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Narcissistic leadership and employees’ innovative behaviour: 
mediating roles of job embeddedness and job engagement
Yasaman Norouzinik, Fariborz Rahimnia, Yaghoob Maharati and Ghasem Eslami

Management Department, Ferdowsi University of Mashhad (FUM), Mashhad, Iran

ABSTRACT
Organisations need innovation in products and services to grow 
and survive in competitive environments. Development of innova
tion in organisations is achieved by human resources.  Employees’ 
innovative behaviour is influenced by various factors, including 
leadership styles and leaders’ characteristics. Therefore, this study 
aimed to analyse the effect of narcissistic leadership on employees’ 
innovative behaviour by introducing employees’ job embedded
ness and job engagement as the mediating variables. A narcissistic 
leader never allows employees to participate in decision-making 
processes, which affects their corporation's intention and creativity 
and makes them do what they are expected to do. The data were 
collected from 455 employees and managers of the governmental 
organisations located in the eastern provinces of Iran. According to 
the results, managers’ narcissism negatively affected employees’ 
job embeddedness and job engagement. Besides, leaders’ narcis
sism had a negative impact on employees’ innovative behaviour. 
Other research findings indicated the mediating roles of job 
embeddedness and job engagement. The interaction of leaders’ 
narcissism and leaders’ humility is associated with job engagement 
and job embeddedness. The proposed model provided new 
insights into the analysis of contradictions in leaders’ characteris
tics. In other words, their characteristics influence employee atti
tudes, including job embeddedness and job engagement, and 
employee behaviour and performance.
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Introduction

The Dark Triad is a term used to describe a constellation of three sub-clinical personality 
traits: Machiavellianism, psychopathy, and narcissism (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). 
Individuals with these traits tend to be callous, selfish, and malicious in their interpersonal 
relationships. Narcissism is one of the dark traits of personality and has been discussed in 
many organisational studies, and its importance in leadership and organisational outcomes 
has been examined. Neglecting employees is one of the adverse outcomes of narcissism 
among leaders and managers (Brown, 1997). A narcissistic leader never allows employees to 
participate in decision-making processes, which affects their corporation’s intention and 
creativity. In the past decade, studies have focused on examining the impact of leaders’ 
narcissism on followers’ attitudes and behaviours, such as organisational citizenship 
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behaviours (Campbell et al., 2006), counterproductive work behaviours (Campbell & Foster, 
2002), and task performance (Soyer et al., 1999). The purpose of this study is to investigate 
the effect of leaders’ narcissism on job engagement, job embeddedness, and employees’ 
innovative behaviours. Employees’ job engagement refers to employees’ increasing attention 
to their jobs, getting involved in their jobs, and putting energy into their work tasks 
(Rothbard & Patil, 2011). Job engagement stems from intrinsic motivation. In contrast, job 
embeddedness emphasises the role of non-emotional and non-attitudinal factors and exter
nal or in-house forces in perceiving employees’ attachment to the organisation (Jiang et al., 
2012). Job embeddedness can analyse leader-follower relationships, including the three 
dimensions of links, fit, and sacrifice (Agarwal et al., 2012; Nafei, 2015). Besides, leaders 
are considered one of the most important factors infusing innovation. Leaders play a central 
role in generating ideas, setting goals, and developing an innovation culture (Renko et al., 
2015). Various factors such as leaders’ active and enthusiastic characteristics (Kickul & 
Gundry, 2002), high self-confidence (Galasso & Simcoe, 2011), and striving for the future 
(Yadav et al., 2007) are now regarded as the stimulants to the pursuit of innovation.

Although many studies emphasise the negative aspects and consequences of leaders’ 
narcissism, according to the paradox perspective (Smith & Lewis, 2011), conflict manage
ment can be useful in the workplace. Leaders’ and managers’ humility and modesty are on 
the opposite side of their narcissism. Humility refers to self-awareness in terms of behaviour, 
appreciation of others, and attention to personal improvement (Owens et al., 2013b). 
Humble senior executives are more likely to empower junior managers, prefer payment 
equity, implement controversial strategies, and maintain consistent and appropriate organi
sational performance (Collins, 2001; Ou et al., 2014). Although it seems that humility and 
narcissism are rarely observed in a single individual, the paradox perspective suggests that 
two conflicting and opposite situations can coexist. This combination may increase creativity 
and efficiency (Eisenhardt, 2000; Lewis, 2000).

This study concerns leadership literature development in several ways. Firstly, the 
conservation of resources theory explains the effect of leaders’ narcissism on employees’ 
job engagement, job embeddedness, and innovative behaviour. This theory can explain 
the effect of leaders’ behaviour on job engagement, job embeddedness, and employees’ 
innovative behaviour and states that individuals are motivated to maintain their limited 
resources or acquire new resources to protect themselves from potential threats and loss 
of resources (Hobfoll, 1989). Accordingly, narcissistic leaders are likely to conserve 
limited resources (including time and energy) by interacting with their designated 
followers rather than interacting with other followers because of excessive self-interest 
concerns. Narcissistic leaders may also seek to obtain valuable resources by establishing 
relationships with those followers who provide resources. Thus, this type of leader creates 
a different communication environment that goes beyond the leader-follower exchange. 
Such a communication environment between the leader and the followers affects 
employees’ outputs in general and their innovative behaviour. Secondly, the mediating 
roles of job engagement and job embeddedness were analysed in the relationship between 
leaders’ narcissism and innovative behaviour. Thirdly, in line with the workplace’s 
paradox perspective, a combination of two contrasting characteristics is then used to 
analyse how leaders’ humility dealing with narcissism can neutralise the potential 
negative effects of narcissism. In other words, are they able to increase job engagement 
and job embeddedness among employees and ultimately reinforce innovative behaviour? 
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The existing literature on the leadership-innovation relationship was finally developed by 
emphasising that leaders’ combination of two contrasting characteristics could affect 
organisations’ innovation and solve the theoretical puzzle of how the positive aspects of 
leaders’ narcissism occur in organisations and its impact on employees’ attitudes and 
behaviours.

Theoretical background and hypotheses

Concepts of narcissism and humility

Since the new millennium rolled around, researchers have strongly believed that leaders 
need to have more humility and less pride (Weick, 2000). Unique research in response to 
new demands has shown the positive impact of humility on organisations. There is 
a difference between the definitions of humility and narcissism. Some consider the negative 
aspects claiming that humility is associated with low self-esteem (Weiss & Knight, 1980) 
and that narcissism is associated with mental disorders (Kohut, 2013). Severe narcissism 
was defined by the American Psychiatric Association (2000) as a serious psychological 
disorder. According to the American Psychiatric Association (1994), narcissism is a broad 
personality trait that includes a sense of self-importance, fantasies of unlimited power, 
entitlement, weak self-control, an inability to tolerate criticism, lack of empathy, and 
interpersonal benefits. In the present study, the concept of narcissism is considered 
according to the American Psychiatric Association (1994) definition and focuses on 
narcissistic tendencies and behaviours. This consideration is different from what the field 
of psychiatry assumes as a disease or Mental disorder. Narcissistic individuals are likely to 
be assigned to managerial positions (Hogan et al., 1994). Based on the leadership studies, 
narcissism is considered a paradox phenomenon. Narcissists tend to make individual 
decisions (House & Howell, 1992), which can positively affect chaos and a need for 
courageous changes (Campbell & Campbell, 2009; Maccoby, 2004). Despite the positive 
results, empirical studies point out negative outcomes of narcissism, including followers’ 
estrangement (hostility), fluctuations in organisational performance, and resignation 
(Chatterjee & Hambrick, 2007; Hogan & Hogan, 2001; Resnick et al., 2009). The concept 
of humility is considered the opposite of narcissism. Some humility components are as 
follows: 1- Accurate evaluation of one’s abilities and accomplishments; 2- The ability to 
admit personal mistakes, shortcomings, and limitations; 3. Paying attention to novel ideas, 
conflicting information, and advice; and 4. Respect for the values of others (Tangney, 
2000). Humility in leadership serves several potential functions. First, humility may 
influence leaders to behave in a manner that is primarily other enhancing, rather than self- 
enhancing. Second, possession of humility may shield the leaders from receiving public 
adulation and cause them to shun such attention. Given the potential importance of 
humility in leaders’ and organisations’ effectiveness, this concept may provide a novel 
insight into better observation and understanding of the leadership process. 
Simultaneously, the humility-leadership relationship in empirical research has received 
insufficient attention and has not been defined precisely in the academic literature. A few 
authors of behavioural and organisational science texts have analysed the effects of different 
variables on humility. In contrast, a few other authors have talked about the potential 
benefits of humility in organisations (Morris et al., 2005). Referring to specific personality 
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types, both narcissistic and humility attributes include cognitive, motivational, and beha
vioural components (Chatterjee & Hambrick, 2007; Ou et al., 2014). Hence, this study aims 
to gain a comprehensive theoretical perception of the contradiction between these two 
personality types by examining the following components: 1. Cognitive component: 
humility indicates a transcended self-view, a belief in a power greater than the self 
(Morris et al., 2005). Modest people consider themselves humble against moral laws, 
ultimate truth, superior power, and larger groups (Grenberg, 2005; Morris et al., 2005;). 
In contrast, narcissists believe that they are superior and incomparable to others (O’Reilly 
et al., 2014). Research shows that these opposite concepts can be activated and aligned in 
different situations (Markus & Wurf, 1987; McConnell, 2010). As a result, humble and 
narcissistic managers may show a humble face when they need others’ praise (for example, 
when they need to coordinate with the board and senior managers). However, they may 
demonstrate their narcissistic personality when they need attention (for instance, when 
they want to attract investors or customers) (Zhang et al., 2017). 2. Motivational compo
nent: humble people are mainly motivated by environmental factors derived from higher 
and more meaningful goals (Crocker et al., 2008). On the contrary, narcissistic people need 
glory, power, and prestige (Maccoby, 2004). While most people might be stronger in one 
orientation than others, some may seek a combination of environmental and personal 
motivational factors (Garcia & Crocker, 2008). Therefore, the managers who possess both 
humility and narcissism simultaneously may have an incentive to achieve personal goals 
and personal authority at the same time (Zhang et al., 2017). 3. Behavioural component: 
humility and narcissism are also characterised by different behavioural manifestations. 
Humble people tend to evaluate themselves and others (Tangney, 2002), confess to their 
mistakes (Vera & Rodriguez-Lopez, 2004), and seek feedback and correction for their 
mistakes (Owens et al., 2013a). They would also appreciate others’ cooperation and share 
the achieved honours with them (Tangney, 2002). In contrast, narcissists reject negative 
feedback (Maccoby, 2004) and attribute desirable outcomes to themselves and undesirable 
outcomes to others (Brown, 1997).

A paradox perspective on traits

The paradox perspective provides a theoretical perspective to perceive how narcissism 
and humility can increase managers’ effectiveness. One of the most important compo
nents of this perspective, which is proposed by (Smith & Lewis, 2011), is that although 
these two sides of a paradox might be heterogeneous or might even have a negative 
relationship, they can be interdependent and complementary as well (Chen, 2002). If the 
combination of narcissism and humility is inconsistent as a paradox, these traits can 
coexist in reality. Therefore, humility can make narcissistic managers more effective 
because many aspects of narcissistic leaders’ self-esteem can be neutralised by humility. 
As a result, narcissistic tendencies towards exploiting others are being absorbed into 
oneself, and demanding admiration can be neutralised by paying attention to others, 
enhancing their strengths, and seeking their cooperation. Moreover, the potential 
impacts of constructive aspects of narcissism can be enhanced by humility. For example, 
managers’ excessive self-esteem can be tempered by the awareness of their limits and 
mistakes. Also, self-regard (narcissism) can be balanced by the recognition of others’ 
successes. Finally, the strong desire for leadership and authority towards others can be 
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reduced by paying attention to others’ unique specialities because others can also have 
authority and influence people in their particular fields. Therefore, based on the paradox 
perspective, this study discusses the moderating role of humility in the relationship 
between narcissism, job engagement, and job embeddedness.

Job engagement

Engagement refers to a stable emotional-motivational state that is independent of any objects, 
events, or behaviour. Job Engagement refers to the voluntary effort, which is made through 
physical, cognitive, and emotional energy in work duties (Kahn, 1990). In other words, job 
engagement is considered ‘a positive, fulfilled, and work-related condition’ (Schaufeli et al., 
2002). Job engagement has three main dimensions: absorption, vigour, and dedication. 
Absorption refers to focusing on and being immersed at work. The second dimension is 
vigour, which refers to high energy and mental flexibility to perform the assigned duties 
(Zacher et al., 2015). The third dimension of job engagement is dedication, characterised by 
individuals’ psychological attachment to and reliance on their work (Schaufeli et al., 2002). 
Job engagement is conceptually different from job involvement and organisational commit
ment because job involvement and commitment are concerned with developing 
a psychological identity with the work or the organisation. In contrast, job engagement 
indicates a strong reliance on work (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2010). Therefore, in this study, job 
engagement is measured with three dimensions, i.e., absorption, vigour, and dedication.

Job embeddedness

Job embeddedness is a new paradigm for analysing the employee-manager relationship 
characterised by specific instances of behaviour, such as satisfaction or commitment (Nafei, 
2015). Job embeddedness is also considered a structure consisting of perceptual and 
psychological forces that can interlink individuals with their jobs (Crossley et al., 2007). 
The theory of job embeddedness consists of community and organisation dimensions, 
including three components: links, fit, and sacrifice (Mitchell et al., 2001). Links represent 
the formal and informal relationships that employees may establish within the work 
environment and abroad (including family or friends). Fit refers to the perceived compat
ibility or alignment of one’s abilities, interests, and needs with the job in the organisation 
and society. Finally, sacrifice shows the extent of the financial and psychological costs 
a person might incur if quitting the job. Accordingly, the employees who are interlinked 
with their jobs are more suited to their jobs and encouraged to strike relationships with 
their colleagues in both the workplace and the community. Besides, due to some valuable 
aspects of organisations, the employees would increasingly tend to remain in the job and 
develop positive traits such as innovative work behaviour. Therefore, in this study, job 
embeddedness is measured through relationships, relevance, and sacrifice components.

Innovative behaviour

Innovation-related research has flourished over the past 40 years as organisations have 
shifted from a bureaucratic and inflexible state to greater flexibility and a flat structure 
that lays the foundation for teamwork and innovation. Innovative behaviour refers to all 
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the individual actions taken to generate, introduce, and apply new ideas at every 
organisation level (Kleysen & Street, 2001). Van de Ven et al. (2000) defined innovation 
as ‘the process of presenting and implementing novel and fresh ideas in practice.’ 
Moreover, Scott and Bruce (1994) considered innovative workplace behaviour complex 
and has three idea generation, idea promotion, and idea implementation stages. Idea 
generation involves generating new ideas that represent the extent to which a person can 
be creative. Promoting ideas refers to people’s efforts to gain others’ support and 
commitment to implement new ideas. The implementation of ideas also refers to more 
practical efforts in transforming new ideas into practical solutions and implement them 
in organisational work activities (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2007). Therefore, based on the 
three dimensions of innovative behaviour, it can be stated that an employee has innova
tive behaviour and can create new ideas for difficult situations, regularly search for new 
methods and techniques, and find innovative solutions to problems.

Narcissism, humility, and job engagement

Combining a leader’s narcissism and humility leads to attitudinal motivations in the 
followers and behavioural motivations such as job performance (Schaufeli & Bakker, 
2004). Narcissistic managers will lower their followers’ motivation by ignoring their ideas 
or failing to value their success. Therefore, humility reduces the impacts of destructive 
aspects of managers’ narcissism, allowing motivational and constructive aspects of 
narcissism to stimulate employees, understand the manager’s effectiveness in employees’ 
minds, and strengthen the sense of supportive leadership. These ideas illustrate the 
importance of the antecedents of followers’ willingness to engage in their tasks (Dvir 
et al., 2002). B. P. Owens et al. (2015) examined how narcissism and humility interact to 
predict the perceived effectiveness of a leader and the followers’ job engagement and 
performance. The findings indicate a positive relationship between the interaction 
between the leaders’ narcissism and humility and the employees’ perceived effectiveness 
of the leader, their level of job engagement, and job performance. Therefore, combining 
the leaders’ narcissism and humility can increase the employees’ attitudinal and beha
vioural motivations and motivate them to work harder. Hence, the first and second 
research hypotheses are defined as: 

Hypothesis 1: Leaders’ narcissism has a negative impact on employees’ job engagement.

Hypothesis 2: Narcissistic leaders with high humility will have more engaged followers 
than narcissistic leaders with low humility.

Narcissism, humility, and job embeddedness

As stated earlier, the conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989) can explain the 
effect of leaders’ narcissism on employees’ job embeddedness. According to this theory, 
resources are valuable to employees motivated by resource storage, protection, and 
allocation. These resources can include situational resources (positions in the organisa
tion), personal resources (confidence), energy resources (time and money), and physical 
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resources (physical assets). This theory states that those individuals who want to access, 
preserve, and save their valuable resources.

Although an increase in resources is associated with positive outcomes, some negative 
outcomes such as the perception of resource scarcity, the threat of resource loss, or the 
resource scarcity resulting from excessive use may occur (Hobfoll, 1989). Accordingly, 
the leaders’ narcissism reduces job embeddedness among employees as employees’ trust 
in the manager is reduced, and psychological stress is increased. Brown et al. (2005) 
believe that employees usually regard their leaders as role models who develop an ethical 
view of the leader and the organisation through a wide range of leader-follower interac
tions. Furthermore, under the supervision of a narcissistic leader, employees may have 
less access to psychological resources, including interpersonal trust (Hobfoll, 1989). In 
such an environment, employees express their inner emotions by creating an undesirable 
image in workplace interactions (Hochschild, 1983). As a result, employees will show 
deviant behaviour that reduces job satisfaction and commitment (Crossley et al., 2007). 
The paradox perspective can explain the role of humility in the relationship between 
leaders’ narcissism and employee job embeddedness. Also, the combination of leaders’ 
narcissism and humility creates attitudinal and behavioural motivations in employees 
(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Narcissistic managers discourage employees by ignoring 
followers’ ideas and devaluing their successes. However, humility can reduce the destruc
tive dimensions of managers’ narcissism and allow the motivational and constructive 
dimensions of narcissism to motivate employees and increase their attitudinal and 
behavioural motivations to work harder. Hence, the third and fourth research hypotheses 
are expressed as: 

Hypothesis 3: Leaders’ narcissism has a negative impact on employees’ job embeddedness.

Hypothesis 4: Narcissistic leaders with high humility will have more embedded followers 
than narcissistic leaders with low humility.

Narcissism and innovative behaviour

Zhang et al. (2017) analysed how two seemingly contradictory, yet complementary, 
characteristics of humility and narcissism in managers could be related to innovation 
in an organisation. According to their results, the two opposing perspectives of humility 
and narcissism boost managers’ effectiveness in promoting organisational innovation. In 
other words, humility and narcissism cooperate interactively with two aspects of orga
nisational innovation, i.e., innovative culture and innovative performance. Wales et al. 
(2013) studied whether organisations run by narcissistic managers had high levels of 
entrepreneurship or not. The mediating role of entrepreneurial orientation was also 
analysed in the relationship between managers’ narcissism and organisational perfor
mance. The results indicated that high levels of managers’ narcissism positively corre
lated with an entrepreneurial orientation by ultimately affecting organisational 
performance. Kashmiri et al. (2017) investigated the relationship between chief executive 
officers’ narcissistic personalities and firm innovation. The results showed that firms led 
by narcissistic CEOs are more likely to exhibit a higher rate of new product introductions 
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and a more significant proportion of radical innovations in their new product portfolios. 
However, they are also more likely to encounter product-harm crises. Nevicka et al. 
(2011) indicated that although narcissistic leaders were considered useful because of their 
authority manifestation, they inhibit information exchange between group members, 
thereby negatively affecting group performance. Since different results have presented 
regarding the effect of leaders, narcissism on employee innovation, the fifth research 
hypothesis is as follows: 

Hypothesis 5: Leaders’ narcissism affects employees’ innovative behaviour.

Job engagement and innovative behaviour

Since innovation benefits the organisation, adopting an innovative approach to the 
workplace requires employees’ substantial efforts. Innovative behaviour involves creating 
new and different things that require employees to be attracted to and focused on their 
jobs (absorption). They should also resist the temptation to quit their jobs (vigour) and 
have the ability to focus on the job (dedication). Numerous studies have analysed the 
positive impact of job engagement on organisational outputs, including individual 
innovations, extracurricular performance, organisational commitment, and job perfor
mance (Bakker & Bal, 2010; Bakker et al., 2004; Hakanen et al., 2008; Saks, 2006). 
Hakanen et al. (2008) found that job engagement would increase individual initiatives 
that increase innovation at work. They believe that employees’ energy and work ethics 
lead to greater mobility and responsibility and increases organisational innovation. These 
people have favourable emotions leading to creative, exploratory thinking and the 
implementation of novel ideas. According to Kim and Koo (2017), employees’ job 
engagement directly affects their innovative behaviour. Agarwal et al. (2012) analysed 
and confirmed the positive relationship between job engagement and innovative beha
viour. Thus, the sixth research hypothesis is presented as follows: 

Hypothesis 6: Employees’ job engagement has a positive impact on their innovative 
behaviour.

Job embeddedness and innovative behaviour

There are many reasons why employees’ job embeddedness increases innovation. 
Employees with higher job embeddedness are more motivated to do the right thing 
and perform appropriately to stay in their positions. Employees with higher job embedd
edness are also likely to show innovative behaviour because creativity is a crucial measure 
of increased pay and benefits (Welbourne et al., 1998). Various studies have addressed 
the relationship between job embeddedness and innovative behaviour. Lee et al. (2004) 
stated that job embeddedness led to more communications, more excellent balance, and 
reduction in losing jobs and job benefits; therefore, it would help increase people’s 
motivation to do their duties. As a result, people’s motivation for showing good perfor
mance in the organisation is managed by a series of emotions and commitments. The 
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employees committed to their jobs show better work performance because of the 
favourable feelings about employment relationships with others (fit). For example, 
when employees experience a high level of fitness with organisational culture and are 
valued by others, they are willing to share ideas and provide constructive feedback 
(Kwantes et al., 2007). Higher job embeddedness leads to better performance as employ
ees may feel that obligations resulted from social relationships and bonds with others 
(links). As the employees are increasingly establishing relationships with organisational 
networks, they are more committed to meeting or exceeding supervisors’ expectations. 
Besides, job embeddedness results from communication with colleagues; therefore, it will 
be faster and easier to expand innovation among employees with high job commitment 
(T. W. Ng & Feldman, 2010). Also, highly embedded employees are motivated to per
form correctly because of their strong desire to keep their jobs and ensure that the 
rewards associated with their current jobs continue to exist in the future (sacrifice). In 
order to avoid potential sacrifices associated with job loss, highly embedded employees 
develop strong incentives to engage in innovative behaviour because they want to ensure 
that their organisations continue to survive and thrive and, therefore, to enhance their 
job security within their current firm (T. W. H. Ng & Feldman, 2007).

According to the conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989), Wheeler et al. (2012) 
conceptualised job embeddedness as a state of resource abundance that employees would 
invest into work efforts and showed that work effortfully mediated the relationship between 
on-the-job embeddedness and job performance. In short, embedded employees have 
strong incentives to exert effort on their jobs and perform properly (Kiazad et al., 2015; 
T. W. Ng & Feldman, 2010). Moreover, Widianto et al. (2012) analysed the effects of job 
embeddedness and innovative behaviour among hospital pharmacists. They showed that 
the relationship between these two variables was affected by such motivational factors as 
a calm workplace (fit), personal relationships with colleagues (links), and no fear of job 
benefit loss (sacrifice). Therefore, the seventh research hypothesis is as follows: 

Hypothesis 7: Employees’ job embeddedness has a positive impact on their innovative 
behaviour.

The mediating role of job engagement and job embeddedness

In an organisation, job embeddedness mediates the relationship between specific job 
characteristics and employees’ attitudes. For example, employees’ perceived job support, 
which reflects the leader-member relationship, strengthens employees’ job embedded
ness and increases the positive behaviours and attitudes (Holtom & Inderrieden, 2006). 
Horowitz and Arthur (1988) stated that leaders’ excessive narcissism would be associated 
with decreased motivation and employees’ involvement in the job. Employees lose their 
motivations when narcissistic leaders ignore their ideas and do not share success. In other 
words, leaders’ narcissism reduces employees’ attitudinal and behavioural motivations to 
make efforts for the job. Simultaneously, some studies have confirmed the mediating role 
of job engagement in the relationship between leaders’ interactions with the members 
and employees’ innovative behaviour (Agarwal et al., 2012).
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Therefore, job embeddedness and job engagement play a mediating role in the 
relationship between leaders’ narcissism (which states a particular type of leader- 
follower relationship) and employees’ innovative behaviour. Relying on the conservation 
of resources theory, Harris et al. (2011) analysed an effective relationship between leader- 
member exchange and organisational outcomes such as job satisfaction with the mediat
ing role of job embeddedness. According to this theory, when a proper interaction is 
established between a supervisor and a subordinate, it helps obtain and protect valuable 
resources that lead to the alignment between individuals’ needs and organisation objec
tives (Kiazad et al., 2015). Thus, employees become more embedded with the job and 
show a greater tendency to display positive behaviour. Hence, the eighth and ninth 
research hypotheses are listed as follows: 

Hypothesis 8: Narcissistic leadership affects employees’ innovative behaviour through 
employees’ job embeddedness.

Hypothesis 9: Narcissistic leadership affects employees’ innovative behaviour through 
employees’ job engagement.

Based on the hypotheses, Figure 1 depicts the conceptual research model.

Method

Sample

The statistical population includes managers and employees of the Iranian public sector 
organisations. A manager and one of the fellow employees from each department completed 
the questionnaires. While collecting data, the researchers visited the organisations in person. 
They submitted the questionnaires to the respondents to ensure the relevance of managers’ 
and employees’ information and encode the gathered data to prevent errors. The data were 
collected from two different sources to avoid bias in answering the questions. Managers 
completed the narcissism questionnaire. In contrast, the employees were also given 
a questionnaire on manager humility, job embeddedness, job engagement, and innovative 
behaviour. Finally, 455 questionnaires were collected and analysed. Moreover, 85% of the 

Leaders’ 
narcissism 

Job 
embeddedness 

Job engagement 

Innovative 
behaviour 

Humility 

Figure 1. Research framework.
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managers were male. Besides, 25% of the respondents had less than ten years of experience, 
whereas 48.2% had 10–20 years of experience, and 26.8% had more than 21 years of 
experience. Finally, 79.7% of the total employees were male.

Measures

The standard measures from previous studies were employed to quantify the variables. 
Since these measures were developed in English, the questionnaires were translated 
into Persian with back translation to ensure the accuracy of the translated items 
(Brislin, 1986). All variables were scored on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 
‘Completely Disagree = 1’ to ‘Completely Agree = 5.’ Variables were analysed at an 
individual level.

Job engagement was measured through the seven-item scale proposed by Schaufeli 
et al. (2006). A sample item is ‘when I take responsibility, I feel strong and energetic.’ 
Cronbach’s alpha was 0.903 for this scale.

Job embeddedness was measured through the seven-item scale proposed by Karatepe 
(2016). A sample item is ‘I can use my skills and talents well in my job.’ Cronbach’s alpha 
was 0.880 for this scale.

Innovative behaviour was measured through the nine-item scale consisting of the 
three dimensions named idea generation, idea promotion, and idea implementation 
(Janssen, 2000). A sample item is ‘I create new ideas for difficult issues.’ Cronbach’s 
alpha was 0.901 for this scale.

In previous studies, supervisors or other employees evaluated employees’ innovative 
behaviour, and the results were reliable in both cases, Janssen (2005). Also, Li and Hsu 
(2016), Akram et al. (2020), and Schweisfurth and Raasch (2020) assessed employees’ 
opinions on innovative behaviours.

Humility was measured through the nine-item scale proposed by Owens et al. (2013b). 
A sample item is ‘My manager pursues the feedback actively.’ Cronbach’s alpha was 0.915 
for this scale.

Furthermore, to measure leaders’ narcissism, a questionnaire including 14 items from 
the narcissistic personality test questionnaire of Ames et al. (2006) was used. It is 
considered one of the best-known narcissism measuring instruments. A sample item is 
‘I know I am good because everybody tells me that.’ Cronbach’s alpha was 0.958 for this 
scale.

Results

Harman’s single-factor test was conducted in order to avoid common error bias in SPSS. 
Common error bias will be alarming if only one factor emerges or if the first factor with 
the largest eigenvalue is responsible for a significant portion (over 50%) of the explained 
variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). The non-rotated exploratory factor analysis on principal 
components showed that seven distinct factors with eigenvalues greater than one were 
extracted from the data.

Therefore, there is no suspicion over the fact that there is only one factor in research 
data. The first extracted factor with the largest eigenvalue (17.32) accounts for approxi
mately 34.7% of the total variance, which is significantly smaller than 50% of the 
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explained variance. Besides, all the seven extracted factors account for approximately 
63% of the total variance. Hence, the collected data were appropriate and without bias, 
and that the explained variance was not diverted. No particular concern was also 
observed in the use of data. The results of the validity test, reliability test, and hypothesis 
testing are discussed below.

Construct validity was assessed through convergent and discriminant validities. 
According to Wixom and Watson (2001), the coefficient values greater than 0.5 are 
considered affirmative for convergent validity. According to Fornell and Larcker (1981), 
the coefficient values greater than 0.5 are considered affirmative for AVE because it 
guarantees that its measurement items define at least 50% of a construct’s variance. As 
shown in Table 2, all the items have factor coefficients greater than 0.5 and AVE values of 
higher than 0.50. The AVE square must be computed to calculate the discriminant 
validity. This value should be greater than the correlation coefficient between the two 
variables. Table 1 indicates the calculated values. The table’s primary diameter values 
represent the AVE square, whereas the other values indicate the correlation between the 
constructs. Finally, it is observed that all the constructs conform to the desirable condi
tions; therefore, the constructs have discriminant validity. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 
was employed to test the index’s reliability, and the values were higher than 0.7 for all the 
variables (Table 2).

Table 1 presents the correlation matrix, mean, standard deviation, and AVE square for 
the research variables, including narcissistic leadership (NL), humility (H), job embedd
edness (JE), job engagement (JEN), and innovative behaviour (IB). There is a significant 
correlation between independent and dependent variables and the mediating variables at 
the confidence level of 0.99. In addition, the mean for all the variables was reported to be 
greater than 3.

Determining the measurement models used to define the relationships between the 
latent and observed variables is the prerequisite for structural equation modelling 
Schumacker and Lomax (2010) and used the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) techni
que and AMOS software.

Table 3 presents the confirmatory factor analysis results, AVE, CR, and Cronbach’s 
alpha for all the variables. The fit indices of the measurement model for various variables 
are also reported in Table 3, indicating that the measurement models are appropriate.

Table 4 presents the results for the fitness of the SEM model. Three different kinds 
of goodness-of-fit indices were analysed to verify the model validity. The first group is 
absolute indices, including c2/df (2.556) and RMSEA (0.074). Wheaton et al. (1977) 
suggested that the normalised Chi-square values of lower than five would be ade
quate. The root means a square error of approximation measure also indicated that 
the model had a satisfactory goodness-of-fit (Hair et al., 1998). The second group 

Table 1. Mean, standard deviation, correlation and AVE square.
MEAN SD NL HL JE JEN IB

NL 3.51 .98 .790
H 3.57 .70 −.651** .746
JE 3.59 .72 −.372** .466** .717
JEN 3.67 .69 −.414** .588** .542** .719
IB 3.74 .77 −.493** .667** .582** .545** .712

** the correlation at p < 0.01; AVE square are reported from the values on the main diameter of the matrix.
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Table 2. The results of CFA for the questionnaire items.
Construct Item Factor loading t- value AVE CR Cronbach ’s α

Leaders’ narcissism Q1 .774 .625 .936 .958
Q2 .814 14.25
Q3 .763 13.12
Q4 .816 14.29
Q5 .744 12.72
Q6 .795 13.81
Q7 .824 14.46
Q8 .750 12.85
Q9 .809 14.13
Q10 .888 15.93
Q11 .848 15.00
Q12 .669 11.21
Q13 .794 13.80
Q14 .762 13.11

Job 
embeddedness

Q15 .700 13.04 .515 .790 .880
Q16 .744 10.69
Q17 .719 10.49
Q18 .644 9.34
Q19 .742 10.66
Q20 .755 10.83
Q21 .704 10.15

Humility Q22 .749 .558 .864 .915
Q23 .838 13.76
Q24 .867 14.30
Q25 .685 10.94
Q26 .801 13.07
Q27 .803 13.11
Q28 .824 13.50
Q29 .533 8.37
Q30 .541 8.51

Job 
engagement

Q31 .849 .517 .833 .903
Q32 .605 10.30
Q33 .671 11.81
Q34 .849 16.68
Q35 .663 11.60
Q36 .639 11.06
Q37 .673 11.85
Q38 .777 14.53
Q39 .704 12.59

Innovative 
behaviour

Q40 .707 .508 .895 .901
Q41 .861 12.77
Q42 .785 11.70
Q43 .723 10.81
Q44 .622 9.32
Q45 .621 9.31
Q46 .632 9.47
Q47 .648 9.72
Q48 .778 11.61

Table 3. The results of the model-fit.
Models χ2 df χ2/df TLI CFI RMR RMSEA

NL 226.971 77 2.94 .902 .910 .064 .073
H 40.19 14 2.87 .901 .907 .045 .071
JE 79.395 27 2.94 .907 .901 .050 .068
JEN 73.063 27 2.706 .924 .943 .034 .079
IB 65.382 23 2.84 .947 .966 .037 .076
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includes relative indices such as the comparative fit index (CFI = 0.930), the normal
ised fit index (NFI = 0.905), and the incremental fit index (IFI = 0.931). Hu and 
Bentler (1999) suggested that CFI, NFI, and IFI scores above 0.90 were satisfactory. 
The third group is the parsimony indices, including the normalised parsimony fit 
index (PNFI = 0.710) and parsimony goodness-of-fit index (PGFI = 0.611), which 
were both bigger than 0.50 and leading to a satisfactory model fit. As it can be 
concluded from the following fit indices, the fitted model’s overall validity is 
confirmed.

In the fitted model, all direct effects of the variables were significant at 0.95 (p < .05, t > 
1.96). The analysis of the research hypotheses showed that narcissistic leadership had 
significantly negative effects on job embeddedness (β = −0.43, p <.05), job engagement 
(β = −0.41, p <.05), and innovative behaviour (β = −0.22, p <.05). Hypotheses 6 and 7 
evaluated the effects of job engagement and job embeddedness on innovative behaviour. 
The results showed that job embeddedness (β = 0.47, p <.05) and job engagement 
(β = 0.34, p <.0) were both effective on innovation behaviour. Moreover, Sobel’s test 
was employed to analyse the indirect effect of narcissistic leadership on innovative 
behaviour.

t � value ¼ a�bffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
b2�sa2þa2�sb2
p (1)

In this Equation, (a) refers to the effect of the independent variable on the mediating 
variable, whereas (sa) shows the standard error of the effect of the independent variable on 
the mediating variable, and (b) indicates the effect of the mediating variable on the dependent 
variable. Moreover, (sb) represents the standard error of the mediating variable’s effect on the 
dependent variable. Accordingly, the mediating hypotheses were analysed. As Figure 2 
depicts, the coefficient of narcissistic leadership on job embeddedness was −0.43, whereas 
the coefficient of job embeddedness on innovative behaviour was 0.47. Thus, the indirect 
effect of narcissistic leadership on innovative behaviour equalled −0.202. By substituting the 
values in Equation (1), the t-value for the indirect effect was calculated to be −4.970, which 
exceeds ± 1.96%. Therefore, this effect was considered significant. In addition, the indirect 
effect of narcissistic leadership on innovative behaviour through the mediating role of job 
engagement equalled −0.139. The significant value for this effect was obtained at −2.432, 
which exceeds ±1.96% by substituting Sobel’s formula’s values. Therefore, it is significant. 
Table 4 shows the testing results of direct and indirect research hypotheses. The moderated 
regression analysis was conducted to verify the moderating effects of humility. To eliminate 
the potential issue of multicollinearity between variables, mean centring was performed by 
following Aiken et al. (1991) before generating interaction terms. Table 5 lists the results of 
the moderated regression analyses.

Table 4. Standardised structural estimates of the structural model.
Estimate S.E. t- value p-value

Leaders’ narcissism → Job embeddedness −.429 .055 −5.901 ***
Leaders’ narcissism → Job engagement −.412 .062 −6.063 ***
Leaders’ narcissism → Innovative behaviour −.222 .049 −3.562 ***
Job embeddedness → Innovative behaviour .467 .073 6.673 ***
Job engagement → Innovative behaviour .342 .052 5.693 ***
Leaders’ narcissism → Job embeddedness→ Innovative behaviour −.202 .040 −4.970 ***
Leaders’ narcissism → Job engagement → Innovative behaviour −.139 .029 −4.694 ***
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Models 1 and 4 illustrate the effects of control variables, including age, gender, and job 
position, on job embeddedness and job engagement. Models 2 and 5 illustrate the effect 
of leaders’ narcissism and humility leadership on job embeddedness and job engagement. 
Finally, Models 3 and 6 illustrate the moderating effect of modest leadership. The results 
of these two models show that leaders’ humility had a positive moderating effect on the 
relationship between narcissistic leadership and job embeddedness (β = 126, p < .05) and 
job engagement (β = 140, p < .01), respectively. Therefore, the moderating hypotheses are 

Figure 2. SEM model (Structural and estimation models).

Table 5. The analysis of the moderating effect of humility.
Dependent variable: 
Job embeddedness

Dependent variable: 
Job engagement

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Control variable
Sex .131** .104 .097* .107 .067 .060
Age −.054 −.001 .000 −.072 −.013 −.013
Statues .022 .016 .002 −.015 −.020 .-035
Main effects
Leaders’ narcissism −.123* −.169** −.059 −.110
Humility .375*** .342*** .543*** .507***
Interaction effect
Leaders’ narcissism * Humility .126** .140**
R2 .026 .237 .251 .018 .351 .369
ΔR2 .211*** .014** .333*** .018**

(N = 253); * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05,*** p < 0.01.
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confirmed due to significant changes in the amount of R2 (ΔR2 = 0.014, ΔR2 = 0.018). 
According to Jaccard et al. (1990), a moderating or an interaction effect is present if there 
is a significant difference between R2 values in Models 2 and 3 (p < 0.05). For a better 
illustration of the moderating effect, Figures 3 and 4 show the interactive effects of 
leaders’ narcissism and humility on job embeddedness and job engagement.

Discussion

This study aimed to analyse the effect of leaders’ narcissism on employees’ innovative 
behaviour through the mediating role of job engagement and job embeddedness at 
governmental organisations operating in the stern provinces of Iran. According to the 
hypothesis testing results, it has been claimed that there is a negative relationship 
between leaders’ narcissism, job engagement, and job embeddedness. Therefore, the 
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Figure 3. Interactive effects of leader’s narcissism and humility on job embeddedness.
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Figure 4. The interactive effects of leader’s narcissism and humility on job engagement.
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results confirmed the first and third research hypotheses in line with Erkutlu and Chafra 
(2017) findings and B. P. Owens et al. (2015).

The results of testing the fifth research hypothesis showed that leaders’ narcissism has 
a negative effect on employees’ innovative behaviour. In other words, leaders’ high level 
of narcissism reduces employees’ innovative behaviour, a finding which is different from 
the results of Wales et al. (2013).

This difference is explained due to the statistical population (governmental agencies in 
Iran) and the prevailing culture in these organisations. This study analysed employees’ 
and managers’ attitudes, considering that attitudes are influenced by organisations’ 
culture, procedures, and norms. Leaders and managers in the public sector must act 
within a set framework. Hence, employees see bold actions and leaders’ power and 
authority as negative aspects of narcissism that reduce their attitudinal and behavioural 
motivations to strive. In a study by Wales et al. (2013), the statistical population included 
manufacturing companies with advanced industries. High levels of risk-taking, bold 
actions, and leaders’ power and authority are effective in their organisation’s success. 
So employees are encouraged to follow their leaders and generate and promote new ideas.

In other words, the positive aspects of narcissism are more pronounced and yield 
positive results. The research findings also contradict the study by Kashmiri et al. (2017) 
because they believe that narcissistic leaders tend to introduce new products and a more 
significant share of innovation. This study’s findings are in line with the results reported by 
Nevicka et al. (2011). Employees believe that narcissistic leaders adversely affect their 
performance by preventing information exchange between group members under their 
leadership. Regarding the effect of leaders’ narcissism on job engagement, job embedded
ness, and innovative behaviour of employees through the conservation of resources theory, 
it is stated that leaders’ narcissism also destroys employees’ resources (such as attention, 
will, dignity, and respect). In such situations, employees experience more stress, and they 
may lose their trust in their leader. They will not maintain positive attitudes such as job 
satisfaction, job engagement, and job embeddedness; instead, they will probably show 
deviant behaviour (Palanski & Yammarino, 2009; Thau & Mitchell, 2010). Moreover, 
narcissistic leaders, with their mismanagement styles, such as hostile verbal and non- 
verbal reactions, weaken employees and cause interpersonal stress while threatening 
employees. According to the conservation of resources theory, stress is a reaction to an 
environment in which there is a threat posing loss of resources or lack of resources needed 
by employees. Employees consider this possible or actual lack of resources to be the greatest 
threat to themselves (Hobfoll, 1989). Thus, improper supervision of narcissistic leaders is 
a stressful factor that causes psychological stress among employees and declines perfor
mance, satisfaction, job engagement, and job embeddedness.

Based on the second and the fourth hypotheses, the role of humility was confirmed on 
the relationship between leaders’ narcissism and employees’ job engagement and job 
embeddedness. The findings are consistent with B. P. Owens et al. (2015) research. In 
other words, leaders’ narcissism positively affects followers if it is associated with 
humility. Although the combination of narcissism and humility might be inconsistent 
as a paradox, these characteristics can coincide in reality. Therefore, humility can make 
narcissistic managers more effective because many aspects of narcissistic leaders’ char
acteristics can be counteracted by humility. In addition, narcissistic tendencies to take 
advantage of others, become self-absorbed, and demand praise can be compensated for 
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by paying attention to others, enhancing their strengths, and seeking more significant 
contributions. Furthermore, the potential effect of the constructive aspects of narcissism 
can also be enhanced by humility.

Analysis of the sixth research hypothesis also confirmed the positive relationship 
between employees’ job engagement and innovative behaviour. This finding is in line 
with the studies conducted by Agarwal et al. (2012); Hakanen et al. (2008). Moreover, job 
engagement enhances individual innovations, which would increase innovation at work. 
The higher the extent of job engagement, the more the employees would try to develop 
a positive feeling that leads to discovering and achieving new information and experi
ences (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Fredrickson, 2001).

According to the data analysis results related to the seventh research hypothesis, 
employees’ job embeddedness can affect their innovative behaviour. This finding is in 
line with the findings of T. W. Ng and Feldman (2010), Lee et al. (2004), and Widianto 
et al. (2012). Since job embeddedness leads to higher communications, more remarkable 
aptness, and reduced job abandonment and job loss benefits, employees are motivated to 
conduct more activities. Therefore, based on the results, it can be said that the more 
measures are taken to create fit, communication, and strengthen the level of sacrifice in 
employees, the more people will be motivated to perform well in the organisation and 
strive for creativity and innovation. Furthermore, the results of the eighth and the ninth 
research hypotheses confirmed the mediating roles of job embeddedness and job engage
ment in the relationship between leaders’ narcissism and employees’ innovative beha
viour. Based on the conservation of resources theory, narcissistic leaders are likely to 
conserve limited resources (including time and energy) by interacting with their desig
nated followers rather than interacting with others. Ultimately, narcissism affects per
formance and behaviour. Burris et al. (2008) believe that employees’ output was affected 
by their evaluation of leaders’ communication environment. According to this theory, 
proper interactions between a supervisor and a subordinate help achieve and protect 
valuable resources that align individuals’ needs with the organisation (Kiazad et al., 
2015). Thus, employees become more embedded with their jobs and more likely to 
display positive behaviour.

Theoretical implications

This study helps developing leadership literature in various ways. First, based on the 
conservation of resources theory, the results showed how leaders’ characteristics, beha
viour, and interactions with followers could increase their effectiveness and the emergence 
of employees’ attitudes such as job engagement and job embeddedness, and innovative 
behaviour. In fact, leaders lay the foundation of trust to employees to conserve resources 
based on their relationship with followers. When a manager interacts with some people 
who are useful in gaining the resources they need and does not interact equally with 
others, this relationship and interaction can affect employee trust in the leader. Therefore, 
according to the conservation of resource theory, leaders’ narcissism reduces job embedd
edness in employees because employees’ trust in the manager decreases, and they experi
ence higher levels of psychological stress. According to Brown et al. (2005), employees 
often see their leaders as role models who develop an ethical view of the leader and the 
organisation through a wide range of leader-follower interactions. Under the guidance of 
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a narcissistic leader, employees have less access to psychological resources, including 
interpersonal trust and expressing their inner feelings by creating a negative image 
through workplace interactions. As a result, employees engage in deviant behaviour that 
would reduce job satisfaction, commitment, and embeddedness (Crossley et al., 2007). 
Second, although various studies have been based on the paradox perspective to analyse 
organisational phenomena such as competition and cooperation (Chen, 2008), as well as 
exploration and exploitation (Jansen et al., 2009), Cameron (1986) believed that contra
dictions had identified the most influential organisations. This study also addresses the 
paradox perspective at the micro-level and offers new directions in analysing contra
dictions in leaders’ traits, although a combination of narcissism and humility may seem 
like an inconsistent contradiction. However, in reality, these traits can coexist and lead to 
desirable outcomes. An alternative approach is to affect leaders’ traits because traits can 
influence behaviour in interaction with each other. Third, the results showed that leaders’ 
narcissism on employees’ attitudes and performance was influenced by a degree of leaders’ 
humility. Therefore, this study helps develop a complementary leadership approach by 
analysing the effects of conflicting traits on employees’ outputs. It is possible to analyse 
what other micro-level styles have in conflict with each other if they interact with each 
other. Forth, the traditional views of leadership found charismatic and narcissistic person
alities appropriate for leading an organisation and considered leaders to be organisational 
heroes. However, corporate scandals and bad decisions, which have been accredited to the 
uninhibited ego of the leader or narcissistic leadership and arrogance (Chatterjee & 
Hambrick, 2007) Therefore, there have been shifts to more ethical and people-centred 
leadership styles by proposing such theories as servant leadership, ethical leadership, and 
spiritual leadership. Various researchers have also analysed the topic of humility in 
leadership theory (Morris et al., 2005; Ou et al., 2014; Owens & Hekman, 2012). The 
findings also showed that leaders’ humility benefited both employees and organisations. 
Collins (2001) introduced the idea of fifth-level leadership, which considers the duality of 
humility and professional will in leadership as promising and vital for a company’s long- 
term success. Thus, a level 5 leader is ‘an individual who blends extreme personal humility 
with an intense professional will.’ Fifth-level leaders are the leaders who shun selfish and 
arrogant needs and think of a larger goal, i.e., organisational excellence, which is their 
ambition in the first place. Everything is for the organisation and not for leaders. 
A characteristic of leaders is that they attribute success to external factors other than 
themselves and take responsibility for the unfavourable situation. This study provides 
a new direction for future research into leaders’ humility and the fifth-level leaders.

Practical implications

According to the research results, some suggestions can be made for the practical 
implementation of findings. Initially, it is suggested that applicants for managerial 
positions in organisations should take personality tests and assessments. While tradi
tional perspectives regard charismatic and narcissistic individuals as appropriate for 
leadership in organisations, the results of this study showed that leaders’ humility had 
benefits and advantages for both employees and organisations.

It was also discussed in the literature that level-five leadership would be considered 
optimal for organisations. The leaders, who turn away from selfish and arrogant needs 
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and think of a greater purpose, which is organisational excellence, are believed to be those 
whose ambition is set for the organisation and not for themselves.

Moreover, these leaders attribute success to external factors and take responsibility for 
undesirable situations. Hence, it is essential to hold various courses and train senior 
executives to improve these characteristics and perspectives. It is also essential to help 
managers increase self-awareness of personal values and personality traits and help 
narcissistic leaders find ways to moderate their negative behaviour. Simultaneously, 
since developing an atmosphere of creativity and innovation in organisations requires 
proper alignment and integration and management of contradictions, managers, or 
leaders with both narcissism and humility, can cooperate in dealing with challenges.

Furthermore, forming a management team where individuals have different and 
complementary characters can also address this need.

Limitations

Despite the development of literature on leadership and the combination of different 
leadership styles for enhancing employees’ innovative behaviour at governmental orga
nisations in the eastern provinces of Iran, this study also faces some limitations that may 
be the basis for future researches. Since the statistical populations were managers and 
responsible individuals of the public sector organisations in the eastern part of Iran, it 
might be impossible to generalise the results to industrial and private sectors.

Due to the statistical population size and the difficulty of collecting information 
longitudinally in several stages, cross-sectional research is another limitation of the 
study. Therefore, it is suggested to study the relationships between research variables 
longitudinally and at different times in future studies.

Also, since the present study is cross-sectional, there may be an inverse relationship 
between variables that can be suggested for future research.

As mentioned earlier, in some studies, innovative behaviour was assessed by employees, 
or in some other studies, innovative behaviour was assessed by both employees and 
managers. In both cases, the results were consistent and reliable. Employees’ self- 
assessment of their innovative behaviours can be considered a limitation in the present 
study. In future research, the study of this variable by managers of organisations is suggested.
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