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Aim: Study the relationship between nursing academic staff 

engagement in work and traditional and innovative leadership styles. 

Background: Work engagement contributes to immersion of people 

in work with high level of energy caring about doing it as better as 

possible and the cautious of its quality with sense of enthusiasm and 

pride, targeting to high level of performance and better 

product/output. So, taking measures to achieve it is a requirement for 

successful organization and individuals. This requires a leadership not 

only with certain characters but basically certain practices that inspire, 

motivate and facilitate people/workforce engagement in work.  
Methods: Utrech Work Engagement Scale was used to assess work 

engagement of all nursing assistant teaching staff in addition to a 

leadership styles questionnaire to determine leadership styles of 

nursing academic managers either traditional or innovative.  

Results:  Both work engagement and leadership styles were in 

average levels and practices. There was no significant correlations 

between work engagement and leadership styles whether the 

traditional or innovative ones. 

Conclusion and implications: There is no dominant leadership 

style/s whether the traditional or innovative. That could be good, but 

when combined with average level of work engagement revealed no 
significant correlations. This means that work engagement level 

should be improved mainly based on/geared to vigor and dedication 

improvement measures. 
 

                                Copy Right, IJAR, 2016. All rights reserved.

…………………………………………………………………………………………………….... 

Introduction:- 
Work engagement recently becomes one of work issues that have been paid attention in research especially with 

increasing interest in the positive psychology in work (Albrecht, 2015; Bailey et al., 2015).The target of this 

approach in human resource management, positive psychology in work, is the best for individuals as well as 

organization (Schaufeli, 2011). It is the positive side for practicing work, which contributing to work effectiveness 

(Laschinger et al., 2009), people and organizational performance (Breevaart et al., 2014, 2015) in addition to 
occupational and organizational success (Vincent-Hoper et al., 2012). It improves commitment, structural (Greco et 

al., 2006) and psychological empowerment (AL Zaabi et al., 2016), organizational identification (Gözükara and 

Şimsek, 2016), loyalty (Kalvina, 2016), job satisfaction and emotional control (Mencl et al., 2016), individuals well-

being and productivity (Shuck and Reio Jr, 2014) in addition to positive organizational citizenship behavior (Burch 
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and Guarana, 2014). It is negatively correlated with turnover intention (Albrecht and Andreetta, 2011; Burch and 

Guarana, 2014), depression (Torp et al., 2012), and depersonalization (Shuck and Reio Jr, 2014). Globally, it 

constitutes occupational health promotion (Torp et al., 2012) and quality work life as a whole (Gillet et al., 2013).   

 

Work engagement has been studied from many views using different measurements (Ludviga and Kalvina, 2016). 

Each one of them has its distinguished study scope: Job Engagement Scale (Rich et al., 2010) measuring cognitive, 
emotional and physical engagement; Employee Surveys measuring it as a multidimensional attitude (engagement 

with job itself/motivation, advocacy, involvement and identification with the organization) (Soieb et al., 2015); 

Utrech Work Engagement Scale (UWES) (Schaufeli et al., 2002) that is the most common used one. Accordingly, 

work engagement is defined by Schaufeli et al. (2002 p. 74-75) as: ‘Engagement is a positive, fulfilling, work-

related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption. Vigor is characterized by high levels 

of energy and mental resilience while working, the willingness to invest effort in one’s work, and persistence even 

in the face of difficulties. Dedication refers to being strongly involved in one's work and experiencing a sense of 

significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, and challenge. Absorption, is characterized by being fully concentrated 

and happily engrossed in one’s work, whereby time passes quickly and one has difficulties with detaching oneself 

from work’ (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2003 p. 4-5). 

 

Earlier, work engagement has been studied with certain variables that its meanings could be interrelated with each 
other and need to be differentiated. Burnout usually represents the negative impact/side of work in contrast to work 

engagement (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2003). Even, work engagement is sometimes assessed through measuring 

burnout (Soieb et al., 2015), the negative side of it. It is characterized by exhaustion compared to vigor, cynicism 
compared to dedication, in addition to professional efficacy (lack of occupational accomplishments) (Schaufeli et al. 

2002; Schaufeli, 2011). It usually has negative correlation with work engagement (such as Langelaan et al., 2006; 

Kim et al., 2009). Whereas workaholism could be described as abnormal side/unhealthy state of work engagement, 

as it is characterized by a compulsive inner drive to work (not working puts individual in stress) and associated with 

job dissatisfaction and poor health even if it has positive outcomes for organization. It is hardly related to work 

engagement (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2003; Schaufeli, 2011). However, work engagement, by itself, is basically 

positive by itself and healthy (Schaufeli, 2011). It is usually studied as a needed basic for workforce well-being 

(such as Mencl et al., 2016), and sometimes as a well-being itself (such as Perko et al. 2016).  Its positive entity for 
individuals and organization (Shuck and Reio Jr, 2014) extends from antecedents/inputs as self-efficacy, job 

design/redesign, supervisory support, and organizational justice, to consequences/outcomes as morale, life 

satisfaction, and individuals and organizational performance, (Schaufeli, 2011; Bailey et al., 2015; Sharoni et al., 

2015).   

 

Other variables are so important for work engagement, two major recourses; personal and job. Both represents many 

of work engagement antecedents and contribute to job demands-resources (JD-R) model especially job (Demerouti 

et al., 2001) and both are major contributors in the modified JD-R model of work engagement (Bakker and 

Demerouti 2007, 2008). JD-R model illustrates how job resources contributes to work engagement and hence 

positive outcomes whereas job demands contributes to burnout and hence negative outcomes (Demerouti et al., 

2001; Hu et al., 2013; Schaufeli, 2015). Whereas, JD-R model of work engagement illustrates how both personal 

and job resources could contribute to work engagement (Bakker and Demerouti 2007, 2008). This is assured by the 
study of Xanthopoulou et al. (2009) which indicated how job resources can affect work engagement through 

personal resources. Job resources are such as job autonomy, coaching, responsibility, performance feedback, and 

supervisor support whereas personal resources such as self-efficacy, self-esteem, adaptive perfectionism, 

extraversion and optimism (Bakker and Demerouti 2008; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009; Schaufeli, 2011). 

 

Leadership is so important for work engagement. Both are contributing to each other. If work engagement is one of 

partners in work achievement, leadership is the other one. Leadership usually works through influencing others to 

satisfy job requirements for organizational and personal goal achievement, which requires engaged subordinates 

(Tims et al., 2011; Breevaart et al., 2014; Cherry and Jacob, 2014). Besides, effective leadership whether ethical, or 

empowering contribute positively to work engagement (Albrecht and Andreetta, 2011; Den Hartog and Belschak, 

2012). Furthermore, leadership is one of the work engagement antecedents especially the transformational one 
(Bailey et al., 2015). It is basic for building work engagement (Schaufeli, 2011; Tims et al., 2011). In addition, work 

engagement relations with leadership styles were mainly found positive especially with transformational leadership 

and other innovative styles (Tims et al., 2011; Wang and Hsieh 2013; Strom et al., 2014). However, traditional 
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leadership styles especially autocratic one is expected to have a negative impact on work engagement (Stanislavov 

and Ivanov, 2014).  

 

This effect of leadership styles whether positive or negative is based on certain characteristics/practices adopted by 

the leader in each one of these styles. When found, work engagement could be largely found. These 

characteristics/practices are as coaching, autonomy, feedback, and social support, which should be combined with 
certain personal subordinates' characteristics (Bakker and Demerouti 2007, 2008). Concerning innovative leadership 

styles; transformational style is characterized by optimism, having the need of self-actualization, inspiring vision, 

encouraging performance beyond expectations, helping and encouraging staff development associated with effective 

performance appraisal. Besides, transformational leader is innovator, mentor and empowering his/her staff (Huber, 

2010; Cherry and Jacop, 2014; Strom et al., 2014; Suan and Nasurdin, 2016). Transactional style is characterized by 

focusing on day to day operation and routine work, setting performance goal based on expected level from 

subordinates, and active monitoring associated with correction, providing needed information, and using reward and 

punishment (Huber, 2010; Cherry and Jacop, 2014; Strom et al., 2014).  

 

Servant style is characterized by putting others' service before oneself, teaching subordinates then lead, sensing in 

communicating and treating them, helping them to be more free and autonomous, in addition to ability to deal with 

complex issues, good communication, and cautious about common good (Joseph and Winston, 2005; Marquis and 
Huston, 2005; Huber, 2010). Authentic style is characterized by ethical and transparency behaviors, self-awareness 

of oneself strengths and weaknesses and how they can impact others beside to self-efficacy, behaving based on life 

experience and oneself abilities, searching positive and negative perspectives of subordinates when critical decision, 

inspiring  trust and optimism, providing supporting climate contributing to healthy work environment, providing 

high standard role model, fostering oneself and subordinates development and behaving in the same way (Wong and 

Laschinger, 2012). As regard to traditional leadership styles, autocratic and democratic and their similarities in 

addition to laissez faire are varied based on the chance given to subordinates to take the decision, self-controlled to 

do their tasks or controlled by supervisor in addition to communication channels. Autocratic style controls the whole 

situation whether decision or task implementations and communication is mainly one way (downward). That is in 

contrast to laissez faire style. Whereas in democratic style, subordinates participate in decision, have the chance to 

do their task with reasonable freedom and communication is two ways (Marquis and Huston, 2005; Huber, 2010; 
Cherry and Jacop, 2014). So, based on these characteristics, it is expected that transformational, authentic then 

servant could be highly positive contributor to work engagement. They could be followed by transactional (justice) 

and democratic (participation). Laissez faire (autonomy) could be sometimes positive according to the situation. 

Whereas autocratic could be a negative contributor to work engagement as a result of no chance for autonomous and 

feeling of professional self-efficacy. 

 

Leadership styles had been studied with different variables such as motivation (Walker, 2015), organization 

performance (Omira, 2015) in addition to commitment and subordinate-supervisor relationship (Babalola, 2016), 

and frequently showing positive relation such as transformational with commitment (Yahaya and Ebrahim, 2016), 

authentic with structural empowerment (Regan et al., 2016) and with motivation and commitment (Guerrero et al., 

2015). However, many studies researched the relationship between work engagement and leadership styles. Most of 

these studies were geared to work engagement and each leadership style separately. They were mainly conducted on 
transformational style (such as Breevaart et al., 2014; Burch and Guarana, 2014; Kopperud et al., 2014; Mencl et al., 

2016), followed by authentic (such as Hassan and Ahmed, 2011; AL Zaabi et al., 2016), then servant (such as 

Villier, 2015), and so limited with other styles. Sometimes, the research studies gather between transformational and 

laissez faire and/or transactional styles in relation to work engagement (Soieb et al., 2015; Gilbert et al., 2016). But, 

they are less found regarding democratic and autocratic styles in addition to their similarities. Also, the studies in 

this area are so limited in higher education and none was found in nursing academia. Besides, no identified research 

studied all these styles of leadership together with work engagement in higher education or nursing academia in 

specific globally or in Egypt. So, the present study aimed to study the relationship between nursing academic staff 

engagement in work and traditional and innovative leadership styles.  

 

Research objectives were to:- 

 Assess work engagement of nursing assistant teaching staff.  

 Determine dominant leadership styles of nursing academic managers 

 Assess relationship between work engagement of nursing assistant teaching staff and traditional and innovative 

leadership styles of their academic managers.  
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Research questions were:- 

 To what extent nursing assistant teaching staff are engaged in their work?   

 To what extent nursing academic managers could be categorized as traditional or innovative leadership styles?  

 Is relationship between work engagement of nursing assistant teaching staff and leadership styles of their 

academic managers differed with traditional from innovative?    

 

Methods:- 
Design:- 

The study had a correlational and descriptive design. Data were collected at faculties of nursing of Port Said 

University and Suez Canal University, in Port Said and Ismailia, Egypt. 

 

Sample:- 

All nursing assistant teaching staff (63) working at the two faculties of nursing in Port Said (42) and Ismailia (21) 
had participated in the study. Majority of them (93.7%) were female compared to 6.3% were male with mean age 

28.3± 4.7 ranged from 23 to 39 years old. 63.5 % of them were instructors compare to 36.5% were assistant lecturer. 

                            

Questionnaires:- 

Two tools were targeted for data collection; Utrech Work Engagement Scale (UWES) and a leadership styles 

questionnaire. UWES-17, the long version of UWES (Work &Well-being Survey) had been used in this study to 

assess work engagement. It was developed by Schaufeli et al. (2002). It includes 17 items distributed on three 

subscales: vigor (6) such as "At my work, I feel bursting with energy ", dedication (5) such as" I find the work that I 

do full of meaning and purpose", and absorption (6) such as "Time flies when I'm working". The responds were 

geared to how participants feel at work along 7-point scale (ranged between never = 0 to always = 6).  The construct 

validity of UWES was assured on (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2003). Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) indicated a 
sufficient and clear three-factor model for work engagement later (Bakker, 2009; Schaufeli and Bakker, 2010), and 

reveal that the three factors significantly loaded onto a higher-order construct of work engagement (Ghadi et al., 

2013). Reliability of UWES was 0.83 for vigor, 0.92 for dedication, 0.82 for absorption, and 0.93 (Schaufeli and 

Bakker, 2003) compared to 0.95 for UWES as a whole later (Roberts, 2014). UWES reliability in present study was 

0.68 for vigor, 0.78 for dedications, 0.93 for absorption, and 0.86 for total work engagement/UWES. The leadership 

style questionnaire was used to determine leadership styles of academic managers. It is prepared by Abdelsalam 

(2013), based on Arabic copy of Hussein (2009) that was valid and reliable, and developed based on Clark (1998) 

for autocratic, democratic and laissez faire as traditional  leadership styles, and  Bass and Avoloi (1995) and El- 

Sayed (2005) for transformational and transactional. This Arabic copy was revised and modified by Abdelsalam 

(2013) to be suitable for academic field, adding servant and authentic leadership styles based on other studies as 

Hunt (2002) and Wood (2003). This modified questionnaire consisted of 99 items, categorized as 24 items for 
traditional styles (8 for each one of them), and 75 items for innovative styles (39 for transformational, 18 for 

transactional, 11for authentic, and 7 for servant).  The participants responds were along five points rating scale 

ranged from never=1 to always= 5. The leadership style reliability in present study was 0.86 for autocratic, 0.73 for 

democratic, 0.79 for laissez faire, 0.66 for transformational, 0.76 for transactional, 0.70 for authentic, 0. 67 for 

servant, and 0.78 for the leadership style questionnaire as a whole.     

 

Data collection:- 

The data were collected during the second term of the academic year 2011/2012, using structured interview for 

UWES-17 and self-instruction for leadership styles questionnaire from all nursing assistant teaching staff after 

explaining the aim of the study and how to fulfill both tools beside to other needed explanations. 

 

Ethical considerations:- 
The data were collected after official permission from the deans of both faculties of nursing in Port Said and 

Ismailia, followed by explaining purpose of the study to the research participants, and having their agreement. The 

anonymity of them and the right to be withdrawn from the study are assured in addition to the data will be used only 

for the research purpose. 
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Data analysis:- 

Using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 16.0 (SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA) the data 

were analyzed (FA). Descriptive statistics were computed for sample characteristics and the studied variables. 

Levels of work engagement were calculated using percentiles according to statistical norms established for the 

UWES by Schaufeli and Bakker (2003) as five levels; very low (˂ 5 percentile), low (5 ≤ - 25 percentile), average 

(25 ≤ - 75 percentile), high (75 ≤ -  95 percentile), and very high (95 ≤ percentile). Cut points were used to 
determine three levels of practicing leadership styles; low (0.00- 33.33%), average (33.33 - 66.66%), and high 

(66.66 - 100%). The reliability of data collection tools was measured using Cronbach's alpha. Pearson correlation 

was used to test the relationship between work engagement of nursing assistant teaching staff and innovative and 

traditional leadership styles of their academic managers in addition to all studied variables. The 5% level of 

significance was set for all correlations test among both variables. 

 

Results:- 
Levels of work engagement and relationships among its attributes:- 

The highest percentages of nursing assistant teaching staff had an average level of work engagement and all its 

attributes especially vigor (50.8%) compared to dedication (31.7%) that had high levels more than others, with 

slightly highest mean. In addition, vigor had the highest significant correlations with work engagement and its 

attributes compared to absorption; see Table 1 and 2. 

 

Table 1: Levels of work engagement 

Work 

engagement 

Very low Low Average High Very high  

Mean/SD No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Vigor 3 4.8 12 19.0 32 50.8 13 20.6 3 4.8 4.04/1.19 

Dedication 3 4.8 11 17.5 29 46.0 12 19.0 8 12.7 4.32/1.31 

Absorption 2 3.2 12 19.0 30 47.6 13 20.6 6 9.5 4.02/1.12 

Total  3 4.8 12 19.0 28 44.4 17  27.0 3 4.8 4.13/1.07 

 

Table 2: Relationships among work engagement attributes 

Work engagement 1 2 3 4 

1.Vigor ______    

2.Dedication 0.87** ______   

3.Absorption 0.64** 0.52** ______  

4.Total  0.95** 0.91** 0.80** ______ 

 

Leadership styles practice and relationships among them:- 

Three styles; two of traditional and one of innovative were practiced more in average, and other three styles had 

same percentages of practice (33.3%) along low, average and high. Servant was the highest practiced leadership 

style (36.5%). In addition, servant had highest positive significant relationships as a whole especially with 

transformational (0.87), authentic (0.81), democratic (0.63) in addition to transactional (0.45). This is in contrast to 
autocratic; see Table 3 and 4.  

  

Table 3: Levels of leadership styles 

Leadership  styles Low Average High 

No. % No. % No. % 

Autocratic  18 28.6 23 36.5 22 34.9 

Democratic  21 33.3 21 33.3 21 33.3 

Laissez faire 18 28.6 23 36.5 22 34.9 

Traditional styles  21 33.3 18 28.6 24 38.1 

Transformational  21 33.3 21 33.3 21 33.3 

Transactional  21 33.3 21 33.3 21 33.3 

Servant  20 31.7 20 31.7 23 36.5 

Authentic  19 30.2 23 36.5 21 33.3 

Innovative styles 21 33.3 21 33.3 21 33.3 

 



ISSN: 2320-5407                                                                                      Int. J. Adv. Res. 4(9), 331-341 

336 

 

Table 4: Relationships among leadership styles 

 

Relationships between work engagement and leadership styles:- 

There was negative correlation between work engagement and its attributes with traditional leadership styles in 

contrast to innovative ones except vigor. It had negative correlations with all leadership styles except servant. This is 

without statistical significant correlation. These results are presented in Table 5. 

    
Table 5: Relationships between work engagement and leadership styles 

Leadership                          Styles Vigor Dedication Absorption Total Work 

Engagement 

Autocratic  -0.007 -0.056 -0.075 -0.052 

Democratic  -0.152 -0.105 -0.187 -0.164 

Laissez faire -0.063 -0.054 -0.109 -0.083 

Traditional styles  -0.123 -0.118 -0.205 -0.165 

Transformational  -0.003 0.026 0.031 0.021 

Transactional  -0.027 -0.096 -0.012 -0.053 

Servant  0.036 0.087 0.124 0.092 

Authentic  -0.030 -0.042 0.128 0.016 

Innovative styles -0.003 0.008 0.090 0.033 

 

Discussion:- 
The highest percentages of nursing assistant teaching staff had an average level of work engagement and all its 

attributes especially vigor compared to dedication that had high levels more than others, with slightly highest mean.  

This average level could be as a result of personal characteristics of subordinates or the type of their personalities 

(Akhtar et al., 2015).  The slightly highest mean of dedication compared to other elements of engagement in the 

present study agrees with results of McDonald (2015) in contrast to results of Shusha and Abdelkader (2016) that 
showed vigor scored slightly highest mean compared to others. However, the present study results mean scores of 

vigor, dedication, and absorption are higher than results of Hassan and Ahmed (2013) but in banking field.  

 

In addition, total mean score of engagement in present study is considered good if it compared with study results of 

Alzyoud et al. (2015) that showed slightly lower mean score than present study in contrast to results of McDonald 

(2015). However, mean scores of work engagement and its elements are within international score range regardless 

the fields of studies and professions; industrials, health and nursing, banking, education and academia. This is 

assured when comparing  present study total mean score (4.13) with results of Japan that had score  less than 3.00 or 

China that its score was about 3.50, in addition to Greece, Sweden, Netherlands, Norway, Poland  and Canada that 

had scores lay between 3.50 and 4.00 (Schaufeli, 2011). 

            

Vigor had the highest significant correlations with work engagement and its attributes compared to absorption. The 
correlations among elements of engagement especially absorption agrees with Sarti (2014) compared to vigor.  But 

disagrees with the study results of Shusha and Abdelkader (2016) that showed absorption had the highest significant 

correlations followed by vigor, and results of McDonald (2015) that showed dedication had the highest significant 

correlations followed by vigor. In addition, the present study results that vigor was strongly associated with 

dedication and total work engagement and moderately with absorption, may mean that vigor then dedication is the 

key of work engagement compared to dedication then vigor with McDonald (2015). So, it is expected that taking 

measures to improve vigor and dedication could contribute positively to improving work engagement environment.   

Leadership  styles 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1.Autocratic  ___         

2.Democratic  -0.19 ___        

3. Laissez faire -0.19 0.43
**

 ___       

4.Traditional  0.28* 0.71** 0.77** ___      

5.Transformational  -0.33** 0.72** 0.36** 0.45** ___     

6.Transactional  0.13 0.30* 0.03 0.238 0.51** ___    

7.Servant  -0.28* 0.63** 0.28* 0.37** 0.87** 0.45** ___   

8.Authentic  -0.26* 0.47** 0.18 0.24 0.78** 0.48** 0.81** ___  

9.Innovative   -0.25* 0.64** 0.27* 0.38** 0.93** 0.64** 0.94** 0.91** ___ 
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Three styles; two of traditional and one of innovative were practiced more in average, and other three styles had 

same percentages of practice along low, average and high. Servant was slightly the highest practiced leadership 

style, and had highest positive significant relationships especially with transformational, authentic, democratic in 

addition to transactional in contrast to autocratic. These results indicate that all leadership styles are practiced by 

academic managers in the same/closely range. There is no dominant leadership style/s whether the traditional or the 
innovative. But, when practicing servant, it is strongly associated with using transformational, authentic, followed 

by democratic then transactional compared to weakly less using of autocratic.  

 

In addition, the variety of using leadership styles may be as a result of the situation, and the subordinate/follower 

styles and their characteristics could contribute to leader practices and hence using different leadership styles. This 

variety in practicing different leadership styles could be good in itself as the best leadership styles is the best for the 

situation. This is supported by Marquis and Huston (2005) and Huber (2010). In addition, this variety could indicate 

to using "differentiated leadership" or leader-member-exchange (LMX), as both referring to treating work group 

members in different/variant ways (Wu et al., 2010; Buch et al., 2015). That is significantly correlated with effective 

leadership (Hassan et al., 2013). All these studies results assure on that the best situation of the current study could 

be in the average using of all leadership styles. 

 
There was negative correlation between work engagement and its attributes with traditional leadership styles in 

contrast to innovative ones except vigor. It had negative correlations with all leadership styles except servant. This is 

without statistical significant correlation. The current study results partially agree with many of studies conducted on 

innovative leadership styles and work engagement especially transformational style such as Perko et al. (2016), 

Pourbarkhordari et al. (2016), and Schmitt et al. (2016) that showed correlations ranged from weak to moderate, and 

higher than transactional leadership style (Strom et al., 2014).  In addition, other studies conducted on authentic 

leadership style showed positive significant correlation with work engagement such as Maximo (2015) and Stander 

et al. (2015). Besides, some other studies conducted on servant leadership style showed positive significant 

correlation with work engagement that its strength is higher than others such as Villier (2015) and Jafai et al. (2016).   

 

Also, the present study results regarding correlation partially agree with number of studies conducted on traditional 
leadership styles and work engagement especially autocratic with negative significant correlation. In this regards, 

Cenkci and Özçelik (2015) showed a negative correlation between vigor and dedication as elements of work 

engagement and austere as a part of one of the authoritarian leadership style. Also, the negative correlation with 

laissez faire, it is expected to be as a result of its characters that may make staff less committed to the organization 

and its work. In this regards, the study results of Buch et al. (2015) indicated to a negative correlation between 

laissez faire leadership style and affective commitment that has positive significant correlation with work 

engagement (Albrecht and Andreetta, 2011). Besides, the negative correlation in literature review is assured by 

Soieb et al. (2015) although the situation in their study causes a different result. However, it is expected that 

democratic style could positively contribute to work engagement as a result of its positive strong association with 

innovative styles that was highest with transformational followed by servant in the  present study, in addition to its 

characters too. It considers subordinates as a partner in decision making. This is assured by the study results of Sarti 

(2014) that showed positive significant correlation between all elements of engagement and participative leadership 
style.  

 

Finally, the non-statistical significant correlation may be as a result of the average level of work engagement and its 

attributes especially vigor combined with the average used leadership styles in practice by academic managers. 

Besides, this may be referred to stressful environment (Kim et al., 2009) in addition to excessive job demands 

(Schaufeli et al., 2009) especially with the actual shortage in nursing academic staff at both faculties of nursing.  

These causes in addition to lack of personal resources (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007; Consiglio et al., 2016) could be 

contributing negatively with healthy work environment  and hence less chance for work engagement (Hu et al., 

2013). This is also supported by (Akhtar et al., 2015) who indicated that about 70% of workforce are not work 

engaged. All that; lack of job and personal resources combined with job demands especially workload may energize 

the average results of the present studied variables contributing more to the non-significant correlations especially 
when putting into consideration that leadership is just only one of job resources in building work engagement 

(Bakker and Demerouti 2007, 2008; Schaufeli, 2011; Hu et al., 2013). 
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Methodological considerations:-  
Low sample size was a limitation, but all target population had been involved in the present study. Nevertheless, 

generalization of result could be applied on both of faculties in nursing whether of Port Said or Suez Canal 

universities. Low scores of reliability of some subscales than 0.70 (0.68 for vigor in UWES and 0.66 for 

transformational and 0. 67 for servant in leadership styles questionnaire) could be another limitation.  But, 

Cronbach's alpha value for vigor in the present study is equal to value of the original study results (Schaufeli et al., 

2002) that had tested the psychometric characteristics of UWES on larger sample. Besides, Cronbach's alpha values 

for total scale were 0.86 for UWES and 0.78 for leadership styles questionnaire in present study.  

   

Conclusions and implications for higher education management:- 
There is no dominant leadership style/s whether the traditional or innovative. That could be good, but when 

combined with average level of work engagement revealed no significant correlations. This means that work 

engagement level should be improved mainly based on/geared to vigor and dedication improvement measures. This 

could be implemented through increasing all job resources such as regular performance feedback associated with 

opportunities to learn, social support, improving autonomy combined with other measures to improve self-efficacy, 
responsibility, optimism, and organizational-based self-esteem. This is in addition to benefiting from the higher 

number of employee in both faculties according to their qualifications in doing the non- academic tasks as a one step 

in decreasing workload of academic staff. Also, the faculty administration boards have to take more all needed 

official measures to increase the numbers of nursing academic staff in their faculties. 
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