition to determination and self- assurance among
employees regarding their ability to effectively contribute to the organization. Several studies
have found a positive link between empowered employees and many factors that are key in the
success of any organization including trust in the work environment (Riemenschneider et al.,
2009), taking more initiatives and better performance (Wallace et al., 2011), positive attitudes
and job involvement (Noorliza and Hasni, 2006), career fulfillment and organizational fit
(Sprietzer and Mishra, 2002).
Employee empowerment is one of the main sources that causes an enhancement of feelings of
self-efficacy amongst the members of an organization (Baird et al., 2018). With today's
competitive environment, the omnipresence of knowledge workers, greater innovation, and flat
organizational structures, employee empowerment has become an integral aspect of business
success (Baird and Wang, 2010). Empowerment refers to the phenomenon of providing authority
and independence in the decision making process in the workplace which contributes to
increased levels of commitment and enhanced performance (Saleem et al., 2016; Erkutlu and
Chafra, 2016) but has been frequently limited to the decision making power given to employees
(Randolph, 1995). Conger and Kanungo (1998) indicate higher levels of workers' self -efficacy
are achieved through the elimination of formal organizational practices and induction of informal
techniques of providing adequate information. In support of the AET, Wegge et al. (2006)
developed relationships between work components such as autonomy, job demands, and tasks
and their impact on job outcomes such as job satisfaction, productivity, and employee retention.
Two types of empowerment have been identified, the first known structural empowerme nt and
the second as psychological empowerment which we will be focusing on in this study since it has
recently grasped the attention of a lot of researchers as it offers the possibility to positively
influence consequences that benefit not only the individual but also the organization (Liden et
al., 2000). Psychological empowerment has been defined as "intrinsic task motivation"
(Spreitzer, 1995), or as the "intrinsic motivation reflecting a sense of control over one's work"
(Thomas and Velthouse, 1990). Intrinsic motivation which is associated with increased
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motivation and commitment to the task itself (Amabile, 1988) is held by empowered employees
that hold private ownership of their jobs thus making them inclined to strengthen self-efficacy
and self-determination (Bandura, 1986).
Spreitzer (1995) indicates, "intrinsic task motivation manifested in a set of four cognitions
reflecting an individual's orientation to his or her work role: competence, impact, meaning, and
self-determination" (p. 1443). Each of the previously mentioned dimensions reflects a proactive
inclination towards an employee's role (Thomas and Velthouse, 1990). Self -determination allows
employees to have a sense of control over the tasks they will be doing and how much effort they
will need to exert on a specific task (Spector, 1986). That being said, psychological
empowerment can be considered as a trigger to enable employee engagement and boost their
motivation. Previous studies have shown that meaning and self -determination have a statistically
major relationship with job performance. Dewettinck and van Ameijde (2010), and May et al.
(2004) have also found meaningfulness to be linked positively to employee engagement and
positive job behaviors. Psychologically empowered employees are a very important asset to any
organization as they are well determined and show high levels of perseverance while facing
difficulties at work (Sprietzer, 1995).
As empowerment has been seen by Spreitzer (1995) as an internal motivational construct, these
four cognitions combined together lead to an accumulated feeling which is empowerment which
mirror a dynamic workforce. The latter is achieved by the employee’s feeling of ability to set
his/her work role and environment. Literature has revealed that since employees are given
independence and power, psychologically empowered employees deliver rapid and tailor-made
solutions to customers and innovative service ideas (Bock et al., 2016; Bowen and Lawyer,
1992). Bakker and Demerouti (2008) hypothesize in their study based on the job demands–
resources model how job resources like independence and autonomy trigger the employee’s
motivation which possibly result in engagement.
A basic principle developed by empowerment literature is that empowering workers allows them
to feel that they can perform on the same level that higher supervisory level workers perform
(Thomas and Velthouse, 1990). This is likely due to their higher levels of creativity and the sense
of job ownership thus committing to the continuous development of their skills and knowledge.
Sandhya and Sulphey (2020) also indicate that psychological empowerment leads to positive
8

work behaviors promote constructive organizational alterations. Thereby, marking psychological
empowerment a key element in all organizations as they are in need of committed, proactive, and
employees with a willpower in order to boost their performance (Henao -Zapata and Peiro, 2018).
Spreitzer and Mishra (2002) added that psychological empowerment permits workers to handle
more stressful working conditions, thereby increasing their loyalty to organizations, even under
difficult circumstances such as organizational restructuring and downsizing… Additional
researchers have also associated psychological empowerment with augmented organizational
commitment, work satisfaction, and job performance (Liden et al., 2000). Likewise, other studies
on psychological empowerment revealed a positive relationship between the latter and task
performance (Tripathi et al., 2020, Varma and Malhotra, 2020).
According to Maslow’s Hierarchy of needs, having the sense of ability and control, in addition to
the shared power in the decision-making process has been linked to elevated levels of employee
self-esteem, motivation, and satisfaction. Correspondingly, Ahearne et al., (2005) highlights the
importance of participative decision-making in clearing the way from obstacles and improved
performances of employees. Therefore, in this study, the effect of psychological empowerment
on in-role and extra-role performance will be further examined mediated by employee
engagement.
Structural empowerment, on the other hand, describes characteristics that provide employees
with autonomy and power. Structural empowerment relies on providing employees the needed
resources, information, support, and opportunity to allow them to perform their job at their
ultimate best (Kanter, 1979). In order to enable structural empowerment, organizations need to
establish a decision-making structure from scratch which will incur a lot of costs to them,
especially in a relatively high power distance society such as Lebanon (Compare Countries,
2020).

2.3 Employee Engagement
A lot of academicians have defined engagement from various point of views as it has been
associated with a lot of positive results in terms of employee and organizational outcomes.
Sandhya and Sulphey (2019) defined employee engagement as a form of an employee’s
emotional attachment to their workplace, job role, and coworkers which deeply affects their
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inclination of accomplishment at work be it positive or negative. Demerouti et al., (2001) have
found that higher levels of engagement do not only contribute positively towards the firm, but
also on other essential employee outcomes including job satisfaction, employees’ intention to
stay, and higher levels of commitment. Moreover, self-efficacy has been also proven to be an
antecedent of employee engagement (Dagher et al., 2015). Similarly, Byrne (2015) described
employee engagement as follows: “when employees are in a state of engagement, they employ
and combine varying levels of their emotional and cognitive selves as they transform their work
tasks and specific activities into meaningful accomplishment” (p.17). In addition, employee
engagement has been also associated with enriched levels of dedication and eagerness within an
employee towards his job role which possibly will enhance his/her performance (Attridge, 2009;
Tims and Bakker, 2013; Wellins and Concelman, 2005). Ceteris paribus, “employees who are
highly engaged in their jobs focus their energy on productive ideas on the job in the first phase,
which in turns serves to improve job performance” (Ismail, Iqbal, and Nasr, 2019, p.12).
This study relies mainly on Schaufeli et al.'s (2002, p.74) perception of employee engagement as
"a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and
absorption". Based on Schaufeli et al.’s (2009) empirical study about employee engagement, and
the shift towards more tailored responsibilities and self -understanding among employees, higher
levels of engaged employees have been identified to be essential for organizational success.
Engagement refers to a steady and entire affective mental state regardless of any particular
object, behavior, individual, or event. Vigor refers to the inclination and persistence to put extra
effort in one's work even if confronted by challenges. It is characterized by having high levels of
mental resilience. Dedication involves the emotional and analytical scope by having the required
consciousness of the tasks assigned with the job while considering its associated challenges,
worth, inspirations, pride, and motivation. It is characterized by high levels of involve ment in
one’s work. The third dimension of engagement, absorption, refers to the complete immersion in
one's work without noticing the time elapsed which makes it very hard for the employee to
disengage from the tasks (Schaufeli et al., 2002). It is characterized by high levels of deep
concentration while working happily, energetically, and deepened connection with work
activities.
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The latter constituents reveal that if an employee is engaged while performing his job, this will
yield more creativity, concentration, energy, and a more affective connection with their work
activities which may generate enhanced job performance which includes IRP and ERP as well.
Schaufeli et al. (2006) established a positive relationship between employee engagement and
both in-role and extra-role performances. Salanova et al. (2005) have also established a
relationship between employee engagement and extra-role behaviours in addition to other
variables including proactivity (Salanova et al., 2003), and aspiration to learn among employees
(Sonnentag, 2003) which all align in favor of higher levels of performance among employees. In
a German empirical study conducted by Bakker and Bal (2010), employee engagement has been
found to have a positive effect on job performance. Even though many factors have been found
to have a positive effect on employee performance, employee engagement is still among the
main organizational components (Prihantari and Astika, 2019). Previous studies have found
several positive outcomes of employee engagement on the wellbeing of organizations such as
OCB (Afacan, 2015), enhanced career satisfaction, less intention to quit, higher levels of
commitment (Andrew and Sofian, 2012), more client-oriented and ability to deal with customers
(Engelbrecht, 2006). Moreover, in a study conducted by Schaufeli and Bakker (2004), engaged
workers were recognized to acquire higher scores during performance appraisals from their
supervisors on in-role and extra-role performance in addition to higher levels of contentment
while working.
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Chapter Three
Hypotheses & Conceptual Model
This chapter goes over the theoretical framework by which the study is based on, then moving to
the hypothesis development and conceptual model.

3.1 Theoretical Framework
This study will be based on the following theories: The social exchange theory, the affective
event theory, and the broaden-and build theory. The social exchange theory (SET) suggests that
employees give back in return positive job actions and attitudes if they are affiliate d with their
employers based on social-exchange principles (Gouldner, 1960). By the same token, Blau
(1964) explains this form of employee reciprocity to the organization is based on what they
identify to be rational as employees form a belief regarding the degree to which employers value
their welfare. He also proposes that social exchange develops a form of assumption as a return
“unspecific in nature” for employees’ efforts. Thereby, making psychological empowerment in
our model, crucial for sustaining social exchange as it creates a sense of obligation in employees
which is portrayed in various ways such as increased engagement levels, working harder, and
putting extra effort “going the extra mile” than those who do not feel empowered as a form of
exchange to the empowerment extended by the organization. Several studies also reveal a
substantial relationship between employee engagement and other job resources such as
supervisory support and job autonomy. Based on the SET, Saks (2006) argues that engagemen t
plays a role on employee behaviors, objectives, and actions.
When an employee senses appreciation from his employer regarding his performance and care
about his/her well-being, he/she will have to reciprocate with higher levels of engagement,
innovation, commitment, ERP, and creativity (Bhal, 2006; Volmer et al., 2012; Bauer and Green,
1996). This has been conceptualized as Robinson et al.'s (2004, p.9) "two -way relationship
between employer and employee". High involvement practices such as task -related recognition,
12

sense of autonomy, and interpersonal support which are embedded within psychological
empowerment have been evidenced to facilitate employees' sense of independence, proficiency,
and relatedness to their work which leads to higher levels of employee engagement (Shin et al.,
2016). This study will be supporting the SET as a basis in understanding the liaison between
psychological empowerment and employee performance (IRP and ERP) through the mediating
role of employee engagement as it sets the foundation to explaining the reasons behind
employee’s willingness to engage at work. As employee engagement within the organization has
been associated with emotional and psychological relationships which are later on translated into
either positive or negative actions and behaviors at the workplace.
Joo & Jo (2017, p. 476) claim that "psychological empowerment is a construct to which
researchers need to pay special attention to". These researchers also assert that "by identifying
outcome variables, future research would be able to help organizations extend their practices to
structurally and psychologically empower people". The significant relationships that they came
up with during their study of psychological empowerment and other variables allow other
researchers to dig deeper into this topic based on Weiss and Cropanzano's (1996) affective event
theory (AET) which explains how mood and emotions help employees handle situations at work.
The AET provides a systematic framework explaining the effect of one’s daily work routine on
one’s emotions and consequently a clear set of behaviors. The significance of this theory lies in
allowing control of employees’ emotional states in the center of attitude development which
greatly impacts their behaviors in organizations (Ashkanasy & Daus, 2002). As per the
aforementioned need for such studies, this research tries to find answers for these issues. AET
also aims attention on work attitudes that are shaped over time and are more or less unchanging
such as job satisfaction, commitment, engagement, etc… Which makes it address more stable
behaviors rather than temporary judgmental ones that usually occur as a result to certain work
events. Thus, setting grounds to our model in testing the long-term effect of psychological
empowerment on employees’ ability to increase in-role and extra-role performance despite
everyday work challenges faced by workers.
According to Fredrickson's (2003) broaden-and-build theory, positive emotions such as interest
or anticipation at the workplace lead to broader awareness and encouragement which brings out
fresh and different thoughts and actions. Thereby, it can be argued that employee engagement
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stimulates positive emotions such as motivation and enthusiasm. "Engagement can also trigger
affective responses like joyfulness and concentration, which have been related to creativity,
exploration, innovative information, novelty and responsiveness to opportunities at the
workplace" (Fredrickson and Losada, 2005; Cropanzano and Wright, 2001). Consequently, such
increased engagement practices would lead to extra-role behaviors such as creativity, knowledge
sharing, and proactivity since they are related to the organization's outcomes (Hobfoll, 2002). In
one of his studies, Bakker (2009) identifies some of the reasons that link employee engagement
to enhanced job performance. His argument was based primarily on the conception of work
engagement being accompanied with positive emotions as the aforementioned have grasped a lot
of consideration by their ability to build up resources based on the broaden-and build theory
(Fredrickson, 2001). Accordingly, engaged employees and employers have an advantage over
non-engaged ones by building better social networking, self -confidence, optimism, and more
resources (Cropanzano & Wright, 2001). Secondly, Schaufeli & Salanova (2007) linked
employee engagement to good health since engaged employees have been seen to perform better.
Bakker, Demerouti, & Verbeke (2004) also associated engagement in their studies to higher
levels of IRP and ERP.
The boost in performance and captivation of employees’ attention due to psychological
empowerment has been witnesses by Seibert et al. (2011). Liden et al. (2000) also found that
psychological empowerment does not only impact the employees on an individual level
positively, but also on the organization as a whole. In their study on a group of IT employees,
Sharma and Singh (2018) supported the relationship between psychological empowerment on
one hand and employee engagement on the other as well. Based on the job demands-resources
model, Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) supported the relationship between the two constructs as
well and the role that psychological empowerment plays in defining the level of engagement
within an employee. As engaged employees are prone to be more dedicated to their job roles,
they tend to initiate new techniques of getting their jobs done creatively. The broaden-and-build
theory perfectly explains this relationship whereby the positive emotions experienced by
engaged employees enhances what Fredrickson (2001) denotes as “thought-action repertoire”
and consequently enhanced levels of attention and originality. This is also explained by the
chained effect that engaged employees hand over to other employees which effects their overall
performance (Bakker and Bal, 2010).
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3.2 Hypotheses Development
The purpose of this study is to examine the mediating role of employee engagement on the
relationship between psychological empowerment and each of IRP and ERP. Studies have
demonstrated a relationship between psychological empowerment and ample positive
organizational practices such as commitment and engagement (Jaiswal and Dhar, 2016) in
addition to behaviors that improve performance (Hall, 2008). To et al. (2015) and Zhang and
Bartol (2010) declare that psychological empowerment endorses employee motivation and
creativity which in turn leads to creative engagement. Thus, setting the grounds for self -initiated
behaviors and bring along enhancements in the work environment (Strauss et al., 2017; Parker et
al., 2010). Psychological empowerment has been known to be positively influenced by several
job factors such as job design, leadership style, etc… and more specifically task significance,
feedback (Gabriel et al., 2014), supervisory support (Morin et al., 2016), empowering
organizational climate (Seibert et al., 2004), and empowering leadership styles (Raub and
Robert, 2010). Which all prove how empowering employees provides them with a sense of
ownership over one’s work. Quinn and Spreitzer (1997) confirm that actual empowerment only
exists when employees become psychologically empowered and own an empowered mentality.
Macsinga et al. (2015) indicate in one of their studies that psychological empowerment leads to
an increase in dynamism and devotion at work. It has been also identified by Ugwu et al. (2014)
to be an essential motivational factor which thereby leads employees to be more engaged at
work. Markos and Sridevi (2010) explain the latter by linking the boost in employees’
engagement levels to leadership style, which forces the employee to reciprocate his/her leader’s
empowerment by higher levels of engagement.
This takes us back to the SET which relies on reciprocity as a form of giving back in return to
positive leader treatment. Psychological empowerment has been also associated higher levels of
self-efficacy, competence, and confidence in their skills and abilities which tend to help
employees put extra effort on job duties and hence become more engaged and committed
(Avolio et al., 2004; Chen, 2016). Accordingly, we suggest the following positive relationship
between psychological empowerment and employee engagement.

H1. Psychological empowerment is positively related to employee engagement.
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Although several organizational constructs have been proven to affect employee performance,
employee engagement is still taking the lead along organizational culture in today’s evolving
environment (Marcus and Gopinath, 2017; Prihantari and Astika, 2019). Engaged employees
demonstrate higher levels of involvement, eagerness, devotion (Men, 2015), and feel more
motivated to exert extra effort needed for increased performance (Demerouti and Cropanzano,
2010), which enables them to become more attentive, focused, work with higher level of
concentration and even longer durations as they become attached to their role and organizational
values (Rich et al., 2010; Selvarasu and Sastry, 2014). In a study conducted by Buil et al. (2019)
on employees in the hospitality industry, a limited effect of employee engagement on
performance has been identified. Though, plenty of other studies propose a positive effect
between the two (Bakker et al., 2012; Buil et al., 2019; Tensay and Singh, 2020 ). Bakker et al.
(2004) and Xanthopoulou et al.(2008) revealed that engaged employees have reported higher
levels on IRP and ERP as it was also linked to more innovation and proactivity (Sonnentag,
2003) which in turn boost both IRP and ERP.

Truss et al. (2013) also reported higher levels of emotional and intellectual energies on IRP, in
addition to loyalty and appreciation to their tasks from highly engaged employees unlike less
engaged ones (Ismail et al., 2019). This relationship can be explained through the broaden -andbuild theory which indicates that engaged employees possess positive emotions which lead to
elevated levels of motivation and attention to the work thus leading to better performance (Parker
and Griffin, 2011). Consequently, IRP and ERP go up not only on an individual level, but rather
collectively as Bakker and Bal (2010) discuss the “chained effect” that engagement generates on
job performance. Engagement has been also linked to embracing new ideas which in turn
encourages creativity and novelty in implementing ideas in the organization (Bakker, 2009;
Eldor and Harpaz, 2016) since engaged employees tend to be more inspired and absorbed in their
tasks. Noting that creativity in our model is a very important factor of ERP. I therefore suggest
that employee engagement will have a positive effect on both IRP and ERP.
H2a. Employee engagement will have a positive influence on employees' IRP.
H2b. Employee engagement will have a positive influence on employees' ERP.
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In addition, psychologically empowered employees have been proven to boost innovation
(Appelbaum et al., 2000) and positive work behaviors which promote constructive organizational
alterations (Sandhya and Sulphey, 2020). Thereby, making psychological empowerment a vital
component in organizations that depend on an employee’s proactivity, commitment, and
determination in order to boost the overall organization’s performance and achieve competitive
advantage (Henao-Zapata and Peiro, 2018) especially that several studies revealed a positive
relationship between psychological empowerment and proactivity (Chen et al., 2018; Zhang et
al., 2018) which is a core component of ERP.
Psychological empowerment has been also associated with higher levels of interactivity,
creativity, and performance (Webster, 2006), thus resulting in intrinsically motivated employees
that are eager to look up for new information, detect problems, and come up with innovative
solutions. The work environment in which an employee is situated in influences his/her
psychological state which is reflected by the level of autonomy provided, participation in the
decision-making process, and know-how which all leads to the higher levels of psychological
well-being and consequently performance (Deci et al., 2017). Boudrias et al. (2012) indicate in
their study that resolving a fraction of the issue of competitive environments is through
empowering employees which thereby leads to increased performance instead of keeping the
latter at a minimal level. Although there are plenty of recent research on psychological
empowerment, little is known about its impact on IRP and ERP. Prior research backs up the
direct correlation between performance and psychological empowerment (Maynard et al., 2014),
but it is the employees’ outcomes that prolong anticipated levels of performance that we are
mostly interested in investigating. This paper proposes that psychological empowerment is a
reason for employees to increase performance and go the extra mile, or in other words increased
levels of both IRP and ERP.
In a study conducted in India, Bhatnagar (2007) found a relationship between psychological
empowerment and organizational commitment. Psychological empowerment has been also
associated with several other organizational outcomes such as job satisfaction (Shamian and
Wilk, 2004). Empowering employees makes them hold a sense of responsibility and control
which is perceived as an originator of engagement (Macey and Schneider, 2008). The aftermaths
of empowerment include but are not restricted to the following: determination, perseverance,
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taking initiative, and engagement (Macey and Schneider, 2008). Employee engagement has been
profoundly found to have a mediating effect on other organizational factors (Salanova and
Schaufeli 2008; Aggarwal, Thakore and Bhargava 2010; Biswas and Bhatnagar 2011). For
example, job resources’ effect on proactive behavior has been found to be mediated by
engagement (Salanova and Schaufeli, 2008). Another study highlighted the importance of
engagement in clarifying the relationship between trust on one hand and IRP, OCB, and learning
orientation (Chughtai and Buckley, 2011). Moreover, in another study conducted in the UK,
engagement mediated the relationship between employee satisfaction at work and co -workers
relationships (Avery, McKay and Wilson, 2007). Kahn (1990) signified that employees were
more engaged when they were provided with higher levels of psychological safety such as
supportive management styles, meaningfulness such as work-role match, and resource
availability (May, Gilson and Harter, 2004). In a study held on Indian private bank employees,
Ghosh et al. (2016) identified that engagement mediated the relationship between rewards and
recognition with normative commitment.
Further research portrayed the positive relationship between engagement and employee
performance (Halbesleben and Wheeler, 2008) as engaged workers are characterized by
advanced creativity, productivity, and effort. Another study derived that employee engagement
leads employees to take more initiative and go the extra mile by making better use of available
resources (Bakker, Albrecht and Leiter, 2011b) thus better shaping the work setting which allows
them to stay engaged. To put it altogether, we propose that psychological empowerment will
foster work engagement, which in turn enhances IRP and ERP while relying on the AET which
expresses how the emotional state of employees aids in coping with working conditions and
thereby increasing employee performance. Thus, suggesting that:

H3a. Employee engagement will mediate the relationship between psychological empowerment
and IRP.
H3b. Employee engagement will mediate the relationship between psychological empowerment
and ERP.
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The proposed model to test the hypotheses is presented in the below figure:

In-role
Performance
Psychological
Empowerment

Employee
Engagement
Extra-role
Performance

Figure 1 . Conceptual Model
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Chapter Four
Research Methodology
In this chapter, we will be presenting the research methodology based on the variables’
relationships. The research methodology section will be presenting the following three sections
respectively: Participants, measures, and software for data analysis.

4.1. Participants
The study was based on a convenience sample that are mainly graduate-level working students
from the Lebanese American University after obtaining the Institutional Review Board “IRB”
approval. The sample was diversified in terms of industry and majors. A quantitative approach
was adopted by the researcher and an online questionnaire was administered using “Google
form” and shared via email in order to gather data from the sample. After four weeks of
administering the e-questionnaire, a total of 152 responses were collected.

4.2 Measures
The questionnaire distributed to the sample consisted of a demographic section followed by four
other parts. Each section was based on a distinct scale which we will be discussing. As for the
demographic section, its questions were related to the following ten items: Gender, age, marital
status, educational level, years of experience, industry, job position, employment status, number
of employees in the organization, and whether he/she is the main provider of the family.
Employee engagement. To measure employee engagement, we used a scale developed by
Schaufeli & Bakker, (2003) whom validated the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale seventeen-item
scale (UWES-17) which consists of three main dimensions: vigor, dedication, and absorption and
which has been extensively used in a lot of studies. The likert scale ranged from 1, “Never”, to 7,
“ Every day”. A sample item from this scale is “I can continue working for very long periods at a
time”. The scale Cronbach’s α values varied between 0.80 and 0.90 (Nerstad et al., 2009) which
is consistent with our results.
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Psychological empowerment. Psychological empowerment was measured by a twelve-item scale
developed by Spreitzer, (1995). Its scale ranged from 1 being “Very strongly disagree”, to 7
being “ Very strongly agree” and was measured in terms of three dimentions: meaning,
competemce, impact, and self-determination. Sample items from this scale include “The work I
do is meaningful to me” and “I have significant autonomy in determining how I do my job.” The
scale had a Cronbach’s α of 0.855 in previous studies (Sandhya and Sulphey, 2019) showing
consistency with our study.
IRP. The in-role performance nine-item scale was adopted from a study conducted by Goodman
& Svyantek, (1999). The scale ranged from 1 “Very low value”, to 4 “Highly valued”. A sample
from this scale is “Demonstrates expertise in all job-related tasks.” The scale had a Cronbach’s α
of 0.82 in previous studies (Rai et al.,2018) and our results showed consistency with the previous
results.
ERP. Extra-role perormance was measured in terms of 3 dimensions: creativity, proactivity, &
knowledge sharing. Creativity was measured by a four-item scale developed by Zhou & George,
(2001) using a likert scale ranging from 1 being “Totally diasagree” to 7 being “Totally agree”.
An example from the latter include “I suggest new ways to increase quality” with a Cronbach’s α
of 0.9 based on Rego et al., 2014. Proactivity was measured by a three-item scale developed by
Griffin et al., (2007) via a scale extending from 1 measuring “Little proactivity” to 5 measuring
“Very high proactivity”. The former included “Made changes to the way your core tasks are
done.” The scale also reported high Cronbach’s α of 0.93 based on Villalobos et al., 2020.
Finally, knowledge sharing was measured in terms of the attitude towards knowledge sharing
and knowledge sharing behavior. The attitude towards knowledge sharing was measured by a
five-item scale developed by Morris et al., (2005) and Bock et al.,(2005) by means of a 7-point
likert scale ranging from 1, “Strongly disagree” to 7, “Strongly agree”. A sample question from
this scale is “To me, sharing knowledge with my co-workers is good” with and internal reliability
equivalent to 0.91 (Bock et al., 2005). Whereby, knowledge sharing behavior was measured by a
seven-item scale deveoped by Bock et al., (2005) ranging from 1 “Very infrequently” to 7, “Very
frequently”. Questions of the previously mentioned included “I shared expertise from education
or training with my co-workers.” The internal reliability for this scale showed consistency with
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previously reported alpha of 0.92 and 0.93 for explicit and implicit knowledge sharing behaviors
(Bock et al., 2005).

4.3 Software for Data Analysis

The relationships of the proposed conceptual model were tested using the “Ringle, C. M.,
Wende, S., and Becker, J.-M. 2015. "SmartPLS 3." Boenningstedt: SmartPLS GmbH,
http://www.smartpls.com”. Moreover, the SPSS software was used to conduct reliability and
factor analysis.
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Chapter Five
Statistical Analysis & Results
This section goes over the following descriptive analysis which covers demographics, the
reliability and factor analysis, and lastly the measurement models analysis.

5.1 Descriptive Analysis
Descriptive analysis was conducted using the SPSS software. The respondents’ results are
summarized in Table 1. Out of the 152 respondents, 51 were males (33.6%) and 101 females
(66.4%). 25% out of which were 25 years old or younger, the majority of 62.4% were between
26 and 35 of age, 8.6% between 36 and 45 years, and only 4.1% accounting to 46 years old and
above.
The majority of the sample worked in non-managerial positions making a total of 40.8%,
followed by 25% for mid-managerial level positions, 18.4% for operational level positions, and
7.9% for top level managerial positions. This is reflected by their years of experience as well as
38.2% have been working for 5 years or below, 40.1% between 5 and 10 years, 12.5% from 11
to 15 years of work experience, 5.9% between 16 and 20 years, and only 3.3% with more than 20
years. The sample was also diversified in terms of the working industry with the highest of
19.1% coming from a banking and financial services sector, 6.6% from consulting and business
services, 15.8% from the educational sector, 5.9% from healthcare services, 11.2% from
engineering and construction, 3.3% from the hospitality industry, 7.9% working in family
businesses, 3.9% from IT and telecom, 0.7% in agriculture, 1.3% in manufacturing, 9.2% in
transportation, and finally 15.1% in retail and wholesale trading. Other demographic questions
were also applied in the questionnaire.
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics
Demographic Variable
Age
- 19-25
- 26-35
- 36-45
- 46-65
Gender
- Male
- Female
Industry
- Banking/Insurance/Financial Service
- Education
- Constructions/Architecture/Engineering
- Retail Trade/Wholesale Trade
- Other
Education
- Bachelor’s Degree
- Master’s Degree
- Doctorate Degree
- Other
Marital Status
- Single
- Married
- Divorced
- Widowed
Years of Experience
- Less than 5 years
- 5-10 years
- 11-15 years
- 16-20 years
- More than 20 years
Job position
- Non-managerial position
- Operational level/Supervisor
- Middle level manager
- Top level manager
- Other
Employment Status
- Full-time
- Part-time
# of employees in the organization
- Less than 100 employees
- 100-250 employees
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Percentage
-

25%
62.4%
8.6%
4.1%

-

33.6%
66.4%

-

19.1%
15.8%
11.2%
9.2%
15.1%

-

38.8%
56%
3.6%
1.6%

-

53.9%
39.5%
1.3%
5.3%

-

38.2%
40.1%
12.5%
5.9%
3.3%

-

40.8%
18.4%
25%
7.9%
7.9%

-

84.2%
15.8%

-

35.5%
18.4%

- 251-500 employees
- 501-1000 employees
- More than 1000 employees
Main provider in the Family
-Yes
- No

-

9.9%
7.9%
28.3%

-

32.2%
67.8%

5.2 Factor Analysis and Reliability

In order to ensure the reliability of the constructs, the Cronbach’s Alpha value for each of EE,
PE, IRP, and ERP was measured using SPSS. All constructs showed high reliability with a
Cronbach’s Alpha greater than 0.7 (Cronbach, 1951). The validity of each scale and subscale
was assessed using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The values of Cronbach’s Alpha and
CFA for each construct are represented in Table 2. For employee engagement, factor analysis
was performed for 14 items instead of 17 by removing item 12, 15, and 17 due to their low factor
loadings. The factor analysis for engagement indicated a significant KMO and Bartlett’s Test
with a measure of sampling adequacy of 0.938, a Chi-square of 1286.071, degree of freedom of
91, and significance of 0.000. The latter indicated that the factor analysis can be conducted for
this data. Factor analysis of all 9 items of IRP was performed which also indicated a significant
KMO and Bartlett’s Test. For psychological empowerment, factor analysis was also conducted
for each subscale namely: Meaning, competence, self -determination, and impact. For each
subscale, a single score was generated using factor analysis. These scores will be used to transfer
the multidimensional construct into a first order using the generated scores as indicators which is
known as the parceling method whereby parcels are created from the multidimensional scales
due to their difference in factor loading values (El-Kassar et al., 2017). Consequently, the items
with the highest loadings will have a greater effect on the total factor score (Landis et al., 2000).
Likewise, factor analysis was conducted for each of ERP’s subscales: creativity, proactivity, and
knowledge sharing. As for the attitude towards knowledge sharing, the 1 st and 4 th items were
disregarded due to their low factor loadings. The factor loadings shown in table 1 reveal that
most of the factor loadings as well as the overall average are above the required threshold which
is equivalent to 0.7 for all constructs. The total variance explained for employee engagement
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measured 54.05%, 90.94% for meaning, 76.17% for competence, 75.9% for self-determination,
84.66% for impact, 60.2% for IRP, 78.6% for creativity, 85.95% for proactivity, 76.36% for
attitude towards knowledge sharing, and finally 58.09% for knowledge sharing behavior. All of
which recorded a value above the minimum required one of 50%.
For each of the second order multidimensional constructs, PE and ERP, a single sco re was
generated for each factor. By applying the parceling technique which relies on obtaining scores
in order to reduce the number of indicators within the model, a subset of the items is formed
(Aluja & Blanch, 2004). These scores were used to reduce the multidimensional constructs PE
and ERP to a first order construct with the generated scores as indicators. The scores for PE were
labeled “Mng” for Meaning, “Imp” for Impact, “Det” for Self -determination, and “Comp” for
Competence. Similarly, the scores of ERP were labeled as follows: “Att” for Attitude toward
knowledge sharing, “Behav” for Knowledge sharing behavior, “Creat” for Creativity, and
“Proact” for Proactivity (Figure 2).

Table 2: Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Reliability
Bartlet’s Test
Chi Square
Variable

Manifest variables
Label

Standardized
loadings

Eng1

.684

Eng2

.798

Eng3

.756

Eng4

.723

Eng5

.846

Eng6

.619

Eng7

.830

Eng8

.787

Eng9

.655

Eng10

.823

Eng11

.822

Cronbach's α

KMO

(p-Value)

1286.071
0.938

0.930
(0.000)

Employee
Engagement
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Eng13

.657

Eng14

.623

Eng16

.600
.

Mng1

.954

Mng2

.950

Mng3

.957

Comp1

.657

Comp2

.623

Comp3

.600

Det1

.835

Det2

.918

Det3

.858

Imp1

.905

Imp2

.915

Imp3

.940

IRP1

.780

IRP2

.843

IRP3

.870

0.950

0.775

446.908

PE/Meaning

PE/Competence

PE/Self Determination

PE/Impact

IRP4
IRP

IRP5
IRP6
IRP7
IRP8
IRP9

ERP/Creativity

(0.000)
0.843

0.653

211.840

(0.000)
0.839

0.680

196.861

(0.000)

0.908

0.742

307.403

(0.000)
0.912

0.895

864.406

(0.000)

.788
.583
.705
.819
.775
.781

Create1

.870

Create2

.916

0.907

0.809

429.005
(0.000)
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ERP/Proactivity

ERP/Attitude towards
Knowledge Sharing

ERP/Knowledge Sharing
Behavior

Create3

.925

Create4

.832

Proact1

0.922

Proact2

0.951

Proact3

0.907

Att2

0.877

Att3

0.901

Att5

0.843

Behav1

0.729

Behav2

0.738

Behav3

0.588

Behav4

0.797

Behav5

0.814

Behav6

0.777

Behav7

0.862

0.911

0.733

339.037

(0.000)
0.692

0.714

192.182

(0.000)

0.864

0.854

518.175

(0.000)

To analyze the structural relationships for all constructs, we have used the partial least squares
structural equation modeling Ringle, C. M., Wende, S., and Becker, J.-M. 2015 "SmartPLS 3".
Using SmartPLS, we start by the outer model analysis to check for the reliability and validity of
the scales, followed by conducting inner model analysis to calculate and determine the
significance of the path coefficients.

5.3. Outer Model Analysis
Convergent and discriminant validity of the four constructs along with their subsets was
conducted. Most of the factor loadings exceeded the 0.7 threshold (Table 3) thus indicating
convergent validity. Moreover, bootstrapping was conducted to determine the significance of the
outer loadings. The results indicate that all outer loadings are highly significant as all P values
are less than 0.001. Thus, significantly representing the constructs. Also, the average variance
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extracted (AVE) measures the amount of variance in the indicators. Our achieved values for each
of our constructs measured 0.577 for ERP, 0.540 for engagement ,0.597 for IRP, and 0.528 for
PE which all exceed the 0.5 threshold (Table 4) which indicated high scale reliability.
Furthermore, discriminant validity was checked by comparing the AVE values with the
correlation coefficient (Table 5). AVE values which are in diagonal are all above 0.5 and are
above the surrounding correlation coefficients.
Table 3. Outer Model Results
Outer
Loadings
PE

ENG

IRP

ERP

Imp
Mng
Comp
Det
Eng1
Eng10
Eng11
Eng13
Eng14
Eng16
Eng2
Eng3
Eng4
Eng5
Eng6
Eng7
Eng8
Eng9
IRP1
IRP2
IRP3
IRP4
IRP5
IRP6
IRP7
IRP8
IRP9
Poact
Att
Behav

Standard
Deviation

T Statistics
(|O/STDEV|)

0.765
0.814
0.555
0.747
0.685
0.828
0.825
0.656
0.626
0.594
0.797
0.756
0.728
0.844
0.616
0.828
0.784
0.652
0.813
0.862
0.874
0.769
0.595
0.662
0.797
0.734
0.804
0.874
0.635
0.623

0.065
0.031
0.106
0.073
0.056
0.035
0.032
0.062
0.083
0.067
0.040
0.044
0.052
0.028
0.066
0.032
0.035
0.063
0.055
0.045
0.039
0.076
0.080
0.079
0.057
0.074
0.047
0.033
0.084
0.089
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P
Values
11.742
26.316
5.223
10.166
12.224
23.331
26.185
10.625
7.579
8.911
19.814
17.338
13.951
30.269
9.313
25.561
22.244
10.405
14.678
19.147
22.558
10.133
7.405
8.362
13.898
9.873
17.127
26.220
7.587
6.967

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

Creat

0.869

0.036

24.141

0.000

Table 4. Construct Reliability & Validity Results
Cronbach’s Alpha

Composite Reliability

Average Variance Expected
(AVE)

ERP

0.750

0.842

0.577

Eng

0.933

0.942

0.540

IRP

0.915

0.929

0.597

PE

0.734

0.815

0.528

Table 5. Results of Discriminant Validity
ERP

Eng

IRP

ERP

0.760

Eng

0.518

0.735

IRP

0.460

0.334

0.773

PE

0.597

0.718

0.489

PE

0.727

5.4. Inner Model Analysis and results
The second step of the analysis covers the inner model in order to determine the significance of
the path coefficients. Primarily, the R2 results were verified to have an acceptable variance which
is explained in the causal model (Figure 2) specifically for the performance constructs measuring
R2 = 0.112 for IRP and R2 = 0.268 for ERP. The direct and indirect effects standard coefficients
are presented in the below Table 6. The direct effects’ results reveal that engagement has a
positive significant effect on IRP and ERP as the path coefficient is 0.334 and 0.518 respectively
with a corresponding P Value of 0.000 thus providing support to H2a and H2b. Similarly,
psychological empowerment has a significant positive effect on employee engagement with a
path coefficient of 0.718 and a P Value of 0.000 which backs up our hypothesis H 1. The
calculation also extended to include the indirect effects which indicates that PE has an indirect
significant positive effect on each of IRP and ERP through employee engagement with a path
coefficient of 0.240 and 0.372 respectively. Thus, indicating that engagement mediates the
relationship between the two constructs and supporting our hypothesis H 3a and H3b.

Table 6. Standard Coefficients of Direct Effects & Specific Indirect Effects
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Direct Effects

Sample Mean

Eng -> ERP

Original
Sample
0.518

T Statistics

P Values

0.528

Standard
Deviation
0.064

7.782

0.000

Eng -> IRP

0.334

0.354

0.082

4.096

0.000

PE -> Eng

0.718

0.729

0.035

20.731

0.000

PE -> ERP

0.372

0.386

0.060

6.246

0.000

PE -> IRP

0.240

0.256

0.063

3.783

0.000

Indirect Effects

PE -> Eng -> IRP

Specific Indirect
Effects
0.240

PE -> Eng -> ERP

0.372

Figure 2: Causal Model

31

Table 7. Hypotheses Results
H1: Psychological empowerment is positively related to employee engagement.

Supported

H2a: Employee engagement will have a positive influence on employees’ IRP.

Supported

H2b: Employee engagement will have a positive influence on ERP.

Supported

H3a: Employee engagement mediates the relationship between PE and IRP.

Supported

H3b: Employee engagement mediates the relationship between PE and ERP.

Supported
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Chapter Six
Discussion & Conclusion
This chapter offers a discussion based on our findings, followed by the managerial implications,
limitations of the study in addition to the proposed future research suggestions, and a brief
conclusion.

6.1 Discussion
The results of this study suggests that psychological empowerment positively influences
engagement; which in its turn affects both IRP and ERP. Thereby, the significance of this study’s
results will add to psychological empowerment and employee engagement literature as it is the
first study up to my knowledge in a non-Western country to study the suggested relationship
between psychological empowerment, engagement, and both of performance’s dimensions.
Based on the study’s findings, we may infer that psychological empowerment does not only assist
in meeting formal job requirements, but also encourages employees to go beyond their stated job
requirement through engaging them further.
Theoretically, this study sheds light on the difference between IRP and ERP and encompasses
existing literature on engagement by associating it within the relationship between psychological
empowerment and IRP and ERP while matching the findings with the SET suggestions. The
positive influence of engagement on IRP and ERP matches previously conducted studies by
Bakker er al. (2004) and Schaufeli et al. (2006). Moreover, this study elaborates further on the
reasons that cause ERP among employees which has been comparatively less studies than IRP
even though it is equally as important for the success of any organization. Thus, this paper
provides a perception to managers and superiors to work on improving employees’ performance
beyond basic job descriptions through psychological empowerment and engagement practices.
Accordingly, the current study emphasized the augmenting role that engagement plays along
psychological empowerment which enhances the performance of employees. This is aligned with
the broaden-and-build theory as engaged employees are more prone to being dedicated to their job
roles and have higher levels of creativity due to the higher levels of positive emotions
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attained. This is also highlighted through the chained effect that engaged employees hand over to
other employees which effects their overall performance.
Recently, managers have noticed that employees are main constituents of their endeavors;
making the key to the success of any organization its people. Thereby, engaging employees at
work should be of priority to managers in order to achieve and ameliorate organizational
outcomes (Bakker and Demerouti, 2008). Gallup (2009) later proposes that as employee
engagement rises, the rate of success of the organization increases as it is acquainted with higher
levels of efficiency, productivity and revenue. Accordingly, managers need to support their
employees in order to motivate them in order to better engage which will in its turn enhance IRP
and ERP as the AET suggests as employees’ emotional state allows them to better cope with
challenging work conditions.

6.2 Managerial Implications
From a practical point of view, organizations are recommended to promote employee
engagement at the workplace since the majority of the studies highlight its positive effect on
employees’ performance including our study in Lebanon. Furthermore, based on this study, it is
essential for organizations to create a work environment that encourages psychological
empowerment in order to improve employee performance through higher levels of engagement.
Managers are advised to reinforce empowerment practices which fosters the effect of
engagement on IRP and ERP. They should appreciate employees’ efforts that extend beyond
basic job roles. As many Lebanese and Middle Eastern managers acquired traditional
management systems which hinders the effect of empowerment on employee performance
(Ismail, 2013), this study has positive repercussions on the Lebanese industry if taken into
consideration. Therefore, managers and employers are urged to engage employees further at
work by concentrating on employees’ exertions such as career succession planning and job
design which are known to be some of the main weaknesses in Lebanese organizations (Ismail
and El Nakkache, 2014). As the mediating role of engagement has been confirmed in our
relationship, organizations are advised to empower their employees in various ways in order to
assure they perform beyond their basic job descriptions. This way, employees become motivated
which enables engagement and in that way improving mutually IRP and ERP. Practically
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speaking, this includes providing employees with a sense of control over their work,
independence, and autonomy. Simultaneously, organizations should seek to enhance employee
engagement while encouraging psychological empowerment as our study reveals that the
connection between psychological empowerment and IRP and ERP is contingent upon employee
engagement.
Even though this study has been conducted among a relatively small sample, one can’t doubt that
it has a universal application across various industries and across countries. As in Lebanon, and
the universal economic situation, organizations are not being able to offer better monetary
incentives, thus they need to shift on focusing on the non-monetary incentives that would lead to
higher engagement levels among their employees and consequently their performance as
employees tend to weigh their relationship with their employer as a give-and-take relationship
according to the SET. The results of this study make suggestions for managers in order to
facilitate employee performance and specifically pinpoints the significance of psychological
empowerment and employee engagement on the latter. Engagement has been proven to be linked
to numerous job resources including but not limited to the following: job co ntrol, developmental
opportunities, coaching and training, social support from supervisors and coworkers, etc…
Thereby, organizations should set internal implementation practices to ensure that the previous is
achieved. Involving employees in decision-making, goal setting, mission development, etc…
will all in turn shift organization’s goals into personal employee goals. Moreover, HR
departments need to ensure that appraisals and consistent performance management systems are
applied in organizations in order to assess the progress of the employees and guarantee their
participation in extra role behaviors which namely boosts their proactivity, creativity, and
knowledge sharing practices. Thus, causing a positive spillover effect among employees of an
organization as one employee will act as a motive for others to better perform similarly.
Evaluating manager’s psychological empowerment skills should be also overseen as they are
responsible for the generation of employee engagement and consequently enhanced lev els of
performance.
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6.3 Limitations & Future Research
As with any study, our study has a number of limitations and accordingly recommendations for
future studies. Primarily, although our study guaranteed a sufficient sample size (152 responses),
it is recommended to repeat this study with an increased sample size in order to achieve the
generalizability of the findings and increase its reliability. Moreover, this study was based on
self-reporting job performance. Even though the self-reported method is extensively used (Wall et
al., 2004), it is advised that job performance is measured by performance management experts or
managers in order to acquire more objective results and higher confidence levels. Moreover, since
our study is the first to investigate the mediating role of employee engagement amid
psychological empowerment on one hand and both IRP and ERP on the other, we would suggest
repeating this study in other countries and perhaps different unified industries as our reporting
sample was from different industries. This would definitely secure the generalizability and
reliability of the results. Moreover, this study adopted the convenience sampling method as it is
difficult and costly to access a random sample especially in Lebanon. This possibly leads to
sample bias as there might be an under or overrepresentation of particular groups of people.
Thereby, the author proposed the current study through adopting the ransom sampling technique.
Also, the percentage of female participants in this study is almost double that of the male
participants with 66.4% being females and 33.6% being males which may not represent the
general population. It is recommended that the study is repeated while making sure that the
percentage of female and male participants are almost equivalent. In addition, our study did not
account for any individual factors that may perhaps affect the research findings. Future research
can assess the role that individual factors can play as moderators in the model such as employees’
personality traits or demographic variables. Lastly, our sample was more or less heterogeneous in
terms of industry and employment contract while trying to ensure the measurement of a variety of
demographic variables in order to reach more realistic conclusions (Allen and Seaman, 2017), but
some studies claim that homogeneous samples are better indicators and provide more accurate
results as the sample is more uniform (Calder et al., 1981).
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6.4 Conclusion
In extensive preceding research, employee engagement has rasped the attention of researchers
mostly due to its anticipated effects on organizations’ outcomes in general, and on job
performance in specific. The finding of this research unravels the relation ship between
engagement and both types of performance. Accordingly, the present study has recognized
engagement as a mediator between psychological empowerment and IRP and ERP. In this
context, it appears that psychological empowerment has an impact on performance by enabling
employee engagement. Simultaneously, as previously argued, this study needs to be replicated in
other countries and is recommended to have a greater sample size and rely on managers’ or HR
specialists to report employees’ performance rather than self-reporting. Lastly, this study has
significant suggestions for HR managers and organizations in Lebanon to encourage
psychological empowerment practices at work in order to enhance the influence that employee
engagement has on their IRP and ERP.
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1: Survey Study/ Questionnaires
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Demographics:
☐Male
☐Female

What is your gender?

What is your age?
What is your marital status?

☐Single
☐Married
☐Divorced
☐Widowed
☐Other: (Specify)
☐ Bachelor’s Degree
☐ Master’s Degree
☐ Doctorate Degree
☐ Other: (Specify)

What is your level of education?

☐Less than 5 years
☐5-10 years
☐11-15 years
☐16-20 years
☐More than 20 years
☐Banking/Insurance/Financial Service
☐Consulting/Business Service
☐Education
☐Healthcare services
☐Constructions/Architecture/Engineering
☐Hospitality & tourism/ Entertainment/
Service Industry
☐Family business
☐ IT/ Telecommunications
☐ Agriculture
☐ Manufacturing
☐ Transportation
☐ Retail Trade/Wholesale Trade
☐Other: (specify)
☐Non-managerial position
☐Operational level/Supervisor
☐Middle level manager
☐Top level manager
☐Other: (specify)
☐Full-time ☐Part-time

How many years of work experience do you
have?

Which industry are you employed in?

What is your job position?

What is your employment status?
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What is the number of employees in your
organization?

☐Less than 100 employees
☐100-250 employees
☐251-500 employees
☐501-1000 employees
☐More than 1000 employees
☐Yes
☐No

Are you the main provider for your family?

Please read the statements below and select the answer that best describes you or your
situation.
•

Employee Engagement:

Never

Almost

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Very often

Always

Never
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Never

A few times

Once a

A few times

Once a

A few times

Every

a year or

month

a month

week

a week

day

less

or less

1. At my work, I feel bursting with energy.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2. I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3. Time flies when I'm working.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

4. At my job, I feel strong and vigorous.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5. I am enthusiastic about my job.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6. When I am working, I forget everything else around

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

7. My job inspires me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8. When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to
work.
9. I feel happy when I am working intensely.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

10. I am proud on the work that I do.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

11. I am immersed in my work.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

12. I can continue working for very long periods at a
time.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

me.

61

13. To me, my job is challenging.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

14. I get carried away when I’m working.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

15. At my job, I am very resilient, mentally.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

16. It is difficult to detach myself from my job.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

17. At my work I always persevere, even when things do

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

not go well.

•

Psychological Empowerment:

1
Very
Strongly
Disagree

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Meaning
1- The work I do is very important to me.
2- My job activities are personally meaningful to

me.
3- The work I do is meaningful to me.
Competence
4- I am confident about my ability to do my job.
5- I am self-assured about my capabilities to

perform my work activities.
6- I have mastered the skills necessary for my job.
Self-Determination

7
Very
Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

7- I have significant autonomy in determining how I

do my job.
8- I can decide on my own how to go about doing

my work.
9- I have considerable opportunity for independence

and freedom in how I do my job.
Impact
10- My impact on what happens in my department is

large.
11- I have a great deal of control over what happens

in my department.
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12- I have significant influence over what happens in

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

my department.

•

In-role Performance:

1
Very low value

2
Fairly low value

3
Fairly high value

1- Achieves the objectives of the job.
2- Meets criteria for performance.
3- Demonstrates expertise in all jobrelated tasks.
4- Fulfills all the requirements of the job.
5- Could manage more responsibility than
typically assigned.
6- Appears suitable for a higher level role.
7- Is competent in all areas of the job,
handles tasks with proficiency.
8- Performs well in the overall job by
carrying out tasks as expected.
9- Plans and organizes to achieve
objectives of the job and meet
deadlines.
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4
Highly valued

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

•

Extra-role Performance: Measured in terms of Knowledge sharing, Proactivity, & Creativity.
Creativity:
1

2

Totally
Disagree

Disagree

3
More or
less
Disagree

4

5

6

7

Neutral

More or
less Agree

Agree

Totally
Agree

1- I provide new ideas to improve the
department’s performance.
2- I suggest new ways of optimizing
processes and routines.
3- I suggest new ways to increase quality.
4- I come up with creative solutions to
emerging problems.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

Proactivity:

1
little proactivity

2
3
Some proactivity Moderate
proactivity

4
High proactivity

5
Very high
proactivity

1- Initiated better ways of doing your core tasks.

1

2

3

4

5

2- Come up with ideas to improve the way in
which your core tasks are done.

1

2

3

4

5

3- Made changes to the way your core tasks are
done

1

2

3

4

5

Knowledge sharing: Measured in terms of Attitude and Behavior.
Attitude towards Knowledge sharing
1

2

3

4

64

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

More or
less
Disagree

More or
less Agree

Neutral

To me, sharing knowledge with my co-workers is
harmful.
To me, sharing knowledge with my co-workers is
good.
To me, sharing knowledge with my co-workers is
pleasant.
To me, sharing knowledge with my co-workers is
worthless.
To me, sharing knowledge with my co-workers is
wise.

Strongly
Agree

Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Knowledge sharing Behavior

1

2

Very
Infrequent
Infrequently

3

4

5

6

Sometimes
Infrequent

Moderate
Frequency
(Few times
per month)

Frequently

Usually
Frequent

I shared factual knowledge (know-what) from
work with my co-workers.
I shared business knowledge about the
customers, products, suppliers & competitors
with my co-workers.
I shared internal reports and other official
documents with my co-workers.
I shared work experiences with my co-workers.
I shared know-how or tricks of the trade from
work with my co-workers.
I shared expertise from education or training
with my co-workers.
I shared know-why (understanding reasons)
knowledge from work with my co-workers.
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7
Very
Frequently
(many
times
daily)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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