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ABSTRACT 

To date, research on the effectiveness of empowering leadership at the team level 

has focused on cases in which leaders empower the team as a whole, and team members 

perceive their leaders’ empowering behaviors to the same extent. Because the existing 

literature predominantly examines empowering leadership directed toward an entire team, 

little is known about how differentiated levels of empowering leadership within a single 

team (i.e., differentiated empowering leadership) influence team performance. In the 

present study, I develop a theoretical model to delineate the consequences of 

differentiated empowering leadership, defined as within group variance of empowering 

leadership, at the team level. Integrating social categorization theory (Tajfel & Turner, 

1979; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987) into the AMO model 

(Appelbaum, Bailey, Berg, & Kalleberg, 2000), I examine the curvilinear indirect effects 

of differentiated empowering leadership on team performance via team potency, team 

commitment, and team autonomy, and the moderating effect of procedural justice of 

leaders’ empowering differentiation and team-level empowering leadership on the 

curvilinear indirect effects. I conducted a three-wave study, with a sample of 99 teams 

and their team leader from 22 firms in South Korea to test the research model. Results 

suggest that (1) differentiated empowering leadership had a negative curvilinear indirect 

effect on team performance via team potency, and that (2) both procedural justice of 

differentiation and team-level empowering leadership positively moderated the 

curvilinear effect of differentiated empowering leadership on team potency, team 

commitment, and team autonomy. Implications for theory and practice are discussed, 

along with limitations and directions for future research.     
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 

Over the last few decades, organizations have faced rapid changes in technology 

and customer needs (Ahearne, Mathieu, & Rapp, 2005). The nature of work tasks has 

become complex and cognitively demanding, requiring employees equipped with diverse 

skill sets and knowledge (Humphrey, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007; Parker, Wall, & 

Cordery, 2001). With this changing business landscape, organizations have shifted 

toward management practices which emphasize employee empowerment (Ahearne et al., 

2005). The rise of employee empowerment is based on the premise that empowered 

employees are more likely to display a high level of performance, customer service, and 

creativity in this rapidly changing business environment (Seibert, Wang, & Courtright, 

2011; Vecchio, Justin, & Pearce, 2010; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). Along with 

organizational efforts to enhance employee empowerment, scholars have argued that 

leadership can also serve as a salient source to improve employee empowerment.  

Defined as leaders’ behaviors that raise employees’ autonomy and motivation 

(Vecchio et al., 2010), empowering leadership has received considerable attention from 

scholars and practitioners as an effective leadership practice that boosts employee 

empowerment (Sharma & Kirkman, 2015; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). Reflecting this greater 

appreciation for the importance of empowering leadership, a burgeoning literature has 

developed around the topic of empowering leadership (Lorinkova, Pearsall, & Sims, 

2013). Findings from this research demonstrate the positive influences of empowering 

leadership on many desirable work-related outcomes. For instance, recent meta-analytic 
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evidence (Lee, Willis, & Tian, 2018) supports that empowering leadership is positively 

associated with psychological empowerment, creativity, task performance, and 

organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) for both individuals and groups. Moreover, 

Lee and colleague’s meta-analysis (2018) found that empowering leadership explains 

incremental variance in these outcomes after controlling the effects of other leadership 

behaviors, such as transformational leadership and leader-member exchange (LMX).  

Statement of the Problem 

As aforementioned, there are numerous studies that provide empirical evidence on 

the desirable outcomes associated with empowering leadership for both individual 

employees and groups. However, there are still unresolved issues regarding the 

effectiveness of empowering leadership at the group level. For instance, research on the 

group-level empowering leadership assumes that leaders empower an entire team as a 

whole (i.e., group-focused empowering leadership). Concomitantly, it is assumed that 

team members perceive their leaders’ empowering behaviors to the same extent. 

However, this approach fails to take into consideration differentiated empowering 

leadership where variance of empowering leadership exists within a team. By 

differentiated empowering leadership, I mean the case in which a leader exhibits varying 

levels of empowering behaviors to different team members (Li, He, Yam, & Long, 2015). 

There are several factors that may influence leaders to differentiate levels of 

empowering leadership across their team members. First, according to the contingency 

perspective of empowering leadership (Houghton & Yoho, 2005; Sims, Faraj & Yun, 

2009), leaders are encouraged to differentiate the extent of empowerment across 

employees. Specifically, the contingency perspective of empowering leadership advises 
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leaders to empower employees who are more suited for empowerment in terms of ability, 

experiences and needs, while forgoing those they deem unsuitable (Ford & Fottler, 1995). 

Relatedly, role theory (Graen, 1976) posits that leaders adjust their provision of 

autonomy based on the discrepancy between role expectation and employees’ 

performance, resulting in differentiated role definitions and the degree of autonomy 

across employees (i.e., role making process). Consequently, to increase the amount of 

benefits reaped from empowerment, leaders are likely to display individually customized 

empowering behaviors (i.e., individualized empowering leadership) that take into 

consideration employees’ individual differences and roles.  

Second, empowering leadership can be regarded as one kind of resource. In Foa 

and Foa (1980), the authors empirically demonstrate six types of resources that can be 

exchanged between individuals, including: money, goods, services, information, status, 

and love. Given that empowered employees have greater access to resources such as 

status and information compared to their less empowered counterparts, a leader’s 

empowerment can be considered a valuable resource for employees. As a resource, 

empowering leadership may be subjected to a leader’s resource allocation preferences or 

rules when administered across employees. According to allocation preference theory 

(Leventhal, 1976b; Leventhal, 1976a; Leventhal, Karuza, & Fry, 1980), leaders are apt to 

choose different resource allocation rules depending on their priorities. Leaders who 

value maintenance of harmony and solidarity among team members are inclined to adopt 

the equality rule in which resources are distributed equally across team members. 

Primarily, leaders who choose the equality rule believe that employees who received 

similar resources are less likely to behave antagonistically toward one another. A 
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reduction in antagonism would subsequently prevent any interpersonal conflicts among 

employees. In contrast, leaders who emphasize individual productivity tend to give more 

weights to the equity rule in which resources are allocated in accordance with employees’ 

contribution such as job performance and work effort. Those who choose to adopt the 

equity rule offer more resources to good performers and less resources to poor performers 

with the belief that this allocation principle will motivate employees to work hard and 

perform well. Furthermore, some leaders place more weight on the needs rule in which 

employees most in need of resources are provided the most favorable allocations. Taken 

together, leaders have different allocation preferences and are likely to differentiate the 

extent of empowerment across employees following their resource allocation rules.            

Lastly, literature on other leadership constructs, which are similar to or 

conceptually overlap with empowering leadership, have established that leaders 

differentiate their leadership behaviors among their employees. For instance, two sub-

dimensions of transformational leadership – individual consideration and intellectual 

stimulation – both emphasize differentiated leadership behaviors when developing and 

empowering employees. Individual consideration refers to leaders’ provision of 

customized support to employees (Bass, 1985). Intellectual stimulation refers to leaders’ 

behaviors that encourage employees to question their assumptions and come up with 

creative solutions to the problems (Bass, 1985). For both individual consideration and 

intellectual stimulation, leaders display individual-focused leadership behavior by taking 

into consideration each employee’s unique abilities and characteristics. In a similar vein, 

leader-member exchange (LMX) theory states that leaders develop varying levels of 

exchange relationships with employees (i.e., in-group and out-group exchange 



5 
 

relationship; Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975). Furthermore, leaders are apt to provide 

increased information, influence, involvement, latitude, and confidence to employees 

with whom they have high levels of LMX than to those with low levels of LMX 

(Dansereau et al.,1975; Liden & Graen, 1980; Graen & Scandura, 1987). Moreover, 

studies on delegation have also reported that leaders differentiate the extent of delegation 

across employees depending on employee characteristics, such as competence, job level, 

goal congruence with leader, and LMX (Leana, 1986, 1987; Yukl & Fu, 1999). Likewise, 

leaders may differentiate empowering behaviors toward employees depending on 

employees’ individual differences.   

Taken together, leaders have several motivations to differentially empower 

members of their group. Thus, depending on their motivations and situational factors, 

leaders may differ in the degree to which they empower their employees, either uniformly 

throughout a team or differentiated among employees within a team. My literature review 

involves empirical studies on the topic of empowering leadership and consists of 79 

empirical studies and two meta-analytic review papers. From these 79 empirical studies, 

35 studies have operationalized empowering leadership as an individual perception and 

36 studies have examined group-focused empowering leadership where members share a 

uniform perception of their group’s collective empowerment. Six studies have examined 

empowering leadership at the organizational level, and two studies have examined multi-

level effects (both group- and individual-level) of empowering leadership. Studies on 

individual level empowering leadership have examined its impact on individual 

outcomes, and studies on group-focused empowering leadership have examined its 

impact on team- or individual outcomes. Although the existing individual level 
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empowering leadership studies and the aforementioned arguments have evidenced that 

differentiated empowering leadership manifests in organizations, scholars have neglected 

to examine the effect of differentiated empowering leadership at the team level. It is 

crucial to address this gap in the extant literature because it limits scholarly 

understanding of team-level dynamics of empowering leadership. 

Using the ability-motivation-opportunity model (AMO model, Appelbaum, 

Bailey, & Berg, 2000), the present study attempts to develop and test a theoretical model 

on how differentiated empowering leadership unfolds and influences team performance. 

According to the AMO model (Appelbaum et al., 2000), employee performance is a 

function of ability, motivation, and opportunity to perform. Extending this logic to team 

context, team ability, team motivation, and team opportunity to perform can be viewed as 

three key components to enhance team performance. In other words, team performance 

improves when the team is capable of performing well (ability) and has motivation to do 

so (motivation), and when its work environment offers the necessary avenues for 

performing tasks (opportunity).  

Differentiated empowering leadership can affect team ability, team motivation, 

team opportunity, and subsequent team performance. Because empowerment provides 

employees with resources such as autonomy and developmental opportunities, varying 

levels of empowerment within a team indicate that members have unequal access to 

resources. This difference creates resource boundaries within a team. Members in teams 

with resource boundaries have a greater tendency to compare their own resources with 

those of their fellow members. Consequently, these team members’ attitudinal and 

behavioral responses to the variation within their team will affect the team’s ability, 
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motivation, and opportunity, which in turn affect team performance. In the present 

investigation, I contend that differentiated empowering leadership is related to team 

ability, motivation, and opportunity, and subsequent team performance in a curvilinear 

manner. Specifically, I argue that the impact of differentiation is less likely to appear 

when the level of differentiation is low or moderately low, but the impact is detrimental 

when the differentiation is high or moderately high. By considering team potency – 

members’ confidence in the team’s collective capabilities to be successful (Guzzo, Yost, 

Campbell, & Shea, 1993) – as a team ability, team commitment  – members’ attachment 

to the team and feelings of identification with the team (Bishop & Scott, 2000) as a team 

motivation, and team autonomy – the degree to which a team has the freedom and 

flexibility to make decisions on critical issues in the team (Hackman & Oldham, 1976) – 

as a team opportunity, the present study investigates three important intervening 

mechanisms that may help account how differentiated empowering leadership affects 

team performance. 

Moreover, beyond investigating mediating mechanisms through which 

differentiated empowering leadership is related to team performance, this study 

endeavors to explain when these mediating effects are stronger or weaker. Although 

differentiated empowering leadership creates resource boundaries within a team, 

members are likely to develop different responses to this variation depending on their 

perception on how leaders differentiate empowering among members. In the current 

study, I suggest that the effect of differentiated empowering leadership on team potency, 

team commitment, team autonomy, and subsequent team performance are contingent on 

the level of procedural justice of empowering decisions and team-level of empowering 
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leadership. Referring to the members’ collective perception about how fairly a team as a 

whole is treated (Roberson & Colquitt, 2005), team justice climate may capture 

members’ perception of whether leaders’ differentiation is fair or not and provide cues as 

to whether employees will respond to the differentiation negatively or not. Also, whether 

or not team members in general receive high level of empowerment (i.e., team-level 

empowering leadership) will affect employees’ reactions toward differentiated 

empowering leadership.  

Significance of the Research 

I believe the current investigation contributes to the existing literature in several 

ways. First, this study examines team-level implications of the contingency perspective 

of empowering leadership, which holds that leaders differentiate the degree of 

empowerment across employees. For the last two decades, research on individualized 

empowering leadership has focused on how a high or low level of empowering leadership 

influences an employee’s attitudes and behaviors and overlooked the implications of high 

and low levels of empowerment that coexist within a team. Also, the extant research on 

empowering leadership at the team level primarily focuses on cases in which leaders 

empower the entire team without differentiation. As a result, we do not know much about 

how differentiated empowerment among team members hurts or benefits the entire team. 

By examining the influences of differentiated empowering leadership on team-level 

outcomes, this study will improve our understanding of the implications of the 

contingency perspective of empowering leadership.  

Second, this study will deepen scholarly understanding of the mechanisms 

underpinning the curvilinear relationship between differentiated empowering leadership 
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and team performance. Although research on other types of differentiated leadership 

behaviors (e.g., differentiated transformational leadership, LMX differentiation) offers 

some insights into how varying levels of leadership behaviors within a team affect team 

members’ perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors, little is known about whether the impacts 

of differentiated empowering leadership on team level outcomes are similar to those of 

other types of differentiated leadership behaviors. Moreover, empirical studies on 

differentiated leadership behaviors have rarely examined team ability, motivation, and 

opportunity simultaneously in their research models, limiting our understanding of the 

distinctiveness or relative impact of one with the others. By examining three categories of 

mediating variables (i.e., team potency as a team ability, team commitment as a team 

motivation, and team autonomy as a team opportunity) in a single research model, this 

study will provide insights into the incremental effect of each mediating variable in 

conjunction with the others.  

Third, the present study improves scholarly understanding of when the curvilinear 

effect (inverted U shape) of differentiated leadership on group outcomes are stronger or 

weaker. The argument that differentiated empowering leadership is detrimental is counter 

to the contingency perspective of empowering leadership where leaders are encouraged 

to differentiate empowering behaviors among employees. By examining the moderating 

effect of procedural justice of empowering differentiation and team-level empowering 

leadership on the relationship between differentiated empowering leadership and team 

outcomes, this study may help reconcile these two conflicting arguments and improve 

scholarly understanding of the boundary conditions for the relationships between 

differentiated empowering leadership and team outcomes.    
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Lastly, this study will help practitioners in tailoring their efforts to leverage the 

benefits of empowering leadership. As differentiated empowering leadership is often 

used in organizations as a management practice (Sims, Faraj & Yun, 2009), organizations 

should be aware of the potential liability of differentiation. I propose that high levels of 

differentiated empowering leadership is detrimental to team performance by harming 

team potency, team commitment, and team opportunity. The findings of this study will 

raise leaders’ awareness regarding the detrimental effects of differentiated empowering 

leadership on their teams and caution leaders against practicing over differentiation. In 

addition, by highlighting the contingent effect of justice climate and mean level team 

empowering leadership on the relationship between differentiated empowering leadership 

and team outcomes, this study will provide guidance on how leaders should strategically 

and effectively differentiate empowering leadership among team members if 

differentiation is inevitable. Figure 1 depicts the entire research model.  
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Figure 1. Research Model  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Empowering Leadership 

Foundations of Empowering Leadership Research 

The term “empowerment” first appeared in the English Language in 1849, and 

was used to denote the action of authorizing or state of being authorized. However, it was 

not used in formal research until the 1960s. During the 1960s and 1970s, social workers 

and other scholars adopted “empowerment” to characterize social movements in support 

of marginalized groups, such as women, racial minority groups, and people with 

disabilities (Lincoln, Travers, Ackers & Wilkinson, 1999). In particular, researchers of 

social movements used the term to describe processes that allow oppressed or otherwise 

marginalized groups to attain a more equitable status (Wise, 2005). For instance, feminist 

literature refers to empowerment as “a spectrum of political activity ranging from acts of 

individual resistance to mass political mobilizations that challenge the basic power 

relations in our society” (Bookman & Morgen, 1988, p. 4), thereby reducing factors that 

oppress women (Bookman & Morgen, 1988). Empowerment also involves encouraging 

and helping people develop skills for self-sufficiency. In the context of 1970s scholarship 

on racial minority groups, empowerment emerged as a process whereby social workers or 

other activists assist people of color to develop skills for influencing others (Solomon, 

1976). Examples of empowerment regarding racial minority groups include linking 

people of color to social resources, education, and helping them to recognize their self-

worth (Solomon, 1976). From the 1960s through the 1980s, the notion of empowerment 
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as used across many social science disciplines denoted mobilization of oppressed and 

powerless people toward equality (Lincoln et al., 1990).   

In the management field, the concept of empowerment and related management 

practices emerged in the late 1970s and 1980s (e.g., Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Block, 1987; 

Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Kanter, 1979; McClelland, 1975; Neilson, 1986). Conger and 

Kanungo (1988) define empowerment as “a process of enhancing feelings of self-efficacy 

among organizational members through the identification of conditions that foster 

powerlessness and through their removal by both formal organizational practices and 

informal techniques of providing efficacy information.” (p. 474). Although the concept of 

eliminating conditions that foster powerlessness is aligned with the notion of 

empowerment in other disciplines, management theories on empowerment focus more on 

improving managerial effectiveness than on assisting marginalized people (Conger & 

Kanungo, 1988). Organizational researchers suggest that the practice of empowerment 

motivates employees by reducing their feelings of powerlessness and by increasing 

feelings of self-determination (e.g., Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Conger & Kanungo, 1988; 

House, 1988; Kanter, 1979, 1983; McClelland, 1975).  

Scholars largely approach empowerment in two ways – structural empowerment 

and psychological empowerment. The former conceptualizes empowerment as the 

granting of power. Scholars argue that empowerment is achieved through organizational 

structures that enable employees to participate in the decision-making process and grow 

in their jobs (Kanter, 1977). Organizational structures that empower employees include a 

flattening of the hierarchy, increased employee participation, access to information, 

resources (necessary people, equipment, and supplies), and support (feedback and 
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coaching) (Kanter, 1993). Kanter’s theory of structural power in organizations (1993) 

contends that the above structures enhance employees’ sense of empowerment, which 

motivates employees to further engage in their work.  

The psychological empowerment approach characterizes empowerment as a 

motivational construct. Drawing from a concept of self-efficacy – individuals’ belief in 

their capability to perform specific tasks (Bandura, 1986), Conger and Kanungo (1988) 

propose that “to empower” means heightening individuals’ belief in self-efficacy or 

decreasing their belief in personal powerlessness. Conger and Kanungo (1988) also 

suggest that contextual factors such as organizational factors, supervision, reward 

systems, and job characteristics influence employees’ empowering experience.  

Thomas and Velthouse (1990) extend Conger and Kanungo’s (1988) approach 

and define empowerment as intrinsic task motivation manifested with four cognitions (1) 

meaning – the value of work goals, (2) competence – an individual’s belief in his/her 

ability to perform tasks, (3) self-determination – an individual’s sense of choice regarding 

the regulation of actions, and (4) impact – the extent to which individuals can influence 

organizational outcomes. Later, Spreitzer (1995) defines psychological empowerment as 

a motivational construct manifested in the above four cognitions, and empirically 

demonstrates the convergent and discriminant validity of these four dimensions of 

psychological empowerment. A number of subsequent studies have demonstrated 

benefits of psychological empowerment, including increased job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment, reduced strain and turnover intention, and improved task 

performance, OCB and innovation (e.g., Avolio, Zhu, Koh, & Bhatia, 2004; Kraimer, 
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Seibert, & Liden, 1999; Liden, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2000; Spreitzer, Kizilos, & Nason, 

1997).   

The notion of granting power to employees as a means of enhancing employee 

performance is not new in the management literature. Management practices such as 

delegation and employee involvement in decision-making have long been regarded as a 

means of improving employee performance and satisfaction (e.g., Leana, 1986; Locke & 

Schweiger, 1979; Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1958; Vroom & Yetton, 1973). However, 

empowerment scholars argue that delegation and participation represent “only one set of 

conditions that may (but not necessarily) enable or empower subordinates” (Conger & 

Kanungo, 1988, p. 474). For instance, delegating trivial tasks is unlikely to increase 

employees’ self-efficacy or self-worth (Conger & Kanungo, 1988). Accordingly, the 

emphasis of empowerment research has been on employees’ feeling of empowerment 

rather than on management practices (Yukl, 2010).  

Furthering the preexisting psychological empowerment framework, the concept of 

the “empowered (or self-managing) team” emerged in the late 1980s with the increasing 

use of work teams that independently carry out tasks. An empowered team is a group of 

members who are autonomous, have a sense of competency, and feel that they are doing 

meaningful and important work (Kirkman & Rosen, 1997; Manz & Sims, 1987). 

Research has demonstrated that team empowerment is related to high productivity 

(Goodman, Devadas, & Griffith-Hughson, 1988; Manz & Sims, 1987; Seibert et al., 

2011), group customer service performance (Wellins, Wilson, Katz, Laughlin, Day, & 

Price, 1990), and group integration (Mathieu, Gilson, & Ruddy, 2006).  
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The demonstrable benefits of employee psychological empowerment and 

empowered teams have generated increased scholarly interest in leadership behaviors that 

effectively empower team members, known as empowering leadership (Ahearn et al., 

2005; Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, & Drasgow, 2000; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999). While 

traditional leadership is described as the process of influencing others (Yukl, 2010), 

empowering leadership emphasizes offering others the opportunity to influence work 

processes and outcomes (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014).      

Scholars have defined empowering leadership in various ways. Kirkman and 

Rosen (1999) define empowering leadership as “delegating responsibility to a team, 

soliciting and using team input when making team decisions, enhancing team members’ 

sense of personal control, encouraging team goal setting, self-evaluation, and high team 

expectation, and trusting the team” (p. 60). Vecchio and colleagues (2010) define 

empowering leadership as “behaviors that share power with subordinates” (p. 531). 

Arnold and colleagues (2000) suggest that leaders’ empowering behaviors (LEB) involve 

“leading by example, coaching, participative decision-making, informing, and showing 

concern/interacting with the team” (p. 264). Ahearne and colleagues (2005) define LEB 

as leader behaviors that are aligned with employees’ perception of (a) meaningfulness, 

(b) competence, (c) self-determination, and (d) impact; the four components of 

psychological empowerment (Spreitzer, 1995). Amundsen and Martisen (2014) define 

empowering leadership as “the process of influencing subordinates through power 

sharing, motivation support, and development support with intent to promote their 

experience of self-reliance, motivation, and capability to work autonomously within the 

boundaries of overall organizational goals and strategies” (p. 489). Although there are 
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some differences in the specifics of each definition, empowering leadership refers in 

general to leaders’ behaviors that improve employee autonomy and motivation (Sharma 

& Kirkman, 2015). 

As I will explain in the empirical review section, research has shown that the 

construct of empowering leadership is flexible on the levels issue (Chen, Kirkman, 

Kanfer, Allen, & Rosen, 2007). Leaders can empower both the group and individual 

members, simultaneously. In particular, leaders may choose to empower the entire group 

to a greater or lesser extent, and may also choose to empower individuals in a 

differentiated manner (Chen et al., 2007).  

Distinctions with Related Constructs 

 Empowering leadership is conceptually similar to and overlaps with other 

leadership constructs, including (1) LMX, (2) transformational leadership, and (3) 

delegation (Sharma & Kirkman, 2015). Below I discuss conceptual similarities and 

distinctions between empowering leadership and the above leadership constructs.  

LMX: LMX refers to relationship quality between a leader and his or her 

employee (Graen, 1976). Empowering leadership is similar to LMX in that both are 

relation-oriented behaviors that develop trust and respect between leaders and employees 

(Derue, Nahrgang, Wellman, & Humphrey, 2011). However, empowerment is not 

essential to building a high level of LMX. Sharma and Kirkman (2015) note that “some 

employees may report high levels of LMX even with leaders who are highly directive 

(i.e., providing direction, command, and assigned goals)” (p. 7). Indeed, empirical studies 

have supported incremental variance in employee attitudes and behaviors explained by 

empowering leadership over LMX (e.g., Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014; Lee et al., 2018).  
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Transformational Leadership: Transformational leadership represents 

charismatic, visionary, and inspirational leader behaviors that move employees beyond 

immediate self-interests (Avolio, 1999; Bass, 1985). Transformational leadership has four 

dimensions: 1) idealized influence – leaders’ appeal to employees on an emotional level, 

causing employees to identify with their leaders’ values, beliefs, and sense of 

organizational mission; 2)  inspirational motivation – leader behaviors that inspire and 

motivate employees to achieve ambitious goals by challenging employees with high 

standards and communicating confidence about goal attainment; 3) individual 

consideration – leaders’ provision of customized socio-emotional support to employees; 

4) intellectual stimulation –  leaders’ appeal to employees’ intellect in order to make 

them challenge assumptions, take risks, and invite creative solutions to problems.  

Empowering leadership is similar to transformational leadership in that both 

provide employees with opportunities to develop themselves, which enhance employee 

motivation and abilities (Lee et al., 2018). Also, empowerment is often regarded as one of 

the main features of transformational leadership (Kark, Shamir, & Chen, 2003). 

However, empowering leadership is distinct from transformational leadership in that 

leaders can exhibit transformational leadership behaviors without sharing decision-

making authority with employees (Sharma & Kirkman, 2015). In support of this notion, 

empirical studies have demonstrated the discriminative validity of empowering 

leadership with transformational leadership (e.g., Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014; Lee et 

al., 2018; Tekleab, Sims, Yun, Tesluk, & Cox, 2008). 

Delegation: Delegation refers to transfer of decision making authority from 

leaders to employees (Locke & Schweiger, 1979). Empowering leadership is similar to 
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delegation insofar as provision of decision-making authority to employees is central to 

both constructs (Sharma & Kirkman, 2015). However, empowering leadership is a much 

broader construct that includes motivational influences beyond delegation. For instance, 

empowering leaders motivate employees by expressing confidence in their abilities and 

emphasizing the importance of their work for the organization. Hence, delegation is a 

part of empowering leadership, but not the same construct.   

Theoretical Perspectives on Empowering Leadership 

 In explaining the effectiveness of empowering leadership, researchers have 

largely adopted three theoretical perspectives: theory of psychological empowerment 

(Spreitzer, 1995), social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), and contingency model of 

leadership (Houghton & Yoho, 2005).  

Psychological Empowerment Perspective: The majority of research on 

empowering leadership draws on psychological empowerment perspectives, or related 

concepts such as intrinsic motivation and self-efficacy (Lee et al., 2018). As 

aforementioned, psychological empowerment represents a motivational state of 

experiencing meaning, competence, self-determination, and impact (Spreitzer, 1995; 

Thomas & Velthouse, 1990). A core tenet of psychological empowerment theory is that 

psychologically empowered work fulfills individuals’ needs for autonomy and growth 

and motivates individuals to actively engage in their work (Spreitzer, 1995, 2008). 

Drawing from this perspective, researchers have suggested intrinsic motivation, job 

satisfaction, organizational commitment, task performance, proactive behaviors and 

creativity as outcomes of empowering leadership (e.g., Vecchio et al., 2010; Zhang & 

Bartol, 2010).  
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Social Exchange Perspective: Social exchange theory contends that favorable 

treatment or provision of resources from one party prompts in another party a sense of 

obligation to reciprocate such treatment (Blau, 1964). Social exchange theory can serve 

as a basis for understanding employee outcomes of empowering leadership. As discussed 

in the introduction chapter, empowering leadership involves providing employees with 

resources and increasing their sense of self-worth. Also, empowering leadership signals 

that leaders have confidence in and respect for employees (Lee et al., 2018). Accordingly, 

employees are likely to trust more in their empowering leaders and to grow in their desire 

to reciprocate leaders’ empowerment. The desire to reciprocate may in turn enhance 

performance or prompt extra-role behaviors. Drawing from this perspective, researchers 

have proposed trust in leader, LMX, task performance, and citizenship behaviors as 

outcomes of empowering leadership. 

 Contingency Leadership Perspective: situational leadership theory (Hershe & 

Balanchard, 1982) posits that the most effective leadership styles vary depending on 

levels of employee maturity in terms of ability and motivation. For immature employees, 

task-oriented directions are most effective, whereas delegation is most effective for 

mature employees. Houghton and Yoho (2005) extend this approach and develop a 

contingency model of leadership. The contingency model of leadership contends that 

directive leadership is most effective under the situation of inexperienced employees, 

urgent task, and unstructured tasks, whereas empowering leadership is most effective 

under the situation of experienced employees, not urgent task, and unstructured tasks. A 

few studies have tested the contingency model of theory. For instance, Yun, Faraj, and 

Sims (2005) found that in trauma resuscitation teams, empowering leadership was more 
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effective when team experience was high than low and when trauma severity was low 

than high.     

Review of Empirical Studies on Empowering Leadership 

In this section, I will review empirical studies on the topic of empowering 

leadership. To identify the relevant empirical studies to include in this literature review, I 

conducted a web-based search (e.g., PsycINFO, Web of Science, Google Scholar) with 

the keywords “empowering leadership”, “empowering behaviors”, and “empowering 

leader” of articles published in the last three decades (1987-2018), given that the concept 

of empowering leadership emerged in the late 1980s (e.g., Manz & Sims, 1987). Also, I 

scanned the reference lists of recent quantitative and qualitative review papers on the 

topic of empowering leadership (i.e., Kim, Beehr, & Prewett, 2018; Lee et al., 2018; 

Sharma & Kirkman, 2015). The initial searches yielded 121 articles published in 

established journals in organizational psychology, psychology, marketing, and 

management field. These journals include Academy of Management Journal, Asia Pacific 

Journal of Management, Administrative Science Quarterly, British Journal of 

Management, Cornell Hospitality Quarterly, Group and Organizational Management, 

Human Relations, Journal of Applied Psychology, Journal of Leadership and 

Organizational Studies, Journal of Management, Journal of Management Development, 

Journal of Managerial Psychology, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 

Journal of Organizational Behavior, Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 

Leadership and Organizational Development Journal, Leadership Quarterly, Personnel 

Psychology, Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Process.  
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Of the 121 articles, the 79 studies that empirically measured empowering 

leadership by experimental or survey design and two meta-analytic review papers are 

included in this review. Figure 2 tabulates the number of empirical studies on the topic of 

empowering leadership published in each year. Although the concept of empowering 

leadership was introduced in the late 1980s and 1990s (e.g., Manz & Sims, 1987: external 

leadership of self-managing work teams; Kirkman & Rosen, 1997, 1999: external team 

leader behavior of empowered teams), the term “empowering leadership” was used for 

the first time in two empirical studies published in 2000 (i.e., Arnold et al., 2000; 

Konczak & Trusty, 2000). After these two studies, two more empirical studies on 

empowering leadership were published in 2002, and from 2005 onwards, there were 

multiple studies on this topic published each year. The growth in literature gained 

momentum overtime until 2013 and 2014 when each year saw nine and eleven studies on 

empirical literature. In Appendix A, I report the summary of 79 empirical studies and two 

meta-analytic review papers.  
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Figure 2. Published Empirical Empowering Leadership Papers 
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Countries and Samples 

The published studies represent employees from a wide variety of countries, 

including the United States (e.g., Chen et al., 2007; Lorinkova & Perry, 2017), Australia 

(e.g, Raub & Robert, 2010; 2013), China (e.g., Hon & Chen, 2013; Zhang & Zhou, 2014; 

Zhang & Bartol, 2010), Sweden (e.g., Muhonen, Jonsson, Denti, & Chen, 2013), Italy 

(e.g., Bobbio, Bellan, & Mangenelli), South Korea (e.g, Auh, Menguc, & Jung, 2014; 

Cheong, Spain, Yammarino, & Yun, 2016; Lee, Cheong, Kim, & Yun, 2017), the United 

Arab Emirates (e.g., Martin, Liao, Campbell, 2013), Norway (e.g., Amundsen & 

Martisen, 2014; Amundsen & Martisen, 2015), and Hong Kong (e.g., Fong & Snape, 

2015). These studies, conducted in many different countries, indicate that the 

empowering leadership phenomenon is not limited to one area or certain culture but 

instead occurs across the world.  

Moreover, the empirical studies represent diverse industries, professions and 

occupations, such as manufacturing employees (e.g., Li, Chiaburu, & Kirkman, 2017; 

Zhang & Zhou, 2014), R&D sector employees (Lorinkova & Perry, 2017), service 

industry employees (Raub & Robert, 2010), retail employees (Arnold et al., 2000; Chen 

et al., 2007), IT industry employees (Zhang & Bartol, 2010), telecommunication 

employees (Arnold et al., 2000; Fong & Snape, 2015), hotel industry employees (Clark, 

Hartline, &Jones, 2009); bankers (Yagil & Gal, 2002), and high tech ventures employees 

(Harris et al., 2014).  

Measurement 

Scale development to assess empowering leadership has promoted empirical 

research on empowering leadership. The majority of studies on empowering leadership 
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have used the Empowering Leadership Questionnaire scale (ELQ) (Arnold et al., 2000), a 

38-item scale that asks leaders’ behaviors of (1) leading by example, (2) participative 

decision-making, (3) coaching, (4) informing, (5) showing concern/interacting with the 

team. Although the ELQ (Arnold et al., 2000) has been frequently adopted to assess 

empowering leadership, it does not include the provision of autonomy or delegation, 

which is a key element of empowering leadership. Later, Ahearne and colleagues (2005) 

developed and validated the Leadership Empowerment Behavior (LEB) scale, a 12-item 

scale that asks leaders’ behaviors related to (1) enhancing the meaningfulness of work, 

(2) fostering participation in decision making, (3) expressing confidence in high 

performance, and (4) providing autonomy from bureaucratic constraints. Vecchio and 

colleagues (2010) also developed a 10-item scale of empowering leadership by 

modifying items of self-management leadership described by Manz and Sims (1987). The 

scale of Vecchio and colleagues (2010) has three dimensions, including (1) independent 

action, (2) opportunistic thinking, and (3) cooperative action. Other researchers (e.g., 

Chen et al., 2007) have used empowering leadership scales developed by Kirkman and 

Rosen (1999). This scale asks participants to indicate a team leader’s provision of 

responsibilities, high expectation for team members and trust in team members. Finally, 

Amudsen and Martisen (2014) developed and validated an 18-item scale that assesses the 

degree to which leaders provide autonomy support and development support. The list of 

empowering leadership scales is included in Appendix A.   

Some studies have adopted an experimental design (e.g., Chen, Sharma, Edinger, 

Shapiro, & Farh, 2011) to examine the effect of empowering leadership. In Chen and 

colleagues (2011), a high level of empowering leadership was manipulated by having 
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participants read e-mails from the team leader that reflected empowering behaviors, such 

as giving authority to team members to make decisions, expressing confidence in their 

abilities, and telling them how important their work was for the organizations. In contrast, 

a low level of empowering leadership was manipulated by having e-mails come from 

leaders that prohibited team members from making decisions, expressed doubt about their 

abilities, and micromanaged employees’ work. Lastly, to date qualitative methods have 

been rarely used in the empowering leadership literature.  

Level of Analysis 

Empowering leadership has been studied at three levels. First, individual-level 

empowering leadership focuses on “individuals’ perceptions regarding how empowered 

they are personally (Chen, Kirkman, Kanfer, Allen, & Rosen, 2007, p.332), and examines 

how each employee’s perceptions of empowering leadership affect his or her individual 

outcomes.  Second, empowering leadership at the group-level refers to leaders 

empowering behaviors directed to the group as a whole (Chen, Sharma, Edinger, Shapiro, 

& Farh, 2011). Group level empowering leadership studies assume that group members 

share similar perceptions regarding their leaders’ empowering behaviors toward the 

group and examine the effect of empowering leadership on the group-level or individual-

level outcomes. Lastly, a few studies have investigated empowering leadership at the 

organizational-level (e.g., Camile, Schaubroeck, & Tishler, 2011; Hmieleski & Ensley, 

2007) by assessing top management teams’ (TMT; CEO and executive members) 

empowering leadership decisions and their impact on organizations. Most extant 

organizational level studies examine the effect of TMT empowering leadership on firm 

level outcomes or middle manager level outcomes. 
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In Appendix B, I list 79 empirical studies and two meta-analytic studies that were 

included in this review and reports the level of analysis of empowering leadership for 

each study.  

Individual level studies  

Of the 35 published papers that examine empowering leadership at the individual-

level, only one study (Hakimi, Van Knippenberg, & Giessner, 2010) investigates 

antecedents of empowering leadership. Hakimi and colleagues (2010) suggest that a 

leader’s perceptions of his/her employee’s integrity and performance are positively 

associated with empowering behaviors, and this relationship is stronger when the level of 

leader conscientious is high rather than low. As shown in Table A1, other than Hakimi 

and colleagues (2010), all 34 individual-level studies have focused on individual 

employee outcomes of empowering leadership. Experiencing empowering leaders by 

employees is found to be associated with various cognitive, attitudinal, and behavioral 

outcomes.  

Cognitive outcomes of empowering leadership include psychological 

empowerment (e.g., Amundsen & Martisen, 2015; Fong & Snape, 2015; Klerk & 

Stander; Zhang & Bartol, 2010), self-efficacy (Cheong et al., 2016), creative self-efficacy 

(Zhang & Zhou, 2014; Dong, Liao, Chuang, Zhou, & Campbell, 2015), role clarity (e.g., 

Martinez-Corcoles, Gracia, Tomas, & Peiro, 2012), intrinsic motivation (e.g., Zhang & 

Bartol, 2010). Attitudinal outcomes include job satisfaction (e.g., Amundsen & Martisen, 

2014b; Fong & Snape, 2015; Vecchio et al., 2010), career satisfaction (Biemann, 

Kearney, & Marggaf, 2015), satisfaction with supervisor (Tekleab, Sims, Yun, Tesluk, & 

Cox, 2008), organizational commitment (e.g., Hassan et al., 2013; Raub & Robert, 2013), 
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and work engagement (e.g., Amundsen & Martisen, 2015; Klerk & Stander, 2014; Li, 

Liu, Han, & Zhang, 2016). Lastly, behavioral outcomes include task performance 

(Humborstad, Nerstad, & Dysvik, 2014; Vecchio et al., 2010), organizational citizenship 

behaviors (OCB; e.g., Humborstad et al., 2014; van Dijke, De Cremer, Mayer, van 

Quaquebeke, 2012), voice behavior (e.g., Raub & Robert, 2013), change-Oriented OCBs 

(e.g., Lee, Cheong, Kim, & Yun, 2017), creativity (e.g., Zhang & Bartol, 2010), and 

reduced turnover intentions (e.g., Klerk & Stander, 2014). 

In general, individual-level primary studies and two meta-analytic review papers 

(Kim et al., 2018; Lee et al., 2018) have found the positive effect of empowering 

leadership on individual outcomes (see Table A1). For instance, a meta-analytic review 

conducted by Kim and colleagues (2018) reports significant and positive effects of 

empowering leadership on (1) evaluations of leaders (trust in leader, leader-member 

exchange, leader effectiveness), (2) motivation and resources (self-leadership, self-

efficacy, goal orientation, psychological empowerment), (3) attitude (satisfaction, 

commitment, work engagement, knowledge sharing), and (4) performance (creativity, job 

performance, contextual performance, withdrawal (negative relationship)).   

Group level studies 

Among 36 studies that examine empowering leadership at the group-level, 24 

studies examine individual outcomes (i.e., cross-level study) and 12 studies examine 

group outcomes (i.e., group-level study). Similar to the individual-level studies, group-

level empowering leadership studies identify cognitive, attitudinal and behavioral 

outcomes. Cognitive outcomes include team psychological empowerment (e.g., Chen et 

al., 2007); team creative efficacy (e.g., Hon & Chan, 2013) and collective self-efficacy 
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(e.g., Srivastava et al., 2006). Attitudinal outcomes include team commitment (e.g., Chen 

et al., 2011; Rapp, Ahearne, Mathieu, & Rapp, 2010) and collaboration (Hill & Bartol, 

2016). Lastly, behavioral outcomes include team performance (Chen et al., 2007; Hill & 

Bartol, 2016; Srivastava et al., 2006), team knowledge sharing (e.g., Chuang, Jackson, & 

Jiang, 2016; Srivastava et al., 2006) and team creativity (Hon & Chan, 2013). In general, 

studies have found positive effects of group-level empowering leadership on group 

outcomes. A meta-analytic review conducted by Lee and colleagues (2018) reports 

significant and positive effects of group-level empowering leadership on group 

psychological empowerment, knowledge sharing, group performance, and group OCB.  

Organization level studies  

Compared with individual and group level empowering leadership studies, studies 

that examined organizational level empowering leadership is small (6 papers out of 79). 

These studies convey that TMT empowering leadership is positively associated with firm 

performance (Carmeli et al., 2011; Hmieleski & Ensley, 2007; Ling, Wei, Klimoski & 

Wu, 2015). Another study demonstrates that CEO humility positively influences CEO 

empowering leadership, which has a positive indirect effect on middle managers’ 

performance via TMT integration and empowering organizational climate (Ou, Tsui, 

Kinicki, Waldman, Xiao, & Song, 2014).  

In sum, there have been numerous studies on empowering leadership at the 

individual-, group-, or organizational-level. In most studies, however, each level of 

empowering leadership has been examined in isolation from one another. For instance, 

studies on group-level empowering leadership assume that members within a group earn 

the same extent of empowerment and overlook the individual-level empowering 
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leadership phenomenon where individual employees perceive different levels of 

empowerment. As pointed out in the introduction chapter, leaders are influenced by 

several motivating factors to grant differentiated empowerment across members (i.e., 

differentiated empowering leadership). Therefore, the negligence of differentiated 

empowering leadership will limit scholarly understanding of the effectiveness of 

empowering leadership at the group level.  

The present study investigates the consequences of differentiated empowering 

leadership at the group-level. To do so, I draw from other leadership paradigms that have 

examined differentiation – LMX and transformational leadership. As pointed out earlier 

in this chapter, though empowering leadership is distinct from LMX and transformational 

leadership, there is some degree conceptual overlap. More specifically, employees under 

high levels of empowering leadership, LMX, or transformational leadership are all likely 

to develop unique relationships with their leaders. These relationships are characterized 

by leader support, mutual trust, and employee satisfaction (Dumdum, Lowe, & Avolio, 

2002; Liden et al., 2010; Sharma & Kirkman, 2015; Wu et al., 2010). Given that leaders’ 

support and trust can be considered valuable resources at work, leaders’ differentiation in 

one of these leadership behaviors (i.e., empowering leadership, LMX, and 

transformational leadership) within a group can create resource boundaries among group 

members. Accordingly, exploring how differentiation has been treated in LMX and 

transformational leadership literature will provide a good stepping stone towards better 

understanding and insights into the effects of differentiated empowering leadership on 

group-level outcomes. In what follows, I will review the literatures of LMX 
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differentiation and differentiated transformational leadership. Moreover, studies that have 

examined differentiated empowering leadership will be also reviewed.     

Differentiated Leadership 

LMX Differentiation 

Central to LMX theory is that leaders develop different levels of exchange 

relationships with their employees by treating some employees more favorably than 

others (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997). This 

differentiation creates within-group variance in the quality of LMX among employees, 

known as LMX differentiation (Liden, Erdogan, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2006). LMX 

scholars contend that some leaders intentionally differentiate the quality of LMX to 

create different roles among employees and to effectively assign employees with certain 

skills to the right tasks (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Graen & Scandura, 1987). Leaders’ 

differentiation in the quality of LMX also occurs for less strategic reasons. For instance, 

leaders may develop stronger relationships when they like or perceive similarity to 

certain employees (Dulebohn, Bommer, Liden, Brouer, & Ferris, 2012; Erdogan & 

Bauer, 2010).  

LMX differentiation has received considerable attention from scholars because 

there are two competing theoretical explanations regarding the impacts of LMX 

differentiation in a group (Chen, He, & Weng, 2018). On the one hand, role theory 

(Graen, 1976) posits that LMX differentiation is functional for a group since it allows a 

leader to strategically assign roles to members who differ in their ability. On the other 

hand, justice perspective contends that LMX differentiation violates rule of equality, 

which interrupts intragroup relations and group outcomes (Liden et al., 2006). 
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Accordingly, the number of studies on LMX differentiation has been growing for the last 

decade. Table 1 reports published articles on the topic of LMX differentiation. To 

identify the relevant empirical studies, I conducted a web-based search (e.g., PsycINFO, 

Web of Science, Google Scholar) with the keywords “differentiated LMX” and “LMX 

differentiation” of articles published from 2006 to 2018, since the concept of LMX 

differentiation was first introduced in 2006 (Liden, et al., 2006). Also, I scanned the 

reference list of Yu, Matta, and Cornfield (2018), as they conducted a meta-analytic 

review on LMX differentiation. I found 21 articles that empirically examined LMX 

differentiation (see Table 1). Among 21 studies, 19 studies examined the effect of LMX 

differentiation on group-level outcomes, whereas 2 studies examined the effect of LMX 

differentiation on individual-level outcomes. Regarding the operationalization of LMX 

differentiation, most studies used the variance or standard deviation of the group to assess 

LMX differentiation.  

Studies on LMX differentiation identify diverse group processes, emergent states, 

and group effectiveness outcomes. Group processes include group teamwork behavior 

(Herdman, Yang, & Arthur, 2017), team coordination (Li & Liao, 2014; Sui, Wang, 

Kirkman, & Li, 2015) and conflict (Hooper & Martin, 2008). Group emergent states 

include collective commitment (Seo, Nahrgang, Carter, & Hom, in press), intrateam trust 

(Liu, Hernandez, & Wang, 2014), intergroup relation (Chen et al., 2018), and procedural 

justice climate (Chen et al.,2018). Group effectiveness includes team performance (Le 

Blanc & Gonzalez-Roma, 2012; Li & Liao, 2014; Liden et al., 2006; Naidoo, Scherbaum, 

Goldstein, & Graen, 2011; Stewart & Johnson, 2009; Sui et al., 2015), group proactivity 

(Chen et al., 2018), and collective turnover (Seo et al., 2018).  
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Findings from these studies are somewhat inconsistent. Some studies report 

positive influences of LMX differentiation on group outcomes, whereas other studies 

demonstrate the detrimental effect of LMX differentiation. For instance, Le Blanc and 

González-Romá (2012) support a positive relationship between LMX differentiation and 

group commitment, whereas Nishii and Mayer (2009) found that LMX differentiation is 

related to high group turnover. Moreover, most studies report that the relationship 

between LMX differentiation and group performance is insignificant (e.g., Liden et al., 

2006; Stewart & Johnson, 2009). Accordingly, researchers have endeavored to find 

boundary conditions for the effects of LMX differentiation on group-level outcomes. For 

instance, Le Blanc and González-Romá (2012) found that the relationship between LMX 

differentiation and group performance was positive when LMX median was low than 

high.  

Indeed, Yu and colleagues (2018) conducted a meta-analysis regarding the 

influences of LMX differentiation on group outcomes. Results of the meta-analysis (Yu 

et al., 2018) indicate that LMX differentiation is detrimental to group processes (i.e., poor 

coordination, poor team-member exchange, more conflict) and emergent states (i.e., poor 

attitudes, poor commitment, poor collective efficacy, poor justice climate). Moreover, the 

meta-analytic review (Yu et al., 2018) found that the direct effect of LMX differentiation 

on group performance was insignificant, but LMX differentiation had a negative indirect 

effect on group performance via poor group processes and emergent states.  
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Table 1. Studies on LMX Differentiation 

Study IV Moderator r Mediator r DV r 
1. Yu, Matta, 
& Cornfield 
(2018), Meta-
Aanlysis 

LMX 
differentiation 

Task 
interdependence 

-.14* Attitudes -.23* Group performance -.01 
Commitment -.30* 

Group LMX quality -.16* Collective 
efficacy 

-.14* 

Justice climate -.41* 
Power distance na Conflict .27* 

Coordination -.28* 
Collectivism na Extra-role 

behavior 
-.27* 

Group size .05* Team-member 
exchange 

-.25* 

2. Chen, He, & 
Weng (2018) 

LMX 
differentiation 

Task-performance 
based LMX 
differentiation 

na Procedural 
Justice Climate 

na Intragroup relation na 

OCB-based LMX 
differentiation 

na Group proactivity na 

3.Seo, 
Nahrgang, 
Carter, & Hom 
(2018) 

LMX 
differentiation 

Solo status high 
LMX 

-.07 Collective 
commitment 

-.06 Collective turnover .13 

Solo status low 
LMX 

-.05 

Bimodal .07 
Fragmented .14 

4. Herdman, 
Yang, & 
Arthur (2017) 

LMX 
differentiation 

LLX .03 Group teamwork 
behavior 

.39* Team effectiveness .08 

5. Lee & Chae 
(2017) 

LMX 
differentiation 

Education diversity -.22   Team performance .23 
Age diversity .10 
Gender diversity .34* 
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Table 1, continued 

 

 Age diversity .10     
Gender diversity .34* 

6. Li, Fu, Sun, 
& Yang (2016) 

LMX 
differentiation 

LMX median -.06   Team creativity -.08 

7. Cobb & Lau 
(2015) 

LMX 
differentiation 

    Interactional justice -.26* 
Procedural justice .00 
Distributive justice .18 
TMX -.29* 
Relationship 
conflict 

.28* 

Coworker 
communication 

-.41* 

8. Zhao (2015) LMX 
differentiation 

  Relational 
conflict 

.35* Team creativity -.36* 

9. Sui, Wang, 
Kirkman, & Li 
(2015) 

LMX 
differentiation 

Team power 
distance orientation 

.11 Team 
coordination 

-.16 Team performance -.01 

10. Haynie, 
Cullen, Lester, 
Winter, & 
Svyantek 
(2014) 

LMX 
differentiation 

Procedural justice 
climate 

-.07   Task performance na 

Distributive justice 
climate 

.30 

11. Li & Liao 
(2014) 

LMX 
differentiation 

  Team 
coordination 

-.34* Team performance .03 

12. Liu, 
Hernandez, & 
Wang (2014) 

LMX 
differentiation 

Team member 
proximity 

.13 Intrateam trust -.41* Centralization of 
team PJ 

.29* 

Team member 
equity sensitivity 

.16 Density of team PJ -.24* 
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Table 1, continued 

 

13. Guan, Luo, 
Peng, Wang, 
Sun, & Qiu, 
(2013) 

Group LMX 
(mean) 

LMX differentiation    Team identification -.04 

14. Tordera & 
Gonzalez 
(2013) 

Group LMX 
(mean) 

LMX differentiation    Innovation climate -.20 

15. Ni & Ge 
(2013) 

Group LMX 
(mean) 

LMX differentiation    Team creativity .07 
Team satisfaction .11 
Team learning .09 

16. Le Blanc & 
Gonzalez-
Roma (2012) 

LMX 
differentiation 

LMX median -.29*   Team performance .06 
Team commitment .17 

17. Naidoo, 
Scherbaum, 
Goldstein, & 
Graen (2011) 

LMX 
differentiation 

    Team performance .17 
Team development -.07 

18. Erdogan & 
Bauer (2010) 

LMX 
differentiation 

Procedural justice 
climate 

-.46*   Satisfaction with 
coworker relations 

na 

Distributive justice 
climate 

-.48*   Helping na 
Withdrawal na 
Organizational 
commitment 

na 

Job satisfaction na 
19. Stewart & 
Johnson (2009) 

LMX 
differentiation 

Gender demography .12   Group performance -.07 
Functional 
background 
demography 

.14 
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Table 1, continued 

 

20. Hooper & 
Martin (2008) 

LMX 
differentiation 

  Team conflict .32* Job satisfaction -.23* 
Well-being -.29* 

21. Ford & 
Sears (2006) 

LMX 
differentiation 

    Within-group 
disagreement of 
supportive 
management climate 

.35* 

Within-group 
disagreement of 
contribution climate 

.39* 

Within-group 
disagreement of 
recognition climate 

.23 

Within-group 
disagreement of 
challenge climate 

.27 

Within-group 
disagreement of 
senior management 
effectiveness 

.25 

22. Liden, 
Erdogan, 
Wayne, & 
Sparrowe 
(2006) 

LMX 
differentiation 

Task 
interdependence 

-.09   Group performance .07 
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Differentiated Transformational Leadership 

As aforementioned, transformational leadership has four dimensions: idealized 

influence, inspirational motivation, individual consideration, and intellectual stimulation. 

Research on differentiated transformational leadership has regarded idealized influence 

and inspirational motivation as group-focused transformational leadership as these 

behaviors are intended to influence a group as a whole. On the other hand, individualized 

consideration and intellectual stimulation have been regarded as differentiated leadership 

(or individualized/ individual-focused leadership) as these behaviors are intended to 

influence individual employees by highlighting the uniqueness of each employee (Wu, 

Tsui, & Kinicki, 2010).  

A web-based search reveals that there are only five studies that empirically 

examined differentiated transformational leadership (see Table 2). These studies 

generally support the detrimental influences of differentiated transformational leadership. 

For instance, Wu and colleagues (2010) found that differentiated transformational 

leadership decreased group effectiveness through divergence in leader identification and 

lower group collective efficacy. Kunze, de Jong, and Bruch (2016) found that 

differentiated transformational leadership was negatively associated with affective 

organizational commitment climate. Regarding the operationalization of differentiated 

transformational leadership, most studies used the within-group variance or within-group 

coefficient variance (i.e., standard deviation divided by mean) of the composite score of 

individualized consideration and intellectual stimulation to assess differentiated 

transformational leadership.  
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Table 2. Studies on Differentiated Transformational Leadership 

 

 

Study IV Moderator r Mediator r DV r 
1. Kunze, de 
Jong, & Bruch 
(2016) 

Differentiated 
transformational 
leadership 

  Affective 
organizational 
commitment climate 

-.47* OCB climate -.31 
Organizational 
effectiveness 

-.12 

2. Zhang, Li, & 
Ullrich (2015) 

CEO 
Differentiated 
transformational 
leadership 

CEO gender .01 TMT Potency -.37* TMT effectiveness -.24* 
CEO moral 
inconsistency 

.44* Firm performance -.27* 

3. Nielsen & 
Daniels (2012) 

Differentiated 
transformational 
leadership 

  Differentiated 
meaningful work 

na Well-being na 

Differentiated social 
support 

na 

Differentiated 
cohesion 

na 

Differentiated role 
clarity 

na 

4. Wang, Hsieh, 
Tsai, & Cheng 
(2012) 

Group-focused 
transformational 
leadership  

Differentiated 
transformational 
leadership 

 Value congruence -.27* Cooperative voice -.18* 
Cooperative silence .05 

5. Wu, Tsui, & 
Kinicki (2010) 

Differentiated 
transformational 
leadership 

  Leader 
identification 
divergence 

.42* Group effectiveness -.24* 
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Differentiated Empowering Leadership 

Differentiated empowering leadership refers to the degree of within-group 

variation in empowering leadership. To date, only two studies have examined 

differentiated empowering leadership (Li, He, Yam, & Long, 2015; Li, Huo, & Long, 

2017). Li and colleagues (2015) examined the moderating effect of differentiated 

empowering leadership on the effect of empowering leadership on role breadth self-

efficacy (RBSE) in a Chinese context. Drawing upon cultural self-representation theory 

(Erez & Earley, 1993) that posits individual development of the self-concept (e.g., RBSE) 

from managerial practices depends on cultural values, the authors argue that the positive 

effect of empowering leadership on role breadth self-efficacy is weaker when 

differentiated empowering leadership is high. The underlying rationale of this argument 

was that differentiated empowering leadership violates the norms of collectivism, a core 

value of Chinese culture, and therefore interrupts employees’ development of RBSE 

stemming from empowering leadership. Using data from 310 employees in 81 groups 

from nine Chinese firms, the authors found that the positive relationship between 

empowering leadership and RBSE was weaker when differentiated empowering 

leadership was high than low.   

Li and colleagues (2017) examined the main effect of differentiated empowering 

leadership on employees’ trust in leaders and subsequent in-role performance, extra-role 

performance, and counterproductive work behavior (CWB). The authors contend that 

employees perceive their leader’s unequal allocation of empowerment as immoral since 

differentiated empowering leadership violates a norm of equality. This immoral image of 

leaders diminishes employees’ trust in their leader, which in turn impedes individual in-
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role performance and extra-role performance and increases CWB. Using data from 372 

employees in 97 team in Chinese firms, the authors support the negative effect of 

differentiated empowering leadership on employees’ trust in leaders. Moreover, the 

results indicate that the negative indirect effects of differentiated empowering leadership 

on individual outcomes (in-role performance, extra-role performance and lower CWB) 

via employees’ trust in leader are weaker when employees have high Chinese 

traditionality – the degree of employees’ unconditional obedience and loyalty to their 

leaders (Li et al., 2017).        

Although these two studies contribute to the empowering leadership literature by 

introducing the concept of differentiated empowering leadership, both studies examined 

the influence of differentiated empowering leadership on individual-level outcomes only. 

Therefore, we still do not know how differentiated empowering leadership affects group-

level outcomes. In the next chapter, I develop a theoretical model describing the effect of 

differentiated empowering leadership on group level outcomes (group coordination, 

group viability, group performance, group OCB, group creativity, and group voice) and 

the conditional effect of justice climate on those relationships.  
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CHAPTER 3 

THEORY AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT  

 As elaborated in the introduction chapter, leaders are influenced by several 

motivating factors to grant differentiated empowerment across members. To increase the 

amount of benefits reaped from empowerment, leaders are apt to consider employees’ 

individual differences and empower employees who are more suited for empowerment, 

while forgoing those they deem unsuitable. Also, depending on their resource allocation 

rules, leaders may differ in the degree to which they empower their employees, either 

uniformly throughout a team or differentiated among employees within a team. As such, 

differentiated empowering leadership may manifest in organizations accordingly. On the 

surface, studies on LMX differentiation and differentiated transformational leadership 

(see chapter 2.2) may provide some insights into the impact of differentiated empowering 

leadership on group-level outcomes. However, LMX differentiation and differentiated 

transformational leadership do not focus on the concept of providing its members with 

decision-making authority, a key element of differentiated empowering leadership. As 

such, the two preceding leadership constructs fall short in fully accounting for the 

impacts of differentiated empowering leadership. Relatedly, Erdogan and Bauer (2010) 

note that even though a leader is closer to some members (i.e. high LMX), this does not 

necessarily mean that leader’s decision-making will be biased in favor of members with 

high LMX. While employees may enjoy an intimate relationship with their leaders, this 

intimacy does not automatically grant them empowerment from their leaders. Hence, it is 

important to explore how differentiated empowering leadership influences team-level 
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outcomes in a separate study rather than assuming the influences will be the same as 

studies on LMX differentiation or differentiated transformational leadership. 

In the present study, drawing upon the social categorization theory (Tajfel & 

Turner, 1979; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987), I argue that a leader’s 

differentiation in empowerment within a team is likely to develop sub-groups among 

members based on their levels of empowerment, which will impede the entire team’s 

potency, members’ commitment to the team, and team autonomy and ultimately result in 

low team performance. As I elaborate in the next section, social categorization theory 

contends that significant intergroup differentiation triggers salient social categorization 

and interrupts intergroup integration. This intergroup differentiation phenomenon can be 

applied into within-group differentiation context and explicate how leaders’ 

differentiation within a team affects team-level outcomes. Moreover, I also argue that the 

indirect effect of differentiated empowering leadership on team performance via team 

potency, commitment, and autonomy will be contingent on the level of procedural justice 

of empowering differentiation and mean-level empowering leadership. In what follows, I 

will explain the theoretical rationale underlying each of these relationships.   

Differentiated Empowering Leadership and Team Potency 

Team potency, which I treat as a proxy for team ability, refers to the degree to 

which team members believe that their team is effective (Guzzo et al, 1993). Drawing on 

social categorization theory, I propose that differentiated empowering leadership has a 

negative curvilinear (inverted J curve) effect on team potency. Social categorization 

theory contends that individuals are more apt to communicate and collaborate with those 

who share similar attributes and experiences than those who do not. In the team context, 
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members prefer communicating with fellow members who share similar attributes with 

them, precipitating the segmenting of members into ingroups and outgroups (i.e., social 

categorization process; Tajfel&Turner,1986). When employees in the same group receive 

similar levels of empowerment from their leader, the difference in empowerment status is 

not salient in the group. Employees from such teams may be more likely to assume that 

they share the same fate with other members and therefore more willingly endeavor to 

meet the team’s collective objectives. Hence, members are more likely to discuss and 

generate ideas on how to improve work efficiency to achieve their team objectives. In 

conjunction with greater sharing of information and fluid communication, members of 

such teams are also more likely to come up with constructive ideas and arrive at 

agreements smoothly. Through frequent interactions and effective communication among 

members, the team may develop shared beliefs regarding collective capabilities to be 

successful (Ford, 1996; Hu & Liden, 2011).   

In contrast, when leaders differ in the extent to which they empower members 

within a team, members are likely to categorize fellow members into ingroups and 

outgroups based upon the level of empowerment. Subsequently, members are likely to 

differentiate themselves from others who have a different empowerment status and less 

likely to freely communicate, share knowledge, and align their goals with those in 

different empowerment statuses. This sub-group categorization and lack of 

communication may hinder members from aligning their goals with collective objectives. 

Accordingly, members’ confidence in the team’s collective capabilities to be successful 

will be reduced. Moreover, I contend that this negative effect of differentiated 

empowering leadership on team potency will be much more likely when the degree of 
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differentiation is high or moderately high than when it is low or moderately low. When 

the differentiation is low or moderately low, the difference of empowerment status 

among members is not apparent. As a result, members are less likely engage in social 

categorization process, and therefore, its negative impact on team potency will be 

negligible. By contrast, when differentiation is high or moderately high, the salient 

differences among members is likely to prompt members’ social categorization process 

and exacerbate the negative effect on team potency. Taken together, I expect that 

differentiated empowering leadership has a negative curvilinear effect (i.e., inverted J 

curve) on team potency.  

Hypothesis 1: Differentiated empowering leadership has a negative curvilinear 

(i.e., inverted J curve) relationship with team potency.  

Differentiated Empowering Leadership and Team Commitment 

In addition to positing the curvilinear effect of differentiated empowering 

leadership on team potency, I propose that differentiated empowering leadership also has 

a curvilinear relationship with team commitment, which refers to members’ attachment to 

the team and feelings of identification with the team (Bishop & Scott, 2000). As 

aforementioned, social categorization theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1987) 

supports that when members enjoy similar levels of empowerment, sub-groups are less 

likely to appear, and employees are more likely to view all group members as a single 

ingroup. Also, since equal distribution of empowerment emphasizes a “common fate” 

among members, members are likely to have a strong sense of group membership and 

define themselves through a group-based social self.  
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In contrast, when leaders differentiate empowerment across members, members 

are likely to engage in social categorization process based upon empowerment status and 

may end up communicating more with their colleagues within the ingroup and distance 

themselves from those that are in the outgroup. These asymmetrical interactions may 

cause employees to develop loyalties to their ingroup rather than to their overall team, 

thereby reducing team commitment. Moreover, differentiated empowering leadership 

creates relational imbalances within a team and hampers emotional attachment among 

members. According to balance theory (Heider, 1958), individuals tend to maintain a 

balanced state, defined as “a situation in which the relations among the entities fit 

together harmoniously” (p. 201). When there is a state of imbalance, individuals are 

inclined to resolve this imbalance by dissociating or changing relations. If a change is not 

possible, the state of imbalance induces tension and produces negative emotions directed 

at the entities of relations (Heider, 1958). Moreover, balance theory posits that balanced 

states are maintained when (1) entities who are similar like and contact each other, and 

(2) entities who are dissimilar dislike and avoid each other. Since leaders’ differentiated 

empowerment can create dissimilarities among members in terms of status and resources, 

it may generate dislike among members as balance theory suggests. Furthermore, 

members who find themselves working with others of dissimilar status within a group 

will wind up in an imbalanced state (i.e., cannot avoid dissimilar entities), and this 

imbalance produces tension. Accordingly, employees may engage in balancing coping 

such as distancing themselves from the group (Heider, 1958). Consequently, their 

commitment to the team will be reduced.  
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Moreover, compared to high or moderately high levels of differentiation, I expect 

that the detrimental effect of differentiated empowering leadership on team commitment 

will occur less or not at all at low or moderately low levels of differentiation. When 

differences in empowerment status among members are small, members are less likely to 

notice the difference and not categorize members based upon empowerment status. This 

lack of categorization prevents sub-groups from developing within a team. By contrast, 

when differentiation is high, the differences in empowerment status among members 

become very salient. Consequently, members may segment fellow members into ingroups 

and outgroups on the basis of empowerment status and develop loyalties to their ingroup 

rather than to their overall team. Taken together, I expect that differentiated empowering 

leadership will have a negative curvilinear effect (inverted J shape) on team commitment.   

Hypothesis 2: Differentiated empowering leadership has a negative curvilinear 

(i.e., inverted J curve) relationship with team commitment. 

Differentiated Empowering Leadership and Team Autonomy 

Team autonomy is defined as the degree to which a team has the freedom and 

flexibility to make decisions on critical issues as a team (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). 

Team autonomy is distinct from individual member’s autonomy. Team autonomy refers 

to discretion and independence in the team’s handling of a task, while individual 

autonomy focuses narrowly on the same attributes only for an individual’s handling of a 

task (Langfred, 2005; Mierlo, Rutte, Vermutt, Kompier, & Doorewaard, 2006). Scholars 

have suggested that leaders’ behaviors can influence the level of team autonomy (e.g., 

Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Manz & Sims, 1991). For instance, Manz and Sims (1999) 

suggest that members are more likely to experience team autonomy when their leaders 
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allow the team to set the team’s goals. Kirkman and Rosen (1999) also note that team 

leaders can enhance team autonomy by delegating responsibility and asking for and using 

employee input.   

In the present study, I propose that differentiated empowering leadership has a 

curvilinear relationship with team autonomy. More specifically, I expect that the negative 

impact of differentiated empowering leadership on team autonomy will be stronger when 

the degree of differentiated empowering is low or moderately low, as opposed to, high or 

moderately high. In a highly autonomous team, members can freely participate in the 

decision-making on issues arising in the team and also share in the responsibility for their 

decisions. When leaders empower employees equally, the equal distribution of resources 

(i.e., empowerment) will signify to each member on the team that they are equally valued 

as individual. This even-handed approach taken with the team as a whole will firmly 

motivate members to contribute to their team (Kabanoff, 1991). Accordingly, when such 

a motivated team encounters critical issues, its members are more likely to proactively 

engage as a team member to share knowledge, find solutions, and assume responsibilities 

for important issues. Contrastingly, when leaders differentiate empowering behaviors 

within a team, it will signify to members of the team that they are valued distinctively 

from one another. Employees, especially less empowered employees, may believe that 

they are not permitted to initiate solutions for critical issues in the team. These less 

favored employees may suppress themselves, hold back from contributing their ideas, 

and cede problem solving authority and responsibility to those who are more empowered. 

As a result, important decision-making in the team will be carried out by a few select 
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individuals rather than shared equally among members, and such skewed behavior 

reduces team autonomy.  

Compared to high or moderately high levels of differentiated empowering 

leadership, I expect the negative impact of differentiated empowering leadership on team 

autonomy will be less keenly or not at all at low or moderately low levels of 

differentiation. As aforementioned, with small degree of empowering leadership 

differentiation, the consequent social categorization process arising from leaders’ 

differentiation is negligible among members (Tajfel&Turner,1986; Van Knippenberg, De 

Dreu, & Homan, 2004). With less distinction among their individual empowerment 

levels, it reduces the likelihood of the scenario where less empowered members defer 

their important decision-making authority to highly empowered members. By contrast, 

when differentiation is high, boundaries for those who are and those who are not 

empowered to make decisions on issues in a team become very salient among the 

members. Consequently, important decision-making responsibilities in a team will not be 

shared equally among all team members. Taken together, I expect that differentiated 

empowering leadership will have a negative curvilinear effect (inverted J shape) on team 

autonomy.   

Hypothesis 3: Differentiated empowering leadership has a negative curvilinear 

(i.e., inverted J curve) relationship with team autonomy.  

Team Potency and Team Performance 

Team performance refers to the extent to which a team accomplishes its 

established objectives (Hackman, 1987). Although there are many factors that affect team 

performance, team potency is an important group property required to achieve high 
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performance. As aforementioned, members of the team with high potency have strong 

beliefs regarding collective capabilities to be successful. This shared potency belief 

creates a high expectancy that members’ effort will result in high performance. 

Accordingly, highly efficacious team members are apt to set higher team goals and exert 

extra effort to develop effective execution approaches and to implement their strategies 

effectively. Consequently, members’ collective effort to attain higher team goals are 

likely to improve team performance. Furthermore, core self-evaluation theory (Judge et 

al., 1997) contends that members’ efficacy belief promotes feelings of satisfaction with 

their work and in turn generate a strong sense of team membership. Consequently, 

members of the team with high potency put more effort to attain team goals and 

persevere in the face of difficulties (Hu & Liden, 2011; Wu et al., 2010). Therefore, high 

team performance is expected for teams with high potency. In support of this notion, 

Gully, Incalcaterra, Joshi, and Beaubien’s (2002) meta-analytic review supports the 

positive association between team potency and team performance.  

Hypothesis 4: Team potency is positively related to team performance.  

Team Commitment and Team Performance 

As previously mentioned, team commitment reflects the extent to which group 

members are attached to the team and identify themselves with the team (Bishop & Scott, 

2000). Team commitment is likely to enhance group performance in several key ways. 

First, the high levels of emotional attachment to the team boosts members’ motivation to 

engage in activities that lead to the team’s success. This team orientation allows members 

to put the team’s interests ahead of their personal interests. Therefore, with a common 

outcome in mind, members committed to their team are more likely to work hard for their 
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group than are those not committed to their team. In addition, members’ willingness to 

put the group’s interests above their personal interests will help to resolve any conflicts 

that emerge within a group. Conflict has been suggested to produce tension and distract 

group members from performing tasks (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003). Therefore, 

members’ reconciliation facilitated from team commitment may enhance team 

performance. Lastly, identity-based theories contend that the degree of cooperation 

within a team is influenced by how members identify themselves with the team (Tyler & 

Blader, 2000; Tyler & Blader, 2003). When members associate their own self-worth with 

the team (i.e., high team commitment), the success of the team provides a source of 

positive self-evaluation, thereby leading members to engage in behaviors for the team’s 

success (Tyler & Blader, 2003). Taken together, I expect that team commitment has a 

positive impact on team performance.  

Hypothesis 5: Team commitment is positively related to team performance.  

Team Autonomy and Team Performance 

Team autonomy is expected to improve team performance. Under high levels of 

team autonomy, members share the authority to influence important decisions in the team 

and rely on one another in joint problem solving (Hogel & Parboteeah, 2006). As 

members can freely participate in the decision-making, they are more likely to be willing 

to contribute their knowledge and share information to help advance the team’s efforts. 

Likewise, when members share responsibilities in decision making, they are more likely 

to be receptive to one another’s varying ideas and to collaborate in finding a good 

solution that efficaciously integrates their differing viewpoints. This smooth integration 
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process may precipitate constructive solutions to problems arising in the team and lead to 

an overall enhancement of the team’s performance.  

In addition, team autonomy allows members to engage in greater learning 

behaviors and better meet customer needs in a timely manner. Because highly 

autonomous teams do not have to obtain leaders’ permission before implementing ideas, 

they can freely try new ideas and more rapidly improve processes through trial and 

errors. Furthermore, without delays incurred from waiting for managerial approvals, 

members of a team can minimize bureaucratic burdens and increase their ability to meet 

customer demands a prompt and timely fashion (Ahearne et al., 2005; Kirkman & Rosen, 

1999). Team autonomy allows teams to adapt swiftly to rapidly changing environments 

and demands that they encounter, and this versatility would improve overall team 

performance (Manz & Sims, 1997; Stewart, 2006). Therefore, I expect positive 

relationship between team autonomy and team performance.  

Hypothesis 6: Team autonomy is positively related to team performance.  

Team potency, Team commitment, and Team autonomy as Mediators 

In the previous section, I propose that differentiated empowering leadership will 

have a negative curvilinear effect on team potency, team commitment, and team 

autonomy. Moreover, I also propose that team potency, team commitment, and team 

autonomy will enhance team performance. Combining these two sets of Hypotheses, I 

expect that differentiated empowering leadership has a negative curvilinear effect on 

team performance via team potency, team commitment, and team autonomy. This 

expectation is in line with social categorization theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et 

al., 1987) which asserts that the social categorization process that segments members into 
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several sub-groups within a team, restricts integration among team members, and that the 

degree of social categorization is associated with the salience of the category. That is, 

differentiated empowering leadership creates subgroups (i.e., segments) within a team 

based on the degree of empowerment, and the detrimental effects of subgroups on team 

performance via team potency, team commitment, and team autonomy will be activated 

to a greater extent when the differentiation is high or moderately high than when it is low 

or moderately low.  

Hypothesis 7: Team potency mediates the curvilinear relationship between 

differentiated empowering leadership and team performance.  

Hypothesis 8: Team commitment mediates the curvilinear relationship between 

differentiated empowering leadership and team performance. 

Hypothesis 9: Team autonomy mediates the curvilinear relationship between 

differentiated empowering leadership and team performance.  

Contingent Effect of Procedural Justice of Empowering Differentiation 

In addition to positing mediating mechanisms underpinning the relationship 

between differentiated empowering leadership and team performance, I also contend that 

the perceived procedural justice of empowering decisions moderates the strength of the 

indirect effect of differentiated empowering leadership on team performance via team 

potency, team commitment, and team autonomy. As previously mentioned, empowering 

leadership provides employees with valuable resources such as autonomy and 

developmental opportunities. Since these valuable resources significantly affect 

employees’ career success (Biemann, Kearney, & Marggraf, 2015), employees are likely 

to pay attention to how leaders distribute these resources (i.e., empowerment) among 
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team members. Although differentiated empowering leadership violates a norm of 

equality, employees’ reactions to the unequal distribution may vary depending on their 

perception of how leaders differentiate empowerment among members.  

I expect that when the manner with which empowerment is differentiated is 

perceived as fair, the detrimental influence of high levels of differentiated empowering 

leadership on team potency, team commitment, and team autonomy will be buffered. 

Justice scholars have recognized that teams develop shared perceptions about the 

fairness, with which the team as a whole is treated (Colquitt, Noe, & Jackson, 2002; 

Roberson & Colquitt, 2005). I define procedural justice of empowering differentiation as 

the extent to which the procedures that leaders use when making empowerment decisions 

are fair.  

Under high levels of procedural justice, members believe that the decision-

making process regarding resource allocation is consistent and impartial. Therefore, when 

members perceive high levels of procedural justice in the leaders’ differentiation 

decision, they are likely to judge leaders’ differentiation as rational and accept the 

differentiation. Moreover, high levels of procedural justice signify the opportunity to earn 

further empowerment in the future when members achieve high performance. Therefore, 

members are likely to think that the dissimilar status in terms of empowerment among 

members is not fixed. Rather, they may believe that the empowerment status will change 

as members’ performance changes. This varying nature of empowerment distribution 

under high procedural justice may prevent development of sub-groups based on different 

empowerment statuses within the group. The lack of social categorization process within 

a team will consequently prevent the negative influence of differentiated empowering 
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leadership on team potency, team commitment, and team autonomy, and ultimately result 

in high team performance. In support of this notion, studies on differentiated LMX have 

shown that procedural justice climate offsets the detrimental impact of leaders’ 

differentiation on individual and group level outcomes (Erdogan & Bauer, 2010; Haynie, 

Cullen, Lester, Winter, & Svyantek, 2014). Taken together, I expect that high levels of 

justice climate buffer the negative indirect curvilinear effect of differentiated empowering 

leadership on team performance through team potency, team commitment, and team 

autonomy.  

Hypothesis 10: Procedural justice of empowering differentiation moderates the 

indirect curvilinear effect of differentiated empowering leadership on team 

performance via team potency such that the curvilinear relationship is weaker 

when procedural justice of empowering differentiation is high than low.  

Hypothesis 11: Procedural justice of empowering differentiation moderates the 

indirect curvilinear effect of differentiated empowering leadership on team 

performance via team commitment such that the curvilinear relationship is 

weaker when procedural justice of empowering differentiation is high than low. 

Hypothesis 12: Procedural justice of empowering differentiation moderates the 

indirect curvilinear effect of differentiated empowering leadership on team 

performance via team autonomy such that the curvilinear relationship is weaker 

when procedural justice of empowering differentiation is high than low.  

Contingent Effect of Team-level Empowering Leadership 

 I also expect the indirect effect of differentiated empowering leadership on team 

performance via team potency, team commitment, and team autonomy to be contingent 
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on team level empowering leadership. By team-level empowering leadership, I refer to 

members’ perception about their leader’s empowering behaviors toward the entire team. 

Specifically, I expect the negative curvilinear effect of differentiated empowering 

leadership on team potency, team commitment, and team autonomy to be stronger for 

teams with a low team-level empowering leadership than for teams with a high team-

level empowering leadership. When team-level empowering leadership is high, most 

members of the team receive high levels of empowerment. Since highly empowered 

employees are usually more satisfied with their leaders’ support, they are less likely to 

pay attention to the distribution of empowerment within their team. The opposite is true 

for employees who are less empowered. Consequently, even if differentiation is high, 

employees who are highly empowered are unlikely to be inclined to compare their own 

resources with those of their peers. Without a desire to delve into the relative 

empowerment standings of their peers, this lack of comparison results in a reduction in 

social categorization process based on different empowerment status within a team. 

Therefore, the detrimental effects of high levels of differentiation on team outcomes are 

much less likely for teams with a high team-level empowering leadership.    

By contrast, when the team-level empowering leadership is low, most members of 

the team are not empowered, or are empowered to a lesser extent. In the absence of 

resources and leaders’ support derived from empowerment, members may not be satisfied 

with their status. Research suggests that individuals engage in more information 

processing when they experience something bad than when they experience something 

good (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & Vohs, 2001). Accordingly, employees 

who are not empowered are more likely to engage in social comparison process and 
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segment members of a team into ingroups and outgroups. When a high level of 

differentiation is introduced into a team with a low team-level empowering leadership, 

members’ inclination towards comparison is further compounded by apparent resource 

boundaries and may exacerbate the negative influence of differentiated empowering 

leadership on areas of team potency, team commitment, and team autonomy, and 

ultimately result in low team performance. Taken together, I expect that high (low) team-

level empowering leadership buffers (worsens) the negative curvilinear effect of 

differentiated empowering leadership on team performance through team potency, team 

commitment, and team autonomy.   

Hypothesis 13: Team-level empowering leadership moderates the indirect 

curvilinear effect of differentiated empowering leadership on team performance 

via team potency such that the curvilinear relationship is weaker for teams with 

high team-level empowering leadership.   

Hypothesis 14: Team-level empowering leadership moderates the indirect 

curvilinear effect of differentiated empowering leadership on team performance 

via team commitment such that the curvilinear relationship is weaker for teams 

with high team-level empowering leadership.  

Hypothesis 15: Team-level empowering leadership moderates the indirect 

curvilinear effect of differentiated empowering leadership on team performance 

via team autonomy such that the curvilinear relationship is weaker for teams with 

high team-level empowering leadership.    

  



58 
 

CHAPTER 4 

METHODS 

Participants and Procedure 

Sample 

 Before recruiting participants, I computed the degree of freedom of the research 

model (Df = 1) and conducted statistical power analysis for Chi-square tests using G-

Power to determine a desired sample size sufficient to achieve high power in conducting 

path analyses. Appendix B reports the calculation of the degree of freedom for the 

hypothesized research model. The results indicate that the desired sample size using an 

alpha of .05, power of .8, and a medium effect size (w= .30) is 88. Further, the fourteen 

team-level studies that were published in the Journal of Applied Psychology and 

Academy of Management Journal over the last two years used an average of 94.9 teams 

ranging from 47 teams to 236 teams (Median = 77.5 teams). Bearing in mind both power 

analysis results and recent trends in scholarship, I aimed to collect around 100 teams.   

The sample was collected from questionnaires distributed to work teams with full-

time employees from firms in South Korea. To help increase the generalizability of this 

study’s findings, I recruited participants from various industries such as manufacturing, 

finance, research and development (R&D), and pharmaceutical sales. 

Procedures 

To help reduce concerns related to common method variance (Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003), I employed a three-wave survey design with two-

week intervals. Through my personal network, potential participants for this study were 

recruited, and I received contact information (name, e-mail address, team name, and firm 
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name) of employees who agreed to participate in the survey. The recruited participants 

were made up of 617 employees from 139 teams across 27 firms along with their 139 

team leaders. I administered online surveys for 101 teams and distributed paper-pencil 

surveys for the remaining 38 teams who preferred a paper-pencil survey due to security 

reasons (the survey method – online versus paper-pencil survey, was controlled in 

analyses). For teams participating in the paper-pencil survey, I visited their offices during 

work hours, distributed the surveys in person, and picked up the surveys two weeks later. 

On the first page of the survey for both online and paper-pencil versions, participants 

were informed of the survey procedures and were assured of the confidentiality of their 

responses.    

The Time 1 survey asked team members to respond to items assessing 

empowering leadership, procedural justice of empowering differentiation, team-level 

empowering leadership and control variables such as team size, team tenure, need for 

autonomy, and core self-evaluation (CSE) as well as their demographic variables. If a 

participant failed to respond to the survey in a timely manner, I sent a reminder email 

twice at most to ensure a high response rate. Among the 617 employees who received the 

Time 1 survey, 524 employees from 132 teams completed the survey (84.9% response 

rate). Approximately two weeks after its completion, the 524 employees who completed 

the Time 1 survey were invited to participate in the Time 2 survey either online or 

through a paper-pencil survey. The Time 2 survey asked employees to respond to items 

assessing team potency, team commitment and team autonomy. Of the 524 employees 

who were invited to participate in the Time 2 survey, 477 employees from 122 teams 

completed the survey (91.0% response rate). I excluded teams with fewer than three 
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employees who completed both the Time 1 and Time 2 surveys. As a result of this 

exclusion, only 99 teams were eligible for analyses. Approximately two weeks after 

employees completed the Time 2 survey, the leaders of the 99 teams were invited to 

participate in the Time 3 survey, which asked leaders to respond to items assessing team 

performance and demographic variables. All 99 leaders who were invited to participate in 

the Time 3 survey completed the survey (100.0% response rate). As an incentive for 

participation, employee participants received a $5 equivalent (5,000 won) Starbucks gift 

card for each survey, and leader participants received a $10 equivalent (10,000 won) 

Starbucks gift card.  

Of the members of these 99 teams, 442 employees completed both the Time 1 and 

Time 2 surveys, but 17 employees completed the Time 1 survey only. To check for 

systematic bias from participants who participated in the Time 1 survey but not the Time 

2 survey, I conducted ANOVA to see whether dropout participants’ empowering 

leadership scores are significantly different from remaining participants’ empowering 

leadership scores (i.e., mean score of dropout participants’ empowering leadership versus 

mean score of remaining participants’ empowering leadership). Results indicated that 

dropout participants’ empowering leadership scores were not significantly higher or 

lower than remaining participants’ empowering leadership scores (F-value = .032, ns). 

However, when creating the Time 1 variables (e.g., differentiated empowering 

leadership, procedural justice of differentiation, team level empowering leadership, team 

tenure, team composition of need for autonomy and CSE), I included answers from 

members who had participated in the Time 1 survey but had abstained from the Time 2 

survey in order to ensure that the data was more representative of the team as a whole. 
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The mean age of 459 employees was 35.5 years, and 68.2% of them were male. Their 

average organizational tenure was 8.5 years and the average tenure with team was 4.2 

years. The mean age of the 99 team leaders was 45.8 years, and 89.9% of them were 

male. The leaders’ average organizational tenure was 16.0 years and the average tenure 

with team was 5.9 years. The average team size was 8.1 (ranged from 3 to 19), and 4.6 

members per team on average responded (57.0% within-team response rate).  

Measure 

Because the scales that I used were developed in English, I followed the back-

translation procedure recommended by Brislin (1970) to translate items into Korean. 

Specifically, I first translated original items from English to Korean, and two PhD 

students with bilingual proficiency in both Korean and English translated items written in 

Korean back into English to ensure that the meanings of the original items remained 

consistent. All of the items except demographic variables and team size were measured 

on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).  

Empowering Leadership and Differentiated Empowering Leadership  

 I used a 12-item scale as reported in Zhang and Bartol (2010) that was originally 

developed by Ahearne and colleagues (2005) to assess individual empowering leadership. 

Items of empowering leadership include “My supervisor allows me to do my job my 

way” and “My supervisor expresses confidence in my ability to perform at a high level.” 

The alpha coefficient for this measure was .95 at the individual level.  

To operationalize differentiated empowering leadership, I used the coefficient of 

variation (CV, Allison, 1978), which is calculated by dividing the within-group standard 

deviation of empowering leadership scores among team members by the within-group 
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mean of empowering leadership scores. Team dispersion and diversity literatures 

highlight the importance of the concept of measurement alignment. For instance, 

Harrison and Klein (2007) propose three diversity types and argue that an 

operationalization of diversity should be different depending on types of diversity. 

According to Harrison and Klein (2007), separation diversity represents differences in 

lateral position, value, or attitude. Variety diversity represents differences in knowledge 

or experiences. Disparity diversity represents “differences in proportion of socially 

valued assets or resources held among unit members” such as pay, status, decision-

making authority and social power. (p. 1203). Harrison and Klein (2007) also suggest that 

standard deviation is more appropriate to capture separation diversity; Blau’s index is 

more appropriate to capture variety diversity; and coefficient of variation is more 

appropriate to capture disparity diversity. Given that empowering leadership offers 

employees decision-making authority, differences in empowerment status among 

members can be regarded as disparity diversity. Following Harrison and Klein’s (2007) 

recommendation and prior research on differentiated leadership (e.g., Kunze et al., 2016; 

Wang et al., 2011; Wu et al., 2010), I used coefficient of variation.       

Procedural Justice of Empowering Differentiation 

Most studies on justice climate have adopted a direct consensus (i.e., individual 

referent) or referent-shift (i.e., group referent) composition model recommended by Chan 

(1998). In both cases, justice was assessed at the individual level and aggregated into the 

group level when the agreement statistics (e.g., rwg, ICC1) justified aggregation. A meta-

analytic review on unit-level justice climate (Whiteman, Caleo, Carpenter, Horner, & 

Bernerth, 2012) reports that the mean value of interrater agreement (rwg) for 
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organizational justice climate across 17 studies was .78, which is above the .7 suggested 

cutoff value (James, 1982). The median value of ICC1 across 15 studies was .19, which 

is above the .10 suggested cutoff (Bliese, 2000). Overall, these statistical values 

demonstrate “between-group differences and within-group agreement to a degree 

sufficient to empirically justify examining this construct at the unit level” (Whiteman et 

al., 2012, p. 782). 

 I modified Niehoff and Moorman’s (1993) six-item procedural justice scale to 

assess procedural justice of empowering differentiation using a reference-shift consensus 

model (Chan, 1998). Employees were asked to think about their team (rather than overall 

organization) when answering the questions. Sample items include “In our team, all 

decisions on distributing decision-making authorities among members are applied 

consistently across all affected employees.” and “In our team, the team leader makes sure 

that all employees’ concerns are heard before decisions on distributing decision-making 

authorities among members are made.” The alpha coefficient for this measure was .93 at 

the individual level and .96 at the team level.  

Team-level Empowering Leadership 

To assess team-level empowering leadership, I modified the 12-item scale (Zhang 

& Bartol, 2010; Ahearne et al., 2005) that I used to assess individual-level empowering 

leadership. I modified these items to reflect a reference-shift consensus model. Sample 

items include “My supervisor allows members of my team to do our job our way” and 

“My supervisor expresses confidence in my team members’ ability to perform at a high 

level.” The alpha coefficient for this measure was .96 at the individual level and .98 at the 

team level.  
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Team Potency 

I used the seven-item scale developed by Riggs, Warka, Babasa, Betancourt, and 

Hooker (1994). Items of team potency include “The team I work with has above average 

ability” and “This team is poor compared to other departments doing similar work” 

(reverse code). The alpha coefficient for this measure was .86 at the individual level 

and .91 at the team level.  

Team Commitment 

I modified a four-item scale developed by Van Der Vegt, Emans, and Van De 

Vliert (2000) to reflect a reference-shift consensus model (Chan, 1998). Sample items 

include “Members of my team feel proud to belong to this team” and “Members of my 

team are glad that we belong to this team and not to another team.” The alpha coefficient 

for this measure was .92 at the individual level and .95 at the team level.  

Team Autonomy 

I used a nine-item scale used by Langfred (2005). Langfred (2005) modified an 

individual autonomy developed by Breaugh (1985) to access team autonomy. Sample 

items of team autonomy include are “Our team has some control over the sequencing of 

teamwork activities” and “Our team is able to choose the way to go about the teamwork.” 

The alpha coefficient for this measure was .92 at the individual level and .95 at the team 

level. 

Team Performance 

 Consistent with prior research (e.g., Schaubroeck, Lam, & Cha, 2007), leaders 

reported team performance. I used a three-item scale used by Lam, Schaubroeck and 

Brown (2004) to assess team performance. Lam and colleagues (2004) modified an 
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individual competence measure (Heilman, Block, & Lucas, 1992) to assess team 

performance in their study. Items of group performance are “This team is very 

competent”, “This team gets its work done very effectively” and “This team has 

performed its job well.” The alpha coefficient for this measure was .87 at the team level. 

Control variables 

Although I assume that empowerment is a valuable resource for employees and 

that employees prefer being empowered from their leaders, it is also possible that not all 

employees value empowerment. Research has suggested that empowering leadership can 

increase employees’ job induced tension as they have more responsibilities for decision-

making (Cheong, Spain, Yammarino, & Yun, 2016). Accordingly, I controlled for two 

team compositions – need for autonomy and core-self-evaluation (CSE) that are likely to 

affect members preference of empowerment. Need for autonomy refers to the individual 

desire to experience ownership of behavior (Steers & Braunstein, 1976), and individuals 

with a high need for autonomy are more likely to prefer empowerment. I assessed need 

for autonomy using the five-item scale developed by Steers and Braunstein (1976). 

Sample items include “I strive to gain more control over the events around me at work” 

and “I strive to be “in command” when I am working in a group.” The alpha coefficient 

for this measure was .59 at the individual level. Because the exclusion of one reverse 

item (“I avoid trying to influence those around me to see things my way”) improved 

reliability to .69 at the individual level, I used scores of remaining four items when 

creating variable. The alpha coefficient for these four items at the team level was .74. 

CSE refers to individual self-assessment about themselves and their competence, 

and it consists of four individual difference – self-esteem, self-efficacy, locus of control, 
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and emotional stability (Judge, Locke, & Durham, 1997). Individuals high in CSE have 

lower job strain and effectively cope with challenging situations compared to those who 

are low in CSE (Judge, Van Vianen, & De Pater., 2004). To assess CSE, I used a twelve-

item scale developed by Judge, Erez, Bono, and Thoresen, (2003). Sample items include 

“I am confident I get the success I deserve in life” and “When I try, I generally succeed.” 

The alpha coefficient for this measure was .91 at the individual level and .91 at the team 

level. 

Team Size 

I controlled for team size since larger teams tend to have higher team performance 

due to more cognitive resources available (Haleblian & Finkelstein, 1993). 

Team Tenure 

I controlled for average team tenure since time working together likely positively 

affect team performance (Schaubroeck, Lam, & Cha, 2007).  

Aggregation Analysis 

Consistent with prior research (e.g., Gonzalez-Roma, Peiro, & Tordera, 2002; 

Naumann & Bennett, 2000), I aggregated individual data into the team level when a 

group had at least three members who provided data. Because the ninety-nine teams 

included in the analyses were nested in twenty-two firms, I calculated the amount of 

within- and between-firm variance in outcome variables to examine whether there were 

between-firm effects. The values of ICC1 (i.e., the amount of variance explained by 

between-firm differences) for outcome variables were lower than .10, (i.e., procedural 

justice of differentiation: .09, team-level empowering leadership: .08, team potency: .05, 

team commitment: .03, team autonomy: .08, team performance: .02), the recommended 
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cutoff value of ICC1 (Bliese, 2000). This indicated that there were no significant 

between-firm effects. Accordingly, I treated each of the 99 teams as independent teams. 

Next, I used two agreement statistics to justify the aggregation of individual data into the 

team level. First, rwg represents interrater agreement, and the recommended cutoff value 

of rwg is .7 (James, 1982). Second, ICC1 represents the amount of variance explained by 

between-group differences, and the recommended cutoff value of ICC1 is .10 as 

aforementioned (Bliese, 2000). Therefore, when the agreement statistics justify the 

aggregation into the team level (e.g., rwg > .7, ICC1 > .10), individual scores were 

aggregated into the team-level variable. Although I did not use ICC2 – an indication of 

interrater reliability – to justify the aggregation, I also calculated ICC2 for reference. As 

reported in Table 3, all team level variables (procedural justice of empowering 

differentiation, team-level empowering leadership, team potency, team commitment, and 

team autonomy) showed rwg and ICC1 values that were higher than cutoff values (rwg 

ranged from .89 to .94; ICC1 ranged from .22 to .36), demonstrating high agreement 

among members. ICC2 values for procedural justice of empowering differentiation, team-

level empowering leadership and team potency values were higher than the suggested 

criteria of .6 (Glick, 1985), whereas ICC2 values for team commitment (.57) and team 

autonomy (.56) were slightly lower than .6. I thus proceeded with aggregation.    
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Table 3. Data Aggregation Statistics  

 

 

 

Team Variables rwg ICC (1) ICC (2) 
Procedural Justice of Empowering differentiation .89 .36 .72 
Team Empowering Leadership .94 .34 .71 
Team Potency .93 .28 .64 
Team Commitment .88 .23 .57 
Team Autonomy .89 .22 .56 
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

In order to verify the discriminant validity of constructs in the research model, I 

conducted confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) using MPlus 7.0 (Muthén & Muthén, 

2012). Before conducting CFA, I first aggregated individual-level items into team-level 

items (procedural justice of empowering differentiation, team-level empowering 

leadership, team potency, team commitment, team autonomy). In addition, I parceled 

items of all variables except team commitment (4 items) and team performance (3 items) 

into three items in order to ensure a good sample – parameter ratio. The results indicated 

that the hypothesized six-factor model (procedural justice of empowering differentiation, 

team-level empowering leadership, team potency, team commitment, team autonomy, 

team performance) showed a better fit for the data (𝜒 (155) = 231.56, CFI = .965; TLI 

= .957; RMSEA = .071) than any alternative models. For instance, a five-factor model in 

which procedural justice of empowering differentiation and team-level empowering 

leadership were loaded on to one factor showed a worse fit (𝜒 (160) = 247.85, CFI 

= .965; TLI = .957; RMSEA = .071) than the hypothesized six-factor model (∆ 𝜒 (5) = 

16.29, p-value < .001). Additionally, a five-factor model in which team potency and team 

commitment were loaded on to one factor showed a worse fit to the data (𝜒 (160) = 

359.71, CFI = .909; TLI = .892; RMSEA = .112) than the hypothesized six-factor model 

(∆ 𝜒 (5) = 128.15, p-value < .001). Taken together, the results verified the discriminant 

validity of the six factors.   
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Analytical Strategy 

Hypotheses Testing 

 I tested the hypothesized model with path analysis using Mplus 7.0 (Muthén & 

Muthén, 2012). Path analysis allows one to test a set of regressions with multiple 

dependent variables simultaneously in a single analysis. I first examined the relationships 

among differentiated empowering leadership, team potency, team commitment, team 

autonomy, and team performance to test Hypotheses 1 – 6. To estimate the mediating 

effect of team potency, team commitment, and team autonomy (Hypotheses 7 – 9), I also 

bootstrapped the sample with 1000 iterations. I evaluated the significance of the indirect 

effects on the basis of bias corrected 95% confidence intervals. If the bias corrected 95% 

confidence intervals of the indirect effects do not include zero, the indirect effects are 

significant.  

To test the moderating effects of procedural justice of empowering differentiation 

and team-level empowering leadership, I first created interaction-terms (differentiated 

empowering leadership x procedural justice of empowering differentiation, and 

differentiated empowering leadership x team-level empowering leadership) by 

multiplying the centered variables of differentiated empowering leadership and each of 

two moderators (Aiken & West, 1991; Mathieu, Tannenbaum, & Salas, 1992). Given that 

procedural justice of empowering differentiation and team-level empowering leadership 

were highly correlated in the data (r = .93), I tested the moderating effect of procedural 

justice of empowering differentiation and the moderating effect of team-level 

empowering leadership separately.    
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Lastly, to estimate the moderated mediation effects of procedural justice and 

team-level empowering leadership (Hypothesis 10 – 15), I bootstrapped the sample with 

1000 iterations. Similar to testing indirect effects, I evaluated the significance of the 

moderated mediation effects on the basis of bias corrected 95% confidence intervals. If 

the bias corrected 95% confidence intervals of the differences between two indirect 

effects (i.e., the indirect effect when the moderating variable is high minus the indirect 

effect when the moderating variable is low) do not include zero, the moderated mediation 

effects are significant. 
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CHAPTER 5 

RESULTS 

Table 4 reports descriptive statistics and the zero-order correlations among all of 

the study variables. The pattern of correlations among variables were largely consistent 

with my predictions. Differentiated empowering leadership was negatively related to 

team potency, team commitment, and team autonomy. Further, team performance was 

positively related to team potency and team commitment.  

Test of Hypotheses 

 Test of Hypotheses 1 – 6. Figure 3 reports the results of the path analysis, which 

tested the curvilinear effect of differentiated empowering leadership on team potency, 

team commitment, and team autonomy and subsequent team performance. Hypothesis 1 

posits that differentiated empowering leadership has a negative curvilinear relationship 

with team potency. The results indicated that a curvilinear relationship between 

differentiated empowering leadership and team potency was significant and negative (b = 

-11.37, SE = 4.80, p-value < .05, 95% CI: -17.89, 14.05). I followed procedures of Aiken 

and West (1991) to graph the curvilinear relationship between differentiated empowering 

leadership (from -1SD to 1SD) and team potency in Figure 4. The detrimental effect of 

differentiated empowering leadership on team potency was stronger when the level of 

differentiation was moderate to high than when it was low to moderate. Therefore, 

Hypothesis 1 was supported. However, neither the curvilinear relationship between 

differentiated empowering leadership and team commitment (b = -6.07, SE = 5.52, ns, 

95% CI: -13.98, 13.15) nor the curvilinear relationship between differentiated 
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empowering leadership and team autonomy (b = -1.64, SE = 5.20, ns, 95% CI: -9.00, 

15.70) was significant. Therefore, Hypotheses 2 and 3 did not receive support.   

Hypothesis 4 posits that team potency is positively associated with team 

performance. There was a significant and positive relationship between team potency and 

team performance (b = .71, SE = .24, p-value < .05, 95% CI: .27, 1.20), supporting 

Hypothesis 4. Hypotheses 5 and 6 suggest that team commitment (H5) and team 

autonomy (H6) have a positive relationship with team performance. The results indicated 

that neither team commitment (b = .0, SE = .20, ns, 95% CI: -.39, .39) nor team 

autonomy (b = -.11, SE = .15, ns, 95% CI: -.42, .18) was positively related to team 

performance. Thus, Hypotheses 5 and 6 did not receive support. Table 5 reports the 

results of the main effect of differentiated empowering leadership on each of team 

potency, team commitment, team autonomy, and team performance. Although the 

curvilinear effects of differentiated empowering leadership on team commitment and 

team autonomy were not significant, differentiated empowering leadership had a 

significant and negative linear relationship with team commitment (Table 5, Model 4: b = 

-2.17, SE = .93, p-value < .05, 95% CI: -4.13, -.39) and team autonomy (Table 5, Model 

6: b = -2.24, SE = .97, p-value < .05, 95% CI: -4.09, -.48). The direct curvilinear effect of 

differentiated empowering leadership on team performance was not significant (Table 5, 

Model 8: b = -.12, SE = 1.32, ns, 95% CI: -17.61, 8.66).  
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

Note. n = 99; * p < .05 (two-tailed). a online survey = 0, paper survey = 1. 

 

 
  

 Variables Mean  SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Paper survey a .37 .49             
2. Team size 8.14 3.90 .06            
3. Team tenure 4.21 1.95 .02 .09           
4 Need for autonomy composition 4.32 .49 -.16 .16 -.06 (.74)         
5. CSE composition 5.08 .46 .15 .16 -.01 .25* (.91)        

6. 
Differentiated empowering 
leadership 

.17 .08 -.05 .03 -.06 -.24* -.04        

7. Team potency 5.29 .60 .03 -.05 -.14 .20* .43* -.25* (.91)      
8. Team commitment  4.96 .75 -.10 -.05 -.04 .24* .36* -.33* .80* (.95)     
9. Team autonomy 4.64 .70 -.10 .01 .06 .19 .36* -.30* .52* .59* (.95)    
10.Team performance 5.61 .85 -.08 .03 -.08 .17 .15 -.16 .48* .39* .20 (.87)   
11.PJ of empowering differentiation 4.92 .89 -.02 .06 .02 .35* .30* -.51* .37* .55* .54* .20* (.96)  
12.Team empowering leadership 5.11 .81 -.03 .03 .04 .35* .32* -.55* .45* .63* .56* .27* .93* (.98)
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Table 5. Results of the Main Effects of Differentiated Empowering Leadership 

Note. n = 99; * p < .05 (two-tailed). 

 

 Team potency Team commitment Team autonomy Team performance 
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 

Paper survey 
-.01 
(.11) 

-.03 
(.11) 

-.18 
(.14) 

-.23 
(.14) 

-.20 
(.14) 

-.24 
(.13) 

-.14 
(.18) 

-.15 
(.18) 

-.16 
(.17) 

Team size 
-.02 
(.01) 

-.02 
(.01) 

-.03 
(.02) 

-.02 
(.02) 

-.01 
(.02) 

-.00 
(.02) 

.00 
(.02) 

.00 
(.02) 

.02 
(.02) 

Team tenure 
-.03 
(.03) 

-.05 
(.03) 

-.01 
(.03) 

-.02 
(.03) 

.03 
(.03) 

.02 
(.03) 

-.03 
(.04) 

-.04 
(.04) 

-.01 
(.04) 

Need for autonomy 
composition 

.14 
(.11) 

.09 
(.12) 

.24 
(.16) 

.12 
(.17) 

.13 
(.16) 

.01 
(.16) 

.20 
(.17) 

.19 
(.17) 

.10 
(.17) 

CSE composition 
.56* 

(.15) 
.56* 

(.13) 
.59* 

(.20) 
.59* 

(.18) 
.56* 

(.16) 
.57* 

(.14) 
.24 

(.19) 
.24 

(.18) 
-.11 
(.19) 

Differentiated 
empowering 
leadership 

 
-.67 
(.75) 

 
-2.17* 
(.93) 

 
-2.24* 
(.97) 

 
-.12 

(1.32) 
-.12 
(1.30) 

Differentiated 
empowering 
leadership squared 

 
-11.37* 
(4.80) 

 
-6.07 
(5.52) 

 
-1.64 
(5.20) 

 
4.79 
(7.39) 

-4.79 
(6.54) 

Team potency       
 

 
.71* 

(.24) 

Team commitment       
 

 
.01 

(.20) 

Team autonomy       
 

 
-.11 
(.15) 

R2 .23 .31 .19 .28 .17 .25 .05 .09 .26 
R2 change  .08  .09  .08  .03 .17 
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Figure 3. Results of the Main Effects of Differentiated Empowering Leadership 

 

 
 
Note. n = 99; * p < .05 (two-tailed). Values are unstandardized coefficients. Control variables: paper survey method, team size, 
team tenure, need for autonomy composition, and CSE composition.  
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Figure 4. Curvilinear Relationship between Differentiated Empowering Leadership and Team Potency 
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Test of Hypotheses 7 – 9. Hypotheses 7, 8, and 9 posit that differentiated 

empowering leadership has a negative, indirect curvilinear relationship with team 

performance via team potency (H7), team commitment (H8), and team autonomy (H9). 

The bootstrapped results indicated that the 95% confidence interval for the indirect 

relationship between differentiated empowering leadership and team performance via 

team potency did not include zero (b = -8.16, SE = 4.91, 95% CI: -18.79, -1.36), thus 

supporting Hypothesis 7. However, the 95% confidence interval for the indirect 

relationship between differentiated empowering leadership and team performance via 

team commitment did include zero (b = -.08, SE = 1.91, 95% CI: -4.42, 3.81). Therefore, 

Hypothesis 8 was not supported. Similarly, 95% confidence interval for the indirect 

relationship between differentiated empowering leadership and team performance via 

team autonomy also included zero (b = .18, SE = 1.06, 95% CI: -1.49, 2.99). Therefore, 

Hypothesis 9 was not supported.  

Test of Hypotheses 10 – 12. Hypotheses 10, 11, and 12 posit that perceived 

procedural justice associated with empowering differentiation moderates the indirect 

effect of differentiated empowering leadership on team performance via team potency 

(H10), team commitment (H11), and team autonomy (H12). Figure 5 and Table 6 report 

the results of the path analysis, which tested the moderating effect of procedural justice of 

empowering differentiation. The results indicated that procedural justice moderates the 

curvilinear relationship between differentiated empowering leadership and team potency 

(b = 10.88, SE = 3.55, 95% CI: .37, 15.60). I followed procedures as suggested by Aiken 

and West (1991) to graph the curvilinear relationship between differentiated empowering 

leadership and team potency when procedural justice is high (+1SD) and low (-1SD) in 
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Figure 6(a). The bootstrapped results indicated that the 95% confidence interval for the 

curvilinear relationship between differentiated empowering leadership and team potency 

included zero when procedural justice of empowering differentiation was high (b = 5.34, 

SE = 9.54, 95% CI: -17.90, 22.16) and low (b = -13.87, SE = 7.46, 95% CI: -27.93, .50). 

However, the difference between these two effects was significant (b = 19.21, SE = 6.18, 

95% CI: 1.99, 28.03). I also bootstrapped the indirect curvilinear relationship between 

differentiated empowering leadership and team performance via team potency when 

procedural justice of empowering differentiation was high (b = 3.40, SE = 9.72, 95% CI: 

-18.75, 20.42) and low (b = -11.93, SE = 8.34, 95% CI: -29.35, 3.79). The 95% 

confidence interval for the difference between these two indirect effects did not include 

zero (b = 15.33, SE = 7.99, 95% CI: 3.47, 32.53). Therefore, Hypothesis 10 was 

supported.  

The curvilinear relationship between differentiated empowering leadership and 

team commitment was significantly moderated by procedural justice perceptions (b = 

12.08, SE = 5.15, 95% CI: .12, 21.62). Figure 6(b) depicts the moderating effect of 

procedural justice of empowering differentiation on the curvilinear relationship between 

differentiated empowering leadership and team commitment. The bootstrapped results 

indicated that the 95% confidence interval for the curvilinear relationship between 

differentiated empowering leadership and team commitment included zero when 

procedural justice of empowering differentiation was high (b = 6.73, SE = 12.29, 95% CI: 

-18.15, 28.67) and low (b = -14.59, SE = 9.37, 95% CI: -31.90, 5.72). The difference 

between these two effects was significant (b = 21.32, SE = 8.82, 95% CI: 4.07, 38.66). I 

also bootstrapped the indirect curvilinear relationship between differentiated empowering 
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leadership and team performance via team commitment when procedural justice of 

empowering differentiation was high (b = -4.35, SE = 10.36, 95% CI: -21.73, 17.54) and 

low (b = -3.51, SE = 10.31, 95% CI: -21.85, 17.82). The 95% confidence interval for the 

difference between these two indirect effects included zero (b = -.85, SE = 5.46, 95% CI: 

-14.07, 8.11). Therefore, Hypothesis 11 was not supported.  

The curvilinear relationship between differentiated empowering leadership and 

team autonomy was significantly moderated by procedural justice of empowering 

differentiation (b = 12.65, SE = 5.09, 95% CI: 2.82, 22.59). Figure 6(c) depicts the 

moderating effect of procedural justice of empowering differentiation on the curvilinear 

relationship between differentiated empowering leadership and team autonomy. The 

bootstrapped results indicated that the 95% confidence interval for the curvilinear 

relationship between differentiated empowering leadership and team autonomy included 

zero when procedural justice of empowering differentiation was high (b = 16.78, SE = 

12.38, 95% CI: -8.20, 39.27) or low (b = -5.54, SE = 8.01, 95% CI: -24.38, 9.67). 

However, the difference between these two effects was significant (b = 22.31, SE = 8.93, 

95% CI: 5.83, 39.89). I also bootstrapped the indirect curvilinear relationship between 

differentiated empowering leadership and team performance via team autonomy when 

procedural justice of empowering differentiation was high (b = 4.54, SE = 9.84, 95% CI: 

-17.70, 23.07) and low (b = 6.70, SE = 10.06, 95% CI: -12.91, 26.32). The 95% 

confidence interval for the difference between these two indirect effects included zero (b 

= -2.16, SE = 4.38, 95% CI: -14.03, 5.45). Therefore, Hypothesis 12 was not supported.  
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Table 6. Results of the Moderating Effects of Procedural Justice of Empowering Differentiation 

Note. n = 99; * p < .05 (two-tailed). a = Procedural justice of empowering differentiation. 

 Team potency Team commitment Team autonomy Team performance 
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 

Paper survey 
-.02 
(.11) 

-.00 
(.11) 

-.20 
(.14) 

-.17 
(.14) 

-.21 
(.12) 

-.18 
(.12) 

-.17 
(.17) 

-.16 
(.19) 

-.17 
(.17) 

Team size 
-.02 
(.01) 

-.02 
(.01) 

-.02 
(.02) 

-.02 
(.02) 

-.01 
(.01) 

-.00 
(.01) 

.02 
(.02) 

-.05 
(.04) 

.02 
(.02) 

Team tenure 
-.05 
(.03) 

-.05 
(.03) 

-.02 
(.03) 

-.03 
(.03) 

.02 
(.03) 

.02 
(.03) 

-.01 
(.04) 

.00 
(.02) 

-.01 
(.04) 

Need for autonomy 
composition 

.05 
(.12) 

.08 
(.12) 

.01 
(.16) 

.04 
(.16) 

-.09 
(.15) 

-.07 
(.15) 

.09 
(.19) 

.12 
(.19) 

.07 
(.19) 

CSE composition 
.51* 

(.13) 
.45* 

(.13) 
.43* 

(.17) 
.37* 

(.16) 
.41* 

(.13) 
.34* 

(.16) 
-.12 
(.20) 

.25 
(.20) 

-.10 
(.20) 

Differentiated empowering 
leadership 

-.19 
(.84) 

.30 
(.84) 

-.67 
(.94) 

-.21 
(1.01) 

-.77 
(1.08) 

-.23 
(1.08) 

.01 
(1.37) 

-.46 
(1.51) 

-.41 
(1.39) 

Differentiated empowering 
leadership squared 

-10.70* 
(4.91) 

-4.26 
(8.13) 

-3.94 
(5.49) 

-3.93 
(9.97) 

.44 
(5.00) 

5.62 
(9.71) 

-4.45 
(6.76) 

-24.47* 
(12.45) 

-16.05 
(12.32) 

PJ a 
.11 

(.08) 
.07 

(.08) 
.34* 

(.10) 
.30* 

(.11) 
.34* 

(.09) 
.29* 

(.09) 
.05 

(.14) 
.11 

(.13) 
.07 

(.14) 
Differentiated empowering 
leadership x PJ 

 
-1.13 
(1.03) 

 
-2.48 
(1.46) 

 
-1.70 
(1.20) 

 
-.54 

(1.63) 
-.54 

(1.61) 
Differentiated empowering 
leadership squared x PJ 

 
10.88* 
(3.55) 

 
12.08* 
(5.15) 

 
12.65* 
(5.09) 

 
-7.56 
(5.88) 

-7.56 
(5.41) 

Team potency         
.80* 

(.25) 

Team commitment         
-.04 
(.21) 

Team autonomy         
-.10 
(.17) 

R2 .32 .37 .38 .42 .36 .41 .09 .09 .28 
R2 change  .05  .04  .05  .00 .18 
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Figure 5. The Moderating Effects of Procedural Justice of Empowering Differentiation 

 

 

Note. n = 99; * p < .05 (two-tailed). Values are unstandardized coefficients. Control variables: paper survey method, team size, 
team tenure, need for autonomy composition, and CSE composition.  
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Figure 6. The Moderating Effects of Procedural Justice of Empowering 
Differentiation 
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Test of Hypotheses 13 – 15. Hypotheses 13, 14, and 15 posit that the indirect 

effects of differentiated empowering leadership on team performance via team potency 

(H13), team commitment (H14), and team autonomy (H15) are moderated by levels of 

procedural justice associated with empowering differentiation. Figure 7 and Table 7 

report the results of the path analysis, which tested the moderating effect of team-level 

empowering leadership. The results indicated that team-level empowering leadership 

moderates the curvilinear relationship between differentiated empowering leadership and 

team potency (b = 11.91, SE = 3.65, 95% CI: .14, 17.00). I followed procedures as 

described by Aiken and West (1991) to graph the curvilinear relationship between 

differentiated empowering leadership and team potency when team-level empowering 

leadership is high (+1SD) and low (-1SD) in Figure 8(a). The bootstrapped results 

indicated that the 95% confidence interval for the curvilinear relationship between 

differentiated empowering leadership and team potency included zero when team-level 

empowering leadership was high (b = 4.94, SE = 9.44, 95% CI: -15.75, 22.47) and low (b 

= -14.30, SE = 7.46, 95% CI: -28.78, 1.52). However, the difference between these two 

effects was significant (b = 19.24, SE = 6.10, 95% CI: .23, 27.80). I also bootstrapped the 

indirect curvilinear relationship between differentiated empowering leadership and team 

performance via team potency when team-level empowering leadership was high (b = 

3.14, SE = 9.45, 95% CI: -15.98, 23.23) and low (b = -12.48, SE = 7.98, 95% CI: -27.58, 

5.12). The 95% confidence interval for the difference between these two indirect effects 

did not include zero (b = 15.62, SE = 7.35, 95% CI: 4.02, 32.98). Therefore, Hypothesis 

13 was supported.  
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The curvilinear relationship between differentiated empowering leadership and 

team commitment was significantly moderated by team-level empowering leadership (b = 

12.06, SE = 4.31, 95% CI: 1.62, 19.27). Figure 8(b) depicts the moderating effect of 

team-level empowering leadership on the curvilinear relationship between differentiated 

empowering leadership and team commitment. The bootstrapped results indicated that 

the 95% confidence interval for the curvilinear relationship between differentiated 

empowering leadership and team commitment included zero when team-level 

empowering leadership was high (b = 5.64, SE = 11.32, 95% CI: -16.48, 28.00) and low 

(b = -13.84, SE = 9.44, 95% CI: -30.12, 5.23). However, the difference between these 

two effects was significant (b = 21.38, SE = 7.14, 95% CI: 7.60, 35.92). I also 

bootstrapped the indirect curvilinear relationship between differentiated empowering 

leadership and team performance via team commitment when team-level empowering 

leadership was high (b = -4.70, SE = 10.06, 95% CI: -22.64, 16.97) and low (b = -3.51, 

SE = 10.28, 95% CI: -20.87, 19.24). The 95% confidence interval for the difference 

between these two indirect effects included zero (b = -1.19, SE = 4.64, 95% CI: -11.79, 

7.69). Therefore, Hypothesis 14 did not receive support.  

The curvilinear relationship between differentiated empowering leadership and 

team autonomy was significantly moderated by team-level empowering leadership (b = 

13.24, SE = 4.63, 95% CI: 4.88, 22.47). Figure 8(c) depicts the moderating effect of 

team-level empowering leadership on the curvilinear relationship between differentiated 

empowering leadership and team autonomy. The bootstrapped results indicated that the 

95% confidence interval for the curvilinear relationship between differentiated 

empowering leadership and team autonomy included zero when team-level empowering 
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leadership was high (b = 15.65, SE = 11.94, 95% CI: -7.97, 37.22) and low (b = -5.73, SE 

= 9.04, 95% CI: -26.38, 9.24). However, the difference between these two effects was 

significant (b = 21.38, SE = 7.57, 95% CI: 7.60, 35.92). I also bootstrapped the indirect 

curvilinear relationship between differentiated empowering leadership and team 

performance via team autonomy when team-level empowering leadership was high (b = 

3.88, SE = 10.14, 95% CI: -16.91, 22.48) and low (b = 6.05, SE = 9.82, 95% CI: -14.50, 

24.77). The 95% confidence interval for the difference between these two indirect effects 

included zero (b = -2.18, SE = 4.06, 95% CI: -13.70, 4.44). Therefore, Hypothesis 15 did 

not receive support.  
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Table 7. Results of the Moderating Effects of Team Empowering Leadership 

Note. n = 99; * p < .05 (two-tailed). a = Team empowering leadership.  
 

 Team potency Team commitment Team autonomy Team performance 
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 

Paper survey 
-.01 
(.11) 

.01 
(.11) 

-.17 
(.13) 

-.14 
(.13) 

-.19 
(.12) 

-.17 
(.11) 

-.14 
(.18) 

-.14 
(.19) 

-.16 
(.16) 

Team size 
-.02 
(.01) 

-.02 
(.01) 

-.02 
(.02) 

-.02 
(.02) 

-.00 
(.01) 

.00 
(.01) 

.01 
(.02) 

.00 
(.02) 

.02 
(.02) 

Team tenure 
-.05 
(.03) 

-.05 
(.03) 

-.02 
(.03) 

-.03 
(.03) 

.02 
(.03) 

.01 
(.03) 

-.05 
(.04) 

-.05 
(.03) 

-.01 
(.04) 

Need for autonomy composition 
.03 

(.13) 
.04 

(.13) 
-.01 
(.15) 

-.00 
(.15) 

-.10 
(.14) 

-.09 
(.14) 

.11 
(.18) 

.10 
(.18) 

.07 
(.18) 

CSE composition 
.45* 

(.13) 
.41* 

(.13) 
.35* 

(.16) 
.32* 

(.15) 
.38* 

(.14) 
.33* 

(.14) 
.14 
(.19) 

.19 
(.20) 

-.12 
(.20) 

Differentiated empowering 
leadership 

.34 
(.84) 

.91 
(.85) 

.12 
(.92) 

.68 
(1.00) 

-.38 
(1.07) 

.24 
(1.08) 

.58 
(1.50) 

.07 
(1.65) 

-.24 
(1.48) 

Differentiated empowering 
leadership squared 

-10.56 
(4.79) 

-4.67 
(7.94) 

-4.24 
(5.12) 

-4.10 
(9.90) 

-.16 
(4.89) 

4.96 
(9.78) 

-12.08* 
(5.93) 

-21.70 
(13.38) 

-13.41 
(13.31) 

Team EmpLa 
.22* 

(.09) 
.16 

(.10) 
.50* 

(.12) 
.44* 

(.12) 
.41* 

(.10) 
.34* 

(.10) 
.21 
(.17) 

.26 
(.16) 

.16 
(.16) 

Differentiated empowering 
leadership x Team EmpL 

 
-1.28 
(1.09) 

 
-2.27 
(1.45) 

 
-1.66 
(1.28) 

 
.40 

(2.06) 
.40 

(1.98) 
Differentiated empowering 
leadership squared x Team 
EmpL 

 
11.91* 
(3.65) 

 
12.06* 
(4.31) 

 
13.24* 
(4.63) 

 
-10.57 
(6.64) 

-10.57 
(6.41) 

Team potency         
.81* 

(.26) 

Team commitment         
-.06 
(.21) 

Team autonomy         
-.10 
(.17) 

R2 .36 .41 .45 .48 .38 .43 .11 .11 .28 
R2 change  .05  .03  .05  .00 .17 
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Figure 7. Results of the Moderating Effects of Team-level Empowering Leadership 

 

 

Note. n = 99; * p < .05 (two-tailed). Values are unstandardized coefficients. Control variables: paper survey method, team size, 
team tenure, need for autonomy composition, and CSE composition.  
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Figure 8. The Moderating Effects of Team Empowering Leadership 
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Post-hoc Analyses 

 Although my primary interest was in understanding how a leader’s differentiated 

empowering leadership simultaneously affects team potency, team commitment, and 

team autonomy and subsequent team performance, high correlations among three process 

outcomes (i.e., team potency, team commitment, team autonomy) may have affected their 

own mediating effects on the relationship between differentiated empowering leadership 

and team performance. More specifically, the strong relationships between the mediating 

variables, coupled with strong relationships between these variables and team 

performance might reduce the portion of variance of team performance that is uniquely 

explained by team potency, team commitment, and team autonomy. As such, I conducted 

post-hoc analyses examining each of mediating effects separately to see whether each of 

the mediating variables plays a role in linking differentiated empowering leadership to 

team performance without the influence of other mediating variables. Table A2 reports 

the bootstrapped results of each of the mediating effect. Results indicated that 95% 

confidence interval for the mediating effect of team potency included zero (b = -7.70, SE 

= 4.11, 95% CI: -14.80, 4.36); 95% confidence interval for the mediating effect of team 

commitment included zero (b = -2.35, SE = 2.82, 95% CI: -7.23, 6.66); and 95% 

confidence interval for the mediating effect of team autonomy included zero (b = -.22, SE 

= 1.19, 95% CI: -2.86, 2.04), indicating that none of the mediating effects was 

significant. However, as shown in Figure A1, team commitment had a significant and 

positive effect on team performance, which is different from the insignificant relationship 

between team commitment and team performance when team potency and team 

autonomy were included in the analysis. 
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Figures A2, A3, and A4 represent the results of the moderating effects of 

procedural justice of differentiation and team-level empowering leadership for the 

indirect relationship between differentiated empowering leadership and team 

performance via team potency (Figure A2), team commitment (Figure A3), and team 

autonomy (Figure A4). Table A3 (Table A4) reports the bootstrapped results of each of 

the mediating effect when procedural justice of differentiation (team-level empowering 

leadership) was high and low. The curvilinear relationship between differentiated 

empowering leadership and team potency was significantly moderated by procedural 

justice of differentiation (b = 10.88, SE = 4.57, p-value < .05, 95% CI: .65, 28.52) and by 

team-level empowering leadership (b = 11.92, SE = 4.00, p-value < .05, 95% CI: 1.76, 

17.89). The bootstrapped results indicated that 95% confidence interval for the difference 

between two indirect effects when procedural justice was high and low did not include 

zero (b = 13.96, SE = 7.05, 95% CI: .65, 28.52). Also, the bootstrapped results indicated 

that 95% confidence interval for the difference between two indirect effects when team-

level empowering leadership was high and low did not include zero (b = 14.02, SE = 

5.93, 95% CI: 4.02, 27.44). The curvilinear relationship between differentiated 

empowering leadership and team commitment was significantly moderated by procedural 

justice of differentiation (b = 12.08, SE = 6.04, p-value < .05, 95% CI: -10.79, 21.02) and 

by team-level empowering leadership (b = 12.06, SE = 4.56, 95% CI: 1.42, 19.25). The 

bootstrapped results indicated that 95% confidence interval for the difference between 

two indirect effects when procedural justice was high and low included zero (b = 9.18, SE 

= 5.84, 95% CI: -3.70, 20.34). Also, the bootstrapped results indicated that 95% 

confidence interval for the difference between two indirect effects when team-level 
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empowering leadership was high and low did not included zero (b = 8.02, SE = 4.31, 

95% CI: 1.33, 16.97). The curvilinear relationship between differentiated empowering 

leadership and team autonomy was significantly moderated by procedural justice of 

differentiation (b = 12.65, SE = 5.33, p-value < .05, 95% CI: 2.57, 23.23) and by team-

level empowering leadership (b = 13.24, SE = 4.74, p-value < .05, 95% CI: 4.67, 22.62). 

The bootstrapped results indicated that 95% confidence interval for the difference 

between two indirect effects when procedural justice was high and low included zero (b = 

2.83, SE = 4.44, 95% CI: -4.34, 14.12). Also, the bootstrapped results indicated that 95% 

confidence interval for the difference between two indirect effects when team-level 

empowering leadership was high and low did not included zero (b = 1.65, SE = 3.93, 

95% CI: -4.69, 10.49). 

In addition, although I used coefficient of variation (CV) to operationalize 

differentiated empowering leadership following Harrison and Klein’s (2007) 

recommendation and previous research on differentiated leadership (e.g., Wu et al., 

2010), there are various indexes to measure differentiated leadership such as standard 

deviation and variance. In order to examine whether results vary significantly depending 

on types of indexes of differentiation, I tested research models of this study using 

standard deviation of members’ empowering leadership scores instead of coefficient of 

variance. Table A4 shows the results of the main effects of differentiated empowering 

leadership on team potency, team commitment, team autonomy, and team performance. 

Differentiated empowering leadership had neither curvilinear relationships nor linear 

relationships with team outcomes. Tables A6 and A7 report the results of the moderating 

effects of procedural justice of differentiation (Table A6) and team-level empowering 
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leadership (Table A7) on the indirect relationships between differentiated empowering 

leadership and team performance via team potency, team commitment, and team 

autonomy. In opposition to the results of using coefficient of variation as differentiated 

empowering leadership, neither procedural justice of differentiation nor team-level 

empowering leadership moderated the curvilinear effects of differentiated empowering 

leadership on team outcomes. This indicates that detecting meaningful relationships 

between differentiation and team outcomes can differ depending on types of 

differentiation indexes. Furthermore, with regard to the moderating effects of team-level 

empowering leadership, I also tested the moderating effects using a direct consensus 

model where the mean score of members’ empowering leadership is used to measure 

team-level empowering leadership in order to examine whether using different methods 

(i.e., reference shift model vs. direct consensus model) yields significantly different 

results. Table A8 shows the results of moderating effect of team-level empowering 

leadership using a direct consensus model. Using a direct consensus model did not yield 

significantly different results compared to when a reference shift model was used.  
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

There are many reasons why leaders might be motivated to differentially 

empower their employees. For instance, leaders may want to leverage the benefits of 

empowerment by differentiating levels of empowerment based on differential employee 

maturity, skill sets, needs, and contributions. Moreover, many theoretical accounts (e.g., 

situational leadership, Hersey & Blanchard, 1982; role theory, Graen, 1976; resource 

allocation theory, Leventhal, 1976b; Leventhal, 1976a;) suggest that differentiated 

empowering leadership manifests in organizations. Despite this, prior research on team-

level empowering leadership primarily rests on the assumption that leaders empower all 

of their followers to a similar or equivalent extent. Extant research on team level 

empowering leadership focuses on the effectiveness of overall or the average level of 

empowering leadership, with limited empirical effort made to account for within-team 

variance of empowering leadership (i.e., differentiated empowering leadership). 

With regard to the influence of differentiated empowering leadership on team 

performance, the contingent perspective of empowering leadership (Houghton & Yoho, 

2005; Sims, Faraj & Yun, 2009) contends that differentiated empowering leadership is 

beneficial to team performance because leaders can strategically distribute limited 

resources among members. However, rules of equality (Deutsch, 1985) suggest that 

differential treatment violates equality norms and disrupts team harmony and solidarity. 

This in turn negatively affects team performance. Given these conflicting viewpoints and 

the lack of empirical studies centered on differentiated empowering leadership, we have 



95 
 

limited insight into whether differentiated empowering leadership is ultimately beneficial 

or detrimental to team performance.  

In this research, I developed a theoretical account to elucidate how differentiated 

empowering leadership influences team performance and when this influence becomes 

stronger or weaker. Findings from the 99 teams and their team leader across 22 firms in 

South Korea suggest that the detrimental effect of differentiated empowering leadership 

on team potency was stronger when the level of differentiation was moderate to high 

compared to when it was low to moderate. Also, both procedural justice of empowering 

differentiation and team-level empowering leadership positively moderated the 

curvilinear effect of differentiated empowering leadership on team potency, team 

commitment, and team autonomy. That is, when leaders adhere to procedural justice or 

empower most employees to a great extent, differentiated empowering leadership does 

not have detrimental effects on team potency, commitment, and autonomy. In what 

follows, I discuss these results as well as their theoretical and practical implications. 

Theoretical Implications 

The current investigation contributes to the existing literature in several ways. 

First, this research contributes to the empowering leadership literature by examining 

team-level consequences of differentiated empowering leadership. The current research, 

to my knowledge, is the first attempt to empirically examine the effect of differentiated 

empowering leadership on team process outcomes (i.e., team potency, team commitment, 

team autonomy) and subsequent team performance. The findings that differentiated 

empowering leadership, in general, had a detrimental effect on team potency (negative 

curvilinear relationship), team commitment (negative linear relationship), and team 
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autonomy (negative linear relationship) suggest that leaders who attempt to individualize 

the extent of empowering behaviors may inadvertently compromise team processes (i.e., 

team potency, team commitment, team autonomy). That differentiated empowering had a 

negative effect on team processes is contrary to the contingent perspective of 

empowering leadership, which contends that leaders should differentiate the extent of 

empowerment among members to leverage the benefits of empowerment. Existing 

research on the contingent perspective of empowering leadership has been dominantly 

examined at the individual level (e.g., Hersey, Blanchard & Johnson, 2001; Vecchio, 

1987); focusing on outcomes for the singular employee. This focus does not account for 

potential downsides that differentiated empowering leadership can have at the team level. 

Findings from this research offer refinements to the contingent perspective of leadership 

by suggesting that the effect of differentiation may vary depending on whether outcomes 

are examined at the individual or team level.  

Second, the current research improves our understanding of mechanisms 

underpinning the relationship between differentiated empowering leadership and team 

performance. The results indicated that differentiated empowering leadership did not 

have a direct, curvilinear effect on team performance, but it had an indirect, negative 

curvilinear effect on team performance via team potency. This significant mediating 

effect of team potency indicates that a team’s ability (rather than motivation and 

opportunity) is likely to be a key intervening mechanism to explain why differentiated 

empowering leadership had a detrimental impact on team performance. Although 

differentiated empowering leadership had a negative effect on each of team ability 

(negative curvilinear), motivation (negative linear), and opportunity (negative linear), 
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what directly affected team performance was team ability (i.e., team potency). One 

potential reason that team potency plays a more important role in explaining the impact 

of differentiated empowering leadership might lie in the type of outcome. According to 

Jiang, Lepak, Hu, and Baer (2012), the impact of ability, motivation, and opportunity 

may differ depending on types of outcomes. For instance, if team OCBs were the final 

outcome of my research model, it is possible that team commitment may have played a 

more important role than team potency and team autonomy, given that engagement in 

OCBs are more strongly influenced by individuals’ internal motivation. Future research 

investigating the role of team potency, commitment, and autonomy in linking 

differentiated empowering leadership to various team behavioral outcomes (e.g., team 

OCB, team voice, team creativity) would be promising. Another potential reason that 

team potency had a significant effect on team performance, but team commitment and 

team autonomy did not is high correlations among team potency, team commitment, and 

team autonomy. In post-hoc analyses, team commitment had a strong positive effect on 

team performance when team potency and team autonomy were not included in the 

analyses. That is, strong relationships between team commitment and team potency, 

coupled with strong relationships between team potency and team performance might 

reduce the portion of variance of team performance that is uniquely explained by team 

commitment.  

Third, the present study provides insights into the role of procedural justice in 

linking differentiated empowering leadership to team performance. The results indicate 

that procedural justice of differentiation significantly moderated the effect of 

differentiated empowering leadership on team potency, team commitment, and team 
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autonomy. When there is a consensus in the team that a leader’s decision on 

differentiation adheres to fair procedures and policies, the practice of differentiation is 

less likely to be detrimental to the team. Even though a leader’s differentiated 

empowering leadership violates the norm of equality, employees’ negative responses to 

inequality are less likely to occur when the differentiation decisions are derived from 

procedures that are consistent and unbiased. These findings emphasize that members’ 

reactions to the unequal empowerment distribution are likely to vary depending on their 

perceptions of how leaders decide on differentiated empowerment among members. 

Future research on differentiated leadership would benefit from considering how leaders 

distribute resources (e.g., empowerment, LMX, individual consideration) in examining 

effectiveness of differentiated leadership. Furthermore, results indicate that procedural 

justice had a strong main effect on team commitment (b = .34, SE = 10, p-value < .05) 

and team autonomy (b = .34, SE = 09, p-value < .05). These findings corroborate the 

notion that a leader who acts with procedural justice will project a positive social 

evaluation such as respect and belongingness, and this positive social evaluation exerts a 

positive influence on members’ team-oriented attitudes and behaviors (Tyler, 1999, Van 

Vugt & De Cremer, 1999).  

Fourth, the current research highlights the importance of considering team level 

empowering leadership when examining the effectiveness of differentiated empowering 

leadership. The findings that a high level of team level empowering leadership positively 

moderates the curvilinear effect of differentiated empowering leadership on team 

potency, team commitment, and team autonomy suggest that members in a team with a 

high level of empowering leadership are less likely to be sensitive to differentiation 
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compared to those in a team with a low level of empowering leadership. Consequently, 

when leaders empower the entire team at a high level, leaders’ differentiation is less 

likely to have detrimental effects on team potency, team commitment, and team 

autonomy. These findings are in line with findings of Li, Fu, Sun, & Yang (2016) that 

point out the impacts of leaders’ different treatment across members was not salient when 

the median level of treatment among members was high. Taken together, findings of this 

research suggest that researchers should consider the team level empowering leadership 

in explaining differentiated empowering leadership phenomena.   

Lastly, the current research answers Wu and colleagues’ (2010) call for 

investigating whether group dynamics of differentiated empowering leadership operates 

similarly with differentiated transformational leadership. Findings of the current research 

are in line with the findings of previous research on differentiated transformational 

leadership in that differentiated leadership did not have a direct effect on team 

performance but had a negative indirect on team performance via team process outcomes 

(e.g., Wu et al., 2010; Kunze et al., 2016; Zhang et al., 2015). However, the current 

research suggests that the curvilinear relationships between differentiated empowering 

and team outcomes are moderated by contextual factors (procedural justice and team 

empowering leadership), whereas existing research on transformational leadership have 

found that the linear relationships between differentiated transformational leadership and 

team outcomes are moderated by contextual factors. In an effort to reconcile these 

differences, future scholarly endeavors to integrate and summarize various 

theoretical/conceptual perspectives and empirical findings on consequences of 

differentiated empowering leadership is needed.    
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Practical Implications 

  Hill (2007) warned that many managers are “erroneously equating the 

management of their team with managing the individuals on the team. They attend 

primarily to individual performance and pay little or no attention to team culture and 

performance.” (p. 54). The findings of the current research that differentiated 

empowering leadership had negative effects on team potency (negative curvilinear 

relationship), team commitment (negative linear relationship), and team autonomy 

(negative linear relationship) are in line with Hill’s (2007) warning that individualized 

one-on-one leadership can inadvertently harm the team. The findings suggest that leaders 

should be vigilant of the potential liability of differentiated empowering leadership when 

deciding whom to empower.  

Despite the potential downside of differentiated leadership, leaders may often 

encounter situations where it is difficult to empower all team members to the same 

extent. Members of a team may have inherent variability in competence and skill sets and 

needs and leaders have limited resources to empower all employees. As such, 

differentially empowering followers on the basis of pertinent characteristics (e.g., ability, 

experiences) may prove to be beneficial. The findings that procedural justice and team 

level empowering leadership positively moderated the curvilinear relationship between 

differentiated empowering leadership and team process outcomes (i.e., team potency, 

team commitment, and team autonomy) offer noteworthy implications for leaders who 

want to differentiate levels of empowerment across members. First, leaders should adhere 

to fair procedures when making their empowering decisions. For instance, leaders are 

well-advised to apply consistent rules across all affected employees, clarify their 
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decisions on differentiation, and assure members that there is transparency regarding the 

rationale for their differentiation. Understanding fairness regarding leaders’ 

differentiation decisions will likely reduce members’ concerns about leaders’ differential 

treatment based on favoritism or other inappropriate factors. Relatedly, organizations 

might consider creating leadership development programs designed to help leaders foster 

procedural justice climate associated with differentiation within their teams.  

Moreover, findings that high levels of team-level empowering leadership buffered 

the negative influence of differentiation suggest that differentiated empowering 

leadership may be most effective when leaders exert both individualized and group-

focused empowering leadership (i.e., dual-focused leadership). Leaders can employ dual-

focused leadership by empowering members differently according to members’ 

experience, maturity and needs while at the same time empowering the entire team by 

promoting team-based decision making. When leaders are embedded within a system or 

organization with less discretion over empowering employees, the results of this study 

indicate that they should avoid differentiated empowering leadership across members, as 

it can dampen team process outcomes and subsequent team performance. In this regard, 

organizations wanting to leverage the benefits of leaders’ effective differentiation would 

be well-advised to remove structural roadblocks that impede leaders’ ability to empower 

their employees by reducing bureaucratic constraints, decentralizing decision-making 

processes and empowering leaders to empower their employees.  

In addition, the findings that both procedural justice of differentiation and team 

level empowering leadership have a strong main effect on team commitment and team 

autonomy suggest that for teams in which team commitment and team autonomy are 
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essential to team effectiveness, leaders should employ a high level of procedural justice 

of differentiation and team level empowering leadership regardless of the extent of 

differentiation. As shown in Figures 3(b), 3(c), 4(b) and 4(c), teams with high procedural 

justice of differentiation and team level empowering leadership showed higher levels of 

team commitment and team autonomy than teams with low procedural justice of 

differentiation and team level empowering leadership. Furthermore, a high correlation 

between procedural justice of differentiation and team level empowering leadership (r 

= .93) indicates that members do not perceive their leader as an empowering leader 

unless the leader follows fair procedures when empowering members. Accordingly, it is 

important for leaders to adhere to fair procedures when making empowering decisions 

and empower most members of the team to a great extent.      

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

The current research has several limitations that open pathways for future 

research. First, the collection of data in South Korea potentially limits the generalizability 

of the findings. Although I collected data from various industries in an attempt to reduce 

the possibility that characteristics of certain industries skew the results, collecting data 

from one country limits the ability to generalize findings across different countries and 

cultures. Cultural components may have affected the study findings in two different 

ways. First, South Korea is a collectivistic society which values equality and solidarity 

(Hofstead, 1980). Given that differentiated empowering leadership violates the norm of 

equality, differentiated empowering leadership may create a more salient work context 

that negatively influences team outcomes. Second, South Korea is a country where power 

distance is relatively elevated (Hofstead, 1980). Since individuals with a high power 
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distance orientation are more inclined to implicitly endorse the differential allocation of 

status (Sui et al., 2015), differentiated empowering leadership within a team that is higher 

in power distance may not negatively affect team outcomes. Future research examining 

the effectiveness of differentiated empowering leadership may benefit from taking into 

account teams’ cultural values, such as collectivism and power distance.   

Second, given that 57% of team members participated in the survey (i.e., within-

team response rate), it is possible that the survey respondents are not fully representative 

of their team (Timmerman, 2005). For example, if a team has seven members, but only 

three members participated in the survey, it is possible that the three participants’ 

perceptions about their leader differ from the four remaining members’ perceptions. To 

reduce the possibility of misrepresentation, I included answers from members who 

participated in Time 1 survey but abstained from the Time 2 survey when creating the 

Time 1 variables (e.g., differentiated empowering leadership, procedural justice of 

differentiation, team level empowering leadership, team tenure, team composition of 

need for autonomy and CSE). This decision was made to ensure that the results would be 

more representative of the team as a whole. Moreover, I asked team leaders to report their 

entire team members’ average age, male/female ratio, and average organizational tenure 

at the end of the leader survey. I conducted ANOVA to compare demographics between 

participants and all team members. The results indicated that participants’ demographics 

were not significantly different than their team’s demographics for age (F-value = 1.10, 

ns), gender (F-value = 1.01, ns), and organizational tenure (F-value = .87, ns). 

Furthermore, the high values of agreement statistics (ICC1, ICC2, and rwg) for team level 

variables suggest that participants’ answers represent their team to some extent. That 
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being said, a low within-team response rate may have affected the results of this study. 

Timmerman (2005) contends that team-level relationships are statistically attenuated 

when individual team members are deleted randomly or when low-participation members 

are deleted from a data set. For example, if uncommitted team members are less likely to 

participate in research, scores of team commitment may be biased upward and show less 

variance than scores of team commitment based on all team members. As such, a low 

within-team response rate in this study might have reduced the relationships between 

differentiated empowering leadership and team outcomes. Relatedly, it is possible that 

lack of participating team members might have not accurately captured leaders’ 

differential empowerment across members and its resultant social categorization process 

among members. Further, given that the sample size was small (n = 99), the statistical 

power of capturing the curvilinear relationships might have been weak. In sum, a low 

within-team response rate together with the small sample size are likely to be one of the 

potential reasons regarding why the curvilinear effect of differentiation on team 

commitment and team autonomy were not significant. Future research that replicates my 

findings with higher within-team response rate is warranted.          

Third, I used a subjective measure of team performance as the dependent variable 

for the current research. Although subjective ratings of performance are positively 

associated with objective measures of performance and have been used to evaluate 

performance across various industries and work teams (Cascio & Valenzi, 1978; Dess & 

Robinson, 1984), they are subject to rater bias (Haynie, Cullen, Lester, Winter, & 

Svyantek, 2014). Future research that aims to replicate my findings with objective 

measures of performance is needed.  
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Fourth, although I argue that a leader’s differentiation in empowerment within a 

team will result in the development of sub-groups among members based on their levels 

of empowerment as a result of social comparison and social categorization processes, I 

did not access the formation of sub-groups based on the levels of empowerment. 

Moreover, although I argue that leaders’ differential treatment triggers negative 

emotional reactions especially from employees who are less empowered, I did not 

measure these emotional reactions. Future research that rigorously investigates the social 

categorization processes and emotional reactions that result from differentiated 

empowering leadership (e.g., lack of communication and knowledge sharing between in-

group and out-group members, members’ commitment to their team and their in-groups, 

negative affective tone) would provide more insights into why differentiated empowering 

leadership negatively affects team effectiveness.  

Fifth, other than procedural justice of empowering differentiation and team-level 

empowering leadership, future research may want to examine additional contextual 

factors that moderate the effect of differentiated empowering leadership on team 

outcomes. For example, diversity of members (e.g., gender, tenure, age, and functional 

diversity) can influence the impact of differentiated empowering leadership. Because 

individuals tend to compare themselves with those who are similar to them when 

evaluating their status, social comparison is more likely to occur within a less diverse 

team where members share numerous similarities (Liu, Hernandez, & Wang, 2014; 

Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). Consequently, the negative impact of differentiated 

empowering leadership (resulting from social comparison) will more likely occur in team 
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with less diversity. I call for future research that investigates boundary conditions for the 

relationship between differentiated empowering leadership and team outcomes.  

Lastly, although the current research examines how the degree of differentiated 

empowering leadership (i.e., standard deviation of empowering leadership / mean score 

of members’ empowerment) affects team outcomes, other patterns of distribution of 

empowerment among members may also influence the impact of differentiated 

empowering leadership on teams. Patterns of empowerment distribution among members 

may include a bimodal configuration (half members have a low level of empowerment, 

and the other half have a high level of empowerment), a minority/skewed configuration 

(a small number of members stand remarkably different from other members in terms of 

empowerment), or a fragmented configuration (most members have different levels of 

empowerment). It might be an interesting direction for future research to examine and 

compare the impact of various forms of distribution of empowerment within a team on 

team effectiveness.   

Conclusion 

 In an attempt to explore when and why differentiated empowering leadership 

influences team performance, this study examines the indirect effects of differentiated 

empowering leadership on team performance via team potency, team commitment, and 

team autonomy and whether the strength of these indirect effects is contingent on the 

level of procedural justice of differentiation and team level empowering leadership. Data 

from 99 teams across 22 firms located in South Korea revealed that differentiated 

empowering had a negative effect on team potency and subsequent team performance and 

that this negative effect was stronger when the level of differentiation was high than low. 
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Moreover, findings suggest that when procedural justice associated with differentiation or 

team-level empowering leadership is high, the detrimental effects of differentiated 

empowering leadership on team potency, team commitment, and team autonomy are less 

likely to occur. These findings extend the empowering leadership, differentiated 

leadership, and justice literature by showing how leaders’ differential empowering 

behavior and procedural justice associated with empowering decision affect team 

outcomes. Also, findings of the current research offer managers insights into the potential 

liability of differentiated empowering leadership that may manifest in organizations and 

how to effectively and strategically differentiate empowerment among members when the 

differentiation is inevitable. I hope the current investigation stimulates future research 

that continues to explore the effectiveness of differentiated empowering leadership.  
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APPENDIX A 

EMPIRICAL STUDIES OF EMPOWERING LEADERSHIP 

Table A1. Empirical Studies of Empowering Leadership 

Study 
Level of 
Analysis 

Antecedent r Moderator r 
Consequences 

Mediator r DV r 
1. Lee, Willis, & 

Tian (2018), 
Meta-Analysis 

Individual   Capital intensity na Psychological 
empowerment 

.41 Task 
performance 

.19 

Culture  na Trust in leader .58 OCB .33 
Creativity .32 

Group     Team 
psychological 
empowerment 

.41 Team 
performance 

.21 

Team 
knowledge 
sharing 

.39 Team OCB .33 
Team Creativity .26 

2. Kim, Beehr, & 
Prewett (2018), 
Meta-Analysis 

Individual   Country na   Trust in leader .57 
LMX .54 
Leader 
effectiveness 

.49 

Self-leadership .35 
Gender na   Self-efficacy .24 

Goal orientation 
and effort 

.26 

Psychological 
empowerment 

.41 

Role clarity .46 
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Table A1, continued  

    Industry 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

na   Satisfaction .38 
Commitment .36 
Work 
engagement 

.40 

Knowledge 
sharing 

.44 

Emotional 
exhaustion and 
tension and 
cynicism 

-.19 

Creativity .33 
Job performance .22 
Contextual 
performance 

.30 

Withdrawal .25 
3. Park& Hassan 

(2018) 
Group 
(cross) 

Superior’s 
empowering 
leadership 

na     Voice behavior na 

Leader 
psychological 
empowerment

na 

4. Hao, He, & 
Long (2018) 

Group  
(cross) 

  Role breadth self-
efficacy 

na Harmonious 
passion 

na Task 
performance 

na 

Obsessive 
passion 

na Creative 
performance 

na 

5. Kim & Beehr 
(2018) 

Individual     Affective 
commitment 

.60* Lateness -.09 
Absenteeism -.21* 
Turnover 
intention 

-.43* 
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Table A1, continued  

6. Elsetouhi, 
Hammad, 
Nagm, & Elbaz 
(2018) 

Individual       Speak up .62* 
Speak out .63* 

7. Wu & Lee 
(2017) 

Group  
 (cross) 

    Psychological 
capital 

na Knowledge 
donating 

na 

Knowledge 
collecting 

na 

8. Li, Huo, & 
Long (2017) 

Differentiated 
leadership 
(cross) 

    Trust in leaders na CWBO na 
In-role 
performance 

na 

Extra-role 
performance 

na 

9. Lee, Idris, & 
Delfabbro 
(2017) 

Organization 
Individual 
(cross) 

    Work 
meaningfulness 

.40* Work 
engagement 

.18* 

10. Park, Kim, 
Yoon, & Joo 
(2017) 

Individual     Psychological 
capital 

.55* Psychological 
well-being 

.40* 

Job engagement .59* 
11. Windeler, 

Maruping, & 
Venkatesh 
(2017) 

Group 
 (cross) 

Project size .24*   Role ambiguity -.37* Developer stress -.39* 
Project 
complexity 

.28* Role conflict -.31* 

Target 
volatility 

.29* 
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Table A1, continued  

12. Kim & Beehr 
(2017) 

Individual     Self-Efficacy .49* In-role 
performance 

.14* 

Psychological 
ownership 

.70* Deviant behavior -.16* 

13. Lorinkova & 
Perry (2017) 

Group 
(cross) 

  Leader-leader 
exchange 

.26* Psychological 
empowerment 

.33* Time theft -.35* 

Cynicism -.48* 
14. Li, Chiaburu, & 

Kirkman, 
(2017). 

Group 
 (cross) 

  Organizational 
support climate 

.58* Psychological 
empowerment 

.45* Affiliative OCB .15* 
Taking charge .23* 

15. Lee, Cheong, 
Kim, & Yun 
(2017) 

Individual   Employee 
learning 
orientation 

.16*   Task 
performance 

.33* 

16. Li, Liu, Han, & 
Zhang (2016) 

Individual   Autonomy 
orientation 

-.08 Thriving at work .31* Change-Oriented 
OCBs 

.18* 

17. Cheong, Spain, 
Yammarino, & 
Yun (2016) 

Individual     Self-efficacy .47* Task 
performance 

.04 
Job-induced 
tension 

.15* 

18. Chuang, 
Jackson, & 
Jiang (2016) 

Group   HRM system for 
knowledge-
intensive team 
work 

-.07   Team knowledge 
acquisition 

.10 

Team knowledge 
sharing 

.33* 

19. Hill & Bartol 
(2016) 

Group   Team geographic 
dispersion 

-.03 Virtual 
collaboration 

.53* Team 
performance 

.32 

Virtual team 
work situational 
judgment 
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Table A1, continued  

20. Amundsen & 
Martisen 
(2015) 

Individual     Self-leadership .31* Job satisfaction .46* 
Psychological 
empowerment 

.43* Work effort .19* 
Creativity .39* 

21. Biemann, 
Kearney, & 
Marggraf 
(2015) 

Group  
(cross) 

    Career self-
efficacy 

.14* Career 
satisfaction 

.36* 

Empowering 
leadership group 
mean 

.61* 

22. Dong, Liao, 
Chuang, Zhou, 
& Campbell 
(2015) 

Individual     Intrinsic 
motivation 

.35* Customer 
satisfaction 

.30* 

Creative self-
efficacy 

.36* 

23. Hong, Liao, 
Zhou, & 
Campbell 
(2015) 

Group   Initiative-
enhancing HRM 
systems 

   Initiative climate .19* 

24. Humborstad & 
Giessner (2015) 

Individual   Follower 
Empowerment 
Expectations 

.03 Laissez-faire 
leadership 

-.14* Leader 
effectiveness 

.07 

25. Ling, Wei, 
Klimoski, & 
Wu (2015) 

Organization   Dissimilarity in 
informational 
demographics of 
TMT 

-.01   Firm 
performance 

.17* 

Overlap in team 
tenure 

-.05 
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Table A1, continued  

26. Fong, & Snape 
(2015). 

Individual 
 

    Psychological 
empowerment 

.38* Job satisfaction .27* 
Org commitment .21* 
Task 
performance 

.18* 

OCBI .09 
OCBO .14* 

Group 
(cross) 

    Psychological 
empowerment 

.52* Job satisfaction .32* 
Org commitment .34* 
Task 
performance 

.31* 

OCBI .30 
OCBO .25 

27. Li, He, Yam, & 
Long (2015) 

Group 
(cross) 

  Individual power 
distance 
orientation 

na Follower role 
breadth self-
efficacy 

.39* 
(beta) 

Follower taking 
charge 

.29* 
(beta) 

Differentiated 
empowering 
leadership 

na 

28. Lee, Lee, & 
Park (2014) 

Group     Knowledge 
sharing 

na Team 
performance 

na 

Absorptive 
capacity 

na 

29. Harris, Li, 
Boswell, 
Zhang, & Xie 
(2014). 

Individual   Organizational 
support for 
creativity  

.59* Creative process 
engagement 

.56* Creativity .20* 

Trust in leader .52* Role clarity .46* Insider status .34* 
Organizational 
commitment 

.34* 
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Table A1, continued  

30. Amundsen & 
Martisen 
(2014a) 

Individual       Self-leadership .46* 
Job performance -.12 
Psychological 
empowerment 

.61* 

Creativity .42* 
31. Amundsen & 

Martisen 
(2014b) 

Group 
(cross) 

      Job satisfaction .47* 
Turnover 
intention 

-.31* 

Leader 
effectiveness 

.40* 

32. Li, Chiaburu, & 
Kirkman (2014) 

Group 
(cross) 

  Organizational 
support climate 

.58* Psychological 
empowerment 

.45* Affiliative OCB .15* 
Taking charge .23* 

33. Klerk & 
Stander (2014) 

Individual     Psychological 
empowerment 

.61* 
(beta)

Turnover 
intention 

-.44* 
(beta) 

Work 
engagement 

.44* 
(beta)

34. Ou, Tsui, 
Kinicki, 
Waldman, 
Xiao, & Song 
(2014) 

Organization CEO humility .31*   TMT integration .57* Middle 
manager’s 
affective 
commitment 

.04 

Empowering 
Organizational 
Climate 

.36* Middle 
manager’s job 
performance 

.15* 

Middle 
manager’s work 
engagement 

.01 

35. Zhang & Zhou 
(2014) 

Individual   Uncertainty 
avoidance 

.23* Creative self-
efficacy 

.33* Creativity .45* 

Trust in leader .32* 
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Table A1, continued  

36. Humborstad, 
Nerstad, & 
Dysvik (2014). 

Individual   Performance 
Prove Goal 
Orientation 

.03   In-role 
performance 

.38* 

Mastery goal 
orientation 

.31* OCB .44* 

37. Auh, Menguc, 
& Jung (2014) 

Group     Customer 
learning climate 

.49* Service-oriented 
citizenship 
behaviors 

.14* 

Individual Psychological 
empowerment 

.47* Service-oriented 
citizenship 
behaviors 

.37* 

38. Martínez-
Córcoles, 
Gracia, Tomás, 
and Peiró 
(2014) 

Individual     Role clarity .44* Safety 
compliance 

.32* 

39. Menguc, Auh, 
& Uslu (2013) 

Group   Task 
interdependence 

.29* Customer 
knowledge 
creation 
capability 

.62* Team customer 
relationship 
performance 

.26* 

 Outcome 
interdependence 

.36* Team financial 
performance 

-.09 

40. Eze, Goh, Goh, 
and Tan (2013) 

Group 
(cross) 

      Knowledge 
sharing 

na 

41. Hassan, 
Mahsud, Yukl, 
& Prussia 
(2013) 

Individual     LMX .62* Affective 
commitment 

.34* 

Leader 
effectiveness 

.67* 
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Table A1, continued  

42. Lorinkova, 
Pearsall, & 
Sims (2013) 

Group     Team 
empowerment 

.45* Mid-
performance 

-.24* 

Team mental 
model 

.25* Final-
perforamnce 

.03 

43. Martin, Liao, & 
Campbell 
(2013) 

Group 
(cross) 

  Satisfaction with 
the leader 

.65*   Task proficiency .11 
Proactive 
behavior 

.29* 

44. Hon & Chan 
(2013) 

Group   Team task 
interdependence 

.09 Team creative 
efficacy 

.31* Team creativity .26* 

Team self-
concordance 

.34* 

45. Hon, Bloom, & 
Crant (2013) 

Group 
(cross) 

  Empowering 
leadership 

   Creative 
performance 

.33* 

46. Raub & Robert 
(2013) 

Individual     Psychological 
empowerment 

.46* Organizational 
commitment 

.47* 

Voice behavior .26* 
47. Muhonen, 

Jonsson, Denti, 
& Chen (2013) 

Individual     Social climate .56* Well-being .48* 

48. Martínez-
Córcoles, 
Gracia, Tomás, 
Peiró, and 
Schöbel (2012) 

Group 
(cross) 

      Risky behavior na 

49. Dierendonck & 
Dijkstra (2012) 

Individual       Psychological 
empowerment 

na 
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Table A1, continued  

50. Bobbio, Bellan, 
& Managanelli 
(2012) 

Individual     Trust in leader na Emotional 
exhaustion 

na 

Reduced 
professional 
accomplishment 

na 

Trust in 
organization 

na Cynicism na 

51. Tuckey, 
Bakker, & 
Dollard (2012) 

Group 
(cross) 

    Cognitive 
resource 

.19 Work 
engagement 

.38* 

Cognitive 
demands 

.10 

52. van Dijke, De 
Cremer, Mayer, 
& van 
Quaquebeke 
(2012) 

Individual   Empowering 
Leadership: 
Encourage self-
development 

 Self-perceived 
status (with 
encourage self-
development) 

.63* OCB (with 
encourage self-
development) 

.46* 

Empowering 
Leadership: 
Encourage 
independent 
action 

 Self-perceived 
status (with 
encourage self-
development) 

.47* OCB (with 
encourage 
independent 
action) 

.49* 

53. Tung & Chang 
(2011) 

Group     Knowledge 
Sharing 

na Team 
performance 

na 

Team Cohesion na 
54. Xue, Bradley, 

& Liang 
(2011), student 
sample 

Group 
(cross) 

    Attitude .38* Knowledge 
sharing 

.36* 
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Table A1, continued  

55. Bobbio, Bellan, 
&Mangenelli 
(2011) 

Individual     Trust in leader na Emotional 
exhaustion 

na 

Trust in 
organization 

na Reduced 
professional 
accomplishment 

na 

Cynisism na 
56. Kuo & Lee 

(2011) 
Individual     Perceived 

usefulness 
.17 Behavioral 

intention 
.25 

Perceived ease 
of use 

.35 

57. Kuo, Lai & Lee 
(2011) 

Individual     Task-
technology fit 

.39* Knowledge 
management 
system usage 

.27* 

Compatibility .23* 
58. Carmeli, 

Schaubroeck, & 
Tishler (2011) 

Organization     TMT behavioral 
integration 

.30* Firm 
performance 

.08 

TMT potency .15 
59. Chen, Sharma, 

Edinger, 
Shapiro, & Farh 
(2011) 

Group 
(cross) 

  Relationship 
conflict 

-.02 Psychological 
empowerment 

.45* Innovative 
behavior 

.28* 

Affective 
commitment 

.20* Teamwork  .21* 
Turnover 
intention 

-.25* 

60. Gao, Janssen, & 
Shi (2011) 

Individual   Trust in leader .66   Employee voice .29 

61. Raub & Robert 
(2010) 

Individual   Power value .25 Psychological 
empowerment 

.39* In-role behavior .29 
Helping 28* 
Extra-role 
behavior 

.26* 

Service 
improvement 

.22* 
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Table A1, continued  

62. Vecchio, Justin, 
& Pearce (2010) 

Individual     Dysfunctional 
resistance 

-.40* Performance .33* 

Functional 
resistance 

.08 Job satisfaction .28* 

63. Zhang & Bartol 
(2010) 

Individual   Empowerment 
role identify 

.35* Psychological 
empowerment 

.59* Creativity .24* 

Creative process 
engagement 

.24* 

Intrinsic motive .20* 
64. Rapp, Ahearne, 

Mathieu, & 
Rapp (2010) 

Group   Virtuality na Planning 
processes 

.27* 
(beta)

Team 
commitment 

na 

Action process na Performance na 
65. Hakimi, van 

Knippenberg, & 
Giessner (2010) 

Individual Follower 
Integrity 

.21* 
(beta)

Leader 
conscientiousness

-.10 
(beta) 

  Empowering 
leadership 

 

Follower 
performance 

.07 
(beta)

66. Boudrias, 
Gaudreau, 
Savoie, & 
Morin (2009) 

 
Group 

    Psychological 
empowerment 

.37* Efficacy-task .15* 
Improvement – 
group 

.13 

Collaboration – 
group 

.13 

Improvement – 
group 

.10 

Involvement - 
organization 

.02 

67. Clark, Hartline, 
and Jones 
(2009) 

Group 
(cross) 

    Role clarity -.01 
(beta)

Commitment to 
service quality 

-.08 
(beta) 

Shared values .22* 
(beta)

Job satisfaction -.19* 
(beta) 
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Table A1, continued  

68. Tekleab, Sims, 
Yun, Tesluk, & 
Cox (2008) 

Individual       Leader 
effectiveness 

.65* 

Satisfaction with 
supervisor 

.60* 

Self-leadership .30* 
69. Chen, Kirkman, 

Kanfer, Allen, 
& Rosen (2007) 

Group     Team 
empowerment 

.38* Team 
performance 

-.31 

70. Hmieleski & 
Ensley (2007) 

Organization   Dynamism .11   New venture 
performance 

-.21* 
Heterogeneity of 
TMT 

.06 

71. Mathieu, 
Ahearne, & 
Taylor (2007) 

Group 
(cross) 

  Work experience -.02   Post-
performance 

.04 
Technology self-
efficacy 

.00 

Use of sales .05 
72. Ensley, 

Hmieleski, & 
Pearce (2006) 

Organization       Frim growth 
index with 
shared 
empowering 
leadership 

.21* 

Frim growth 
index with 
vertical 
empowering 
leadership 

-.15* 

73. Srivastava, 
Bartol, & Locke 
(2006) 

Group     Knowledge 
sharing 

.39 Team 
performance 

.09 

Team efficacy .47 
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Table A1, continued  

74. Yun, Cox, & 
Sims (2006) 

Group 
(cross) 

  Need for 
autonomy 

na   Self-leadership na 

75. Faraj & 
Sambamurthy 
(2006) 

Group   Team experience na   Team 
performance 

na 

Task uncertainty na 

76. Ahearne, 
Mathieu, & 
Rapp (2005) 

Individual   Employee 
readiness 

.01 Self-efficacy .17* Service 
satisfaction 

.01 

Adaptability .22* Job performance .06 
77. Yun, Faraj, & 

Sims (2005) 
Group   Quality health 

care 
na   Patient condition na 

Team 
experience 

na 

78. Yagil & Gal 
(2002) 

Individual       Self-
determination 

.32* 

Possession of 
skills 

.16* 

79. Pearce & Sims 
(2002). 

Group       Effectiveness 
rated by 
manager 

.08 
(beta) 

Effectiveness 
rated by 
customer 

.20 
(beta) 

Effectiveness 
rated by team 

.29 
(beta) 

80. Konczak, Stelly, 
& Trusty (2000) 

Individual       Organizational 
commitment 

na 

Job satisfaction na 
81. Arnold, Arad, 

Rhoades, & 
Drasgow (2000) 

Individual 
(Scale 
development) 
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APPENDIX B 

SCALES OF EMPOWERING LEADERSHIP 

Ahearne, Mathieu, and Rapp, 2005 
(a) Enhancing the meaningfulness of work  
1. My supervisor helps me understand how my objectives and goals relate to that of the 

company. 
2. My supervisor helps me understand the importance of my work to the overall 

effectiveness of the company. 
3. My supervisor helps me understand how my job fits into the bigger picture. 
(b) Fostering participation in decision making 
4. My supervisor makes many decisions together with me. 
5. My supervisor often consults me on strategic decisions. 
6. My supervisor solicits my opinion on decisions that may affect me. 
(c) Expressing confidence in high performance  
7. My supervisor believes that I can handle demanding tasks.  
8. My supervisor believes in my ability to improve even when I make mistakes. 
9. My supervisor expresses confidence in my ability to perform at a high level. 
(d) Providing autonomy from bureaucratic constraints  
10. My supervisor allows me to do my job my way. 
11. My supervisor makes it more efficient for me to do my job by keeping the rules and 

regulations simple. 
12. My supervisor allows me to make important decisions quickly for work efficiency. 
 
Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, and Drasgow, 2000 
(a) Leading by example 
1. Sets high standards for performance by his/her own behavior. 
2. Works as hard as he/she can. 
3. Works as hard as anyone in my work group. 
4. Sets a good example by the way he/she behaves. 
5. Leads by example. 
(b) Participative decision-making 
6. Encourages work group members to express ideas/suggestions. 
7. Listens to my work group's ideas and suggestions. 
8. Uses my work group's suggestions to make decisions that affect us. 
9. Gives all work group members a chance to voice their opinions. 
10. Considers my work group's ideas when he/she disagrees with them. 
11. Makes decisions that are based only on his/her own ideas. 
(c) Coaching 
12. Helps my work group see areas in which we need more training. 
13. Suggests ways to improve my work group's performance. 
14. Encourages work group members to solve problems together. 
15. Encourages work group members to exchange information with one another. 
16. Provides help to work group members. 
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17. Teaches work group members how to solve problems on their own. 
18. Pays attention to my work group's efforts. 
19. Tells my work group when we perform well. 
20. Supports my work group's efforts. 
21. Helps my work group focus on our goals. 
22. Helps develop good relations among work group members. 
(d) Informing 
23. Explains company decisions. 
24. Explains company goals. 
25. Explains how my work group fits into the company. 
26. Explains the purpose of the company's policies to my work group. 
27. Explains rules and expectations to my work group. 
28. Explains his/her decisions and actions to my work group. 
(e) Showing concern/Interacting with the team 
29. Cares about work group members' personal problems. 
30. Shows concern for work group members' well-being. 
31. Treats work group members as equals. 
32. Takes the time to discuss work group members' concerns patiently. 
33. Shows concern for work group members' success. 
34. Stays in touch with my work group. 
35. Gets along with my work group members. 
36. Gives work group members honest and fair answers. 
37. Knows what work is being done in my work group. 
38. Finds time to chat with work group members. 
 
Amundsen and Martinsen, 2014 
(a) Autonomy support 
1. My leader conveys that I shall take responsibility. 
2. My leader gives me power. 
3. My leader gives me authority over issues within my department. 
4. My leader expresses positive attitudes related to me starting with my own defined 

tasks.  
5. My leader encourages me to take initiative. 
6. My leader is concerned that I reach my goals. 
7. My leader is concerned that I work in a goal-directed manner. 
8. My leader listens to me. 
9. My leader recognizes my strong and weak sides. 
10. My leader invites me to use my strong sides when needed. 
11. My leader conveys a bright view of the future. 
12. My leader discusses shared affairs with me. 
(b) Development support 
13. My leader tells me about his/her own way of organizing his/her work. 
14. My leader guides me in how I can do my work in the best way. 
15. My leader shows me how I can improve my way of working. 
16. My leader lets me see how he/she organizes his/her work. 
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17. My leader's planning of his/her work is visible to me. 
18. I gain insights into how my leader arranges his/her work days. 
 
Vecchio, Justin, and Pearce, 2010 
(a) Independent action 
1. Encourages me to find solutions to my problems without his/her direct input. 
2. Urges me to assume responsibilities on my own.  
3. Advisers me to solve problems when they pop up without always getting a stamp of 

approval. 
4. Encourages me to search for solutions without supervision. 
(b) Opportunistic thinking 
5. Urges me to think of problems as opportunities rather than obstacles. 
6. Advises me to look for the opportunities in the problems I face. 
7. Encourages me to view unsuccessful performance as a chance to learn. 
(c) Cooperative action 
8. Urges me to work as a team with the other teachers who work at the school. 
9. Encourages me to work together with other teachers who work at the school. 
10. Advises me to coordinate my efforts with the other teachers who work at the school. 
 
Kirkman and Rosen, 1999: Team-level empowering leadership 
1. My team leader gives my team many responsibilities. 
2. My team leader makes my team responsible for what it does. 
3. My team leader asks the team for advice when making decisions 
4. My team leader uses team suggestions and ideas when making decisions. 
5. My team leader controls much of the activities of the team. 
6. My team leader encourages my team to take control of its work. 
7. My team leader allows my team to set its own goals. 
8. My team leader encourages my team to come up with its own goals. 
9. My team leader stays out of the way when the team works on its performance 
problems. 
10. My team leader encourages my team to figure out the causes/solutions to its 
problems. 
11. My team leader tells the team to expect a lot from itself. 
12. My team leader encourages my team to go for high performance. 
13. My team leader trusts my team. 
14. My team leader is confident in what my team can do. 
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APPENDIX C 

CALCULATION OF DEGREE OF FREEDOM OF THE RESEARCH MODEL 

1) The number of variables – 9 (differentiated empowering leadership, team potency, 
team commitment, team autonomy, team performance, procedural climate, 
empowering leadership mean, PJ interaction term, and empowering leadership 
mean interaction term). 

2) Coefficient parameters – 23 
a. Team potency on differentiated empowering leadership, PJ, empowering 

leadership mean, PJ interaction term, empowering leadership mean 
interaction term: 5 

b. Team commitment on differentiated empowering leadership, PJ, 
empowering leadership mean, PJ interaction term, empowering leadership 
mean interaction term: 5 

c. Team autonomy on differentiated empowering leadership, PJ, empowering 
leadership mean, PJ interaction term, empowering leadership mean 
interaction term: 5 

d. Team performance on differentiated empowering leadership, PJ, 
empowering leadership mean, PJ interaction term, empowering leadership 
mean interaction, team potency, team commitment, team autonomy: 8 

3) Variance parameters – 9 (differentiated empowering leadership, team potency, 
team commitment, team autonomy, team performance, procedural climate, 
empowering leadership mean, PJ interaction term, and empowering leadership 
mean interaction term) 

4) Covariance parameters – 12 (differentiated empowering leadership and PJ; 
differentiated empowering leadership and empowering leadership mean; 
differentiated empowering leadership and PJ interaction term; differentiated 
empowering leadership and empowering leadership mean interaction term; PJ and 
empowering leadership mean; PJ and PJ interaction term; empowering leadership 
mean and empowering leadership mean interaction term; PJ and empowering 
leadership mean interaction term; empowering leadership mean and PJ interaction 
term; team potency and team commitment; team potency and team autonomy; 
team commitment and team autonomy.    

5) Degree of freedom: (9 * (9+ 1))/2 – 23 – 9 – 12 = 1 
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APPENDIX D 

MEASURES 

Empowering Leadership: Ahearne, Mathieu, and Rapp, 2005 
1. My supervisor helps me understand how my objectives and goals relate to that of the 

company. 
2. My supervisor helps me understand the importance of my work to the overall 

effectiveness of the company. 
3. My supervisor helps me understand how my job fits into the bigger picture. 
4. My supervisor makes many decisions together with me. 
5. My supervisor often consults me on strategic decisions. 
6. My supervisor solicits my opinion on decisions that may affect me. 
7. My supervisor believes that I can handle demanding tasks.  
8. My supervisor believes in my ability to improve even when I make mistakes. 
9. My supervisor expresses confidence in my ability to perform at a high level. 
10. My supervisor allows me to do my job my way. 
11. My supervisor makes it more efficient for me to do my job by keeping the rules and 

regulations simple. 
12. My supervisor allows me to make important decisions quickly for work efficiency. 
 
Procedural Justice of Empowering Differentiation: Niehoff and Moorman, 1993 
1. In our team, decisions on distributing decision-making authorities among members 

are made by the general manager in an unbiased manner.  
2. In our team, the general manager makes sure that all employees concerns are heard 

before decisions on distributing decision-making authorities among members are 
made.  

3. In our team, the general manager collects accurate and complete information to make 
decisions on distributing decision-making authorities among members.  

4. In our team, the general manager clarifies decisions and provides additional 
information when requested by employees.  

5. In our team, all decisions on distributing decision-making authorities among members 
are applied consistently across all affected employees.  

6. Members of our team are allowed to challenge or appeal decisions on distributing 
decision-making authorities among members made by the general manager. 

 
Team Potency: Riggs, Warka, Babasa, Betancourt, and Hooker, 1994 
1. The team I work with has above average ability. 
2. This team is poor compared to other departments doing similar work. (R)  
3. This team is not able to perform as well as it should. (R)  
4. The members of this team have excellent job skills.  
5. Some members of this team should be fired due to lack of ability. (R) 
6. This team is not very effective. (R)  
7. Some members in this team cannot do their jobs well. (R) 
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Team Commitment: Van Der Vegt, Emans, and Van De Vliert, 2000 
1. Members of my team feel proud to belong to this team. 
2. Members of my team are glad that we belong to this team and not to another team. 
3. Members of my team feel very committed to this team. 
4. Members of my team are willing to exert extra effort to help this team succeed. 
 
Team Autonomy: Langfred, 2005 
1. Our team is allowed to decide how to go about getting teamwork done (the methods 

to use). 
2. Our team is able to choose the way to go about the teamwork (the procedures to 

utilize). 
3. Our team is free to choose the method(s) to use in carrying out teamwork. 
4. Our team has control over the scheduling of teamwork. 
5. Our team has some control over the sequencing of teamwork activities (when we do 

what). 
6. Our teamwork is such that we can decide when to do particular work activities. 
7. Our team is allowed to modify the normal ways we are evaluated so that we can 

emphasize some aspects of our teamwork and play down others. 
8. Our team is able to modify what our team’s objectives are.  
9. Our team has some control over what we are supposed to accomplish.  
 
Team Performance: Lam, Schaubroeck and Brown, 2004 
1. This team is very competent. 
2. This team gets its work done very effectively. 
3. This team has performed its job well. 
 
Employee Core-Self-Evaluation: Judge, Erez, Bono, and Thoresen, 2003  
1. I am confident I get the success I deserve in life.  
2. Sometimes I feel depressed. 
3. When I try, I generally succeed. 
4. Sometimes when I fail I feel worthless. 
5. I complete tasks successfully.  
6. Sometimes, I do not feel in control of my work.  
7. Overall, I am satisfied with my self. 
8. I am filled with doubts about my competence. 
9. I determine what will happen in my life. 
10. I do not feel in control of my success in my career. 
11. I am capable of coping with most of my problems. 
12. There are times when things look pretty bleak and hopeless to me.  

Need for Autonomy: Steers and Braunstein, 1976   
1. I seek an active role in the leadership of a group. 
2. I avoid trying to influence those around me to see things my way. 
3. I find myself organizing and directing the activities of others. 
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4. I strive to gain more control over the events around me at work. 
5. I strive to be “in command” when I am working in a group. 
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APPENDIX E 

RESULTS OF POST-HOC ANALYSES 

Table A2. Results of Bootstrap for the Indirect Effects of Differentiated Empowering Leadership on Team 
Performance: Separate Mediation Analyses 

Note. n = 99; Values are unstandardized coefficients. Control variables: paper survey method, team size, team tenure, need for 
autonomy composition, and CSE composition.  
 

 

  

Mediating Variable Indirect Effect SE (boot) 
95% Bias-Corrected Confidence Intervals 

Lower CI a Upper CI a 
Team Potency -7.70 4.11 -14.80 4.36 

Team Commitment -2.35 2.82 -7.23 6.66 

Team Autonomy -.22 1.19 -2.86 2.04 
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Table A3. Results of Bootstrap for the Moderating Effects of Procedural Justice of Differentiation: Separate Mediation 
Analyses 

Note. n = 99; Values are unstandardized coefficients. Control variables: paper survey method, team size, team tenure, need for 
autonomy composition, and CSE composition.  
 

 

  

Mediator First Stage Moderator Conditional 
Indirect Effect 

SE 
(boot) 

Lower CI a Upper CI a 

Team Potency Low Procedural Justice of Differentiation -11.25 8.05 -25.61 6.20 

 High Procedural Justice of Differentiation 2.72 9.88 -19.21 20.10 

 Differences between High and Low 13.96 7.05 .65 28.52 

Team Commitment Low Procedural Justice of Differentiation -8.52 9.97 -24.21 15.51 

 High Procedural Justice of Differentiation .66 11.80 -20.02 26.18 

 Differences between High and Low 9.18 5.84 -3.70 20.34 

Team Autonomy Low Procedural Justice of Differentiation 4.21 9.72 -16.40 22.27 

 High Procedural Justice of Differentiation 7.04 10.54 -15.16 27.64 

 Differences between High and Low 2.83 4.44 -4.34 14.12 
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Table A4. Results of Bootstrap for the Moderating Effects of Team-level Empowering Leadership: Separate Mediation 
Analyses 

Note. n = 99; Values are unstandardized coefficients. Control variables: paper survey method, team size, team tenure, need for 
autonomy composition, and CSE composition.  
  

Mediator First Stage Moderator Conditional 
Indirect Effect 

SE 
(boot) 

Lower CI a Upper CI a 

Team Potency Low Team-level Empowering Leadership -11.69 7.84 -27.00 4.73 

 High Team-level Empowering Leadership 2.33 9.26 -15.61 21.34 

 Differences between High and Low 14.02 5.93 4.02 27.44 

Team Commitment Low Team-level Empowering Leadership -8.11 10.16 -23.55 14.44 

 High Team-level Empowering Leadership -.09 11.00 -18.40 22.41 

 Differences between High and Low 8.02 4.31 1.33 16.97 

Team Autonomy Low Team-level Empowering Leadership 4.14 9.79 -14.63 25.29 

 High Team-level Empowering Leadership 5.79 10.45 -14.72 22.76 

 Differences between High and Low 1.65 3.93 -4.69 10.49 
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Table A5. Results of the Main Effects of Differentiated Empowering Leadership 

 

 

 Team potency Team commitment Team autonomy Team performance 
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 

Intercept 
2.20 
(.85) 

 2.25 
(.81) 

1.29 
(1.08) 

1.42 
(1.04) 

1.28 
(.98) 

1.73 
(1.01) 

3.67 
(1.24) 

3.50 
(1.30) 

1.97 
(1.33) 

Paper survey 
-.01 
(.11) 

-.02 
(.10) 

-.18 
(.14) 

-.21 
(.14) 

-.20 
(.14) 

-.23 
(.13) 

-.14 
(.18) 

-.16 
(.18) 

-.17 
(.17) 

Team size 
-.02 
(.01) 

-.02 
(.01) 

-.03 
(.02) 

-.03 
(.02) 

-.01 
(.02) 

-.01 
(.02) 

.00 
(.02) 

.00 
(.02) 

.02 
(.02) 

Team tenure -.03 
(.03) 

-.04 
(.03) 

-.01 
(.03) 

-.01 
(.04) 

.03 
(.03) 

.03 
(.03) 

-.03 
(.04) 

-.05 
(.04) 

-.01 
(.04) 

Need for autonomy 
composition 

.14 
(.11) 

.12 
(.12) 

.24 
(.16) 

.19 
(.17) 

.13 
(.16) 

-.07 
(.16) 

.20 
(.17) 

.18 
(.17) 

.10 
(.17) 

CSE composition 
.56* 

(.15) 
.58* 

(.16) 
.59* 

(.20) 
.62* 

(.20) 
.56* 

(.16) 
.57* 

(.17) 
.24 

(.19) 
.30 

(.19) 
-.08 
(.19) 

Differentiated 
empowering 
leadership 

 
-.00 
(.49) 

 
-.08 
(.58) 

 
-.97 
(.68) 

 
.71 

(.73) 
.63 

(.73) 

Differentiated 
empowering 
leadership squared 

 
-.13 
(.39) 

 
-.19 
(.49) 

 
.57 

(.55) 
 

-.84 
(.58) 

-.69 
(.06) 

Team potency         
.75* 

(.23) 

Team commitment         
-.01 
(.19) 

Team autonomy         
-.08 
(.15) 

R2 .23 .24 .19 .20 .17 .21 .05 .08 .27 
R2 change  .01  .01  .03  .03 .19 
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Table A6. Results of the Moderating Effects of Procedural Justice of Empowering Differentiation 

 

 Team potency Team commitment Team autonomy Team performance 
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 

Intercept 
2.98 
(.82) 

3.00 
(.83) 

3.14 
(1.02) 

3.21 
(.98) 

3.36 
(.86) 

3.39 
(.88) 

2.20 
(1.62) 

4.07 
(1.49) 

2.25 
(1.68) 

Paper survey 
-.01 
(.11) 

-.02 
(.11) 

-.19 
(.14) 

-.22 
(.13) 

-.21 
(.12) 

-.21 
(.12) 

-.16 
(.18) 

-.17 
(.19) 

-.19 
(.18) 

Team size 
-.02 
(.01) 

-.02 
(.02) 

-.02 
(.02) 

-.02 
(.02) 

-.00 
(.01) 

-.00 
(.01) 

.00 
(.02) 

.00 
(.02) 

.02 
(.02) 

Team tenure 
-.04 
(.03) 

-.04 
(.03) 

-.02 
.03 

-.01 
(.03) 

-.03 
(.03) 

.03 
(.03) 

-.05 
(.04) 

-.04 
(.04) 

-.01 
(.04) 

Need for autonomy composition 
.04 

(.13) 
.04 

(.13) 
.01 

(.16) 
.02 

(.16) 
-.10 
(.14) 

-.10 
(.14) 

.12 
(.18) 

.12 
(.19) 

.08 
(.20) 

CSE composition 
.49* 

(.15) 
.49* 

(.15) 
.42* 

(.17) 
.41* 

(.17) 
.38* 

(.14) 
.37* 

(.14) 
.24 

(.20) 
.24 

(.21) 
-.09 
(.20) 

Differentiated empowering 
leadership 

.02 
(.49) 

-.11 
(.56) 

-.03 
(.58) 

-.26 
(.61) 

-.93 
(.64) 

-.93 
(.68) 

.73 
(.74) 

.53 
(.89) 

.51 
(.92) 

Differentiated empowering 
leadership squared 

-.08 
(.39) 

.01 
(.44) 

-.06 
(.51) 

.07 
(.53) 

.70 
(.52) 

.68 
(.55) 

-.79 
(.59) 

-.66 
(.69) 

-.59 
(.69) 

PJ a 
.16* 

(.08) 
.03 

(.22) 
.39* 

(.10) 
.26 

(.29) 
.37* 

(.07) 
.44 

(.29) 
.12 

(.11) 
-.08 
(.40) 

-.05 
(.37) 

Differentiated empowering 
leadership x PJ 

 
.55 

(.75) 
 

1.07 
(1.02) 

 
.09 

(1.03) 
 .85 

(1.27) 
.49 

(1.19) 
Differentiated empowering 
leadership squared x PJ 

 
-.43 
(.61) 

 
-1.17 
(.86) 

 
-.32 
(.83) 

 -.69 
(1.01) 

-.45 
(.98) 

Team potency       
 

 
.78* 

(.25) 

Team commitment       
 

 
-.05 
(.21) 

Team autonomy       
 

 
-.10 
(.17) 

R2 .28 .28 .37 .39 .38 .39 .09 .10 .27 
R2 change  .00  .02  .01  .01 .16 
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Table A7. Results of the Moderating Effects of Team-level Empowering Leadership – Reference Shift Model 

 Team potency Team commitment Team autonomy Team performance 
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 

Intercept 
3.30 
(.88) 

3.32 
(.89) 

3.54 
(.97) 

3.44 
(.89) 

3.47 
(.88) 

3.57 
(.97) 

4.42 
(1.49) 

4.49 
(1.53) 

2.58 
(1.67) 

Paper survey 
.00 

(.11) 
-.00 
(.11) 

-.17 
(.13) 

-.17 
(.14) 

-.19 
(.12) 

-.18 
(.12) 

-.15 
(.18) 

-.16 
(.19) 

-.19 
(.17) 

Team size 
-.02 
(.01) 

-.02 
(.02) 

-.02 
(.02) 

-.02 
(.02) 

.00 
(.01) 

.00 
(.01) 

.00 
(.02) 

.01 
(.02) 

.02 
(.02) 

Team tenure 
-.04 
(.03) 

-.04 
(.03) 

-.02 
(.03) 

-.02 
(.03) 

.03 
(.03) 

.02 
(.03) 

-.05 
(.04) 

-.04 
(.04) 

-.01 
(.04) 

Need for autonomy composition 
.01 

(.13) 
.01 

(.14) 
-.02 
(.15) 

-.00 
(.15) 

-.11 
(.14) 

-.11 
(.14) 

.09 
(.18) 

.09 
(.18) 

.07 
(.19) 

CSE composition 
.44* 

(.15) 
.44* 

(.15) 
.35* 

(.16) 
.34* 

(.17) 
.35* 

(.14) 
.35* 

(.15) 
.18 

(.21) 
.17 

(.21) 
-.11 
(.20) 

Differentiated empowering 
leadership 

.10 
(.48) 

.02 
(.59) 

.13 
(.55) 

-.02 
(.65) 

-.80 
(.60) 

-.67 
(.68) 

.80 
(.74) 

.50 
(.98) 

.41 
(.96) 

Differentiated empowering 
leadership squared 

-.09 
(.38) 

-.03 
(.46) 

-.12 
(.49) 

-.04 
(.55) 

.64 
(.49) 

.53 
(.56) 

-.80 
(.58) 

-.58 
(.73) 

-.50 
(.71) 

Team EmpL  
.26* 

(.10) 
.17 

(.23) 
.52* 

(.10) 
.42 

(.28) 
.43* 

(.08) 
.56* 

(.25) 
.22 

(.14) 
-.05 
(.43) 

-.09 
(.40) 

Differentiated empowering 
leadership x Team EmpL 

 
.27 

(.88) 
 

.76 
(1.02) 

 
-.41 
(.96) 

 
1.10 

(1.41) 
.91 

(1.31) 
Differentiated empowering 
leadership squared x Team EmpL  

 
-.15 
(.76) 

 
-.82 
(.86) 

 
.22 

(.85) 
 

-.80 
(1.17) 

-.73 
(1.13) 

Team potency         
.78* 

(.24) 

Team commitment         
-.09 
(.20) 

Team autonomy         
-.11 
(.16) 

R2 .33 .33 .44 .45 .39 .40 .11 .12 .28 

R2 change  .00  .01  .01 
 
 

.01 .16 
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Table A8. Results of the Moderating Effects of Team-level Empowering Leadership – Direct Consensus Model 

 

 Team potency Team commitment Team autonomy Team performance 
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 

Intercept 
3.17 
(.86) 

3.18 
(.86) 

3.34 
(.99) 

3.32 
(.98) 

3.30 
(.91) 

3.25 
(.91) 

3.99 
(1.43) 

4.04 
(1.47) 

1.93 
(1.68) 

Paper survey 
.03 

(.11) 
.03 

(.11) 
-.14 
(.12) 

-.11 
(.14) 

-.14 
(.12) 

-.14 
(.12) 

-.14 
(.19) 

-.14 
(.19) 

-.17 
(.17) 

Team size 
-.02 
(.01) 

-.02 
(.02) 

.00 
(.01) 

-.02 
(.02) 

.00 
(.01) 

-.00 
(.01) 

.00 
(.02) 

.00 
(.02) 

.02 
(.02) 

Team tenure 
-.04 
(.03) 

-.04 
(.03) 

-.02 
(.03) 

-.01 
(.04) 

.03 
(.03) 

.03 
(.03) 

-.05 
(.04) 

-.04 
(.04) 

-.01 
(.04) 

Need for autonomy composition 
.02 

(.13) 
.02 

(.13) 
-.02 
(.16) 

-.00 
(.16) 

-.11 
(.14) 

-.10 
(.14) 

.13 
(.18) 

.14 
(.19) 

.12 
(.19) 

CSE composition 
.46* 

(.14) 
.45* 

(.14) 
.37* 

(.16) 
.37* 

(.16) 
.37* 

(.15) 
.37* 

(.15) 
.24 

(.20) 
.22 

(.20) 
-.09 
(.20) 

Differentiated empowering 
leadership 

.16 
(.48) 

.04 
(.58) 

.25 
(.53) 

.17 
(.64) 

-.70 
(.61) 

-.55 
(.70) 

.79 
(.75) 

.42 
(1.01) 

.35 
(.99) 

Differentiated empowering 
leadership squared 

-.11 
(.38) 

-.04 
(.44) 

-.14 
(.47) 

-.16 
(.53) 

.62 
(.49) 

.47 
(.56) 

-.82 
(.58) 

-.59 
(.75) 

-.53 
(.73) 

EmpL Mean  
.26* 

(.11) 
.16 

(.22) 
.54* 

(.11) 
.47 

(.26) 
.44* 

(.09) 
.57 

(.26) 
.14 

(.14) 
-.17 
(.40) 

-.25 
(.38) 

Differentiated empowering 
leadership x EmpL Mean 

 
.45 

(.83) 
 

.84 
(.95) 

 
-.17 

(1.01) 
 

1.41 
(1.28) 

1.08 
(1.26) 

Differentiated empowering 
leadership squared x EmpL Mean  

 
-.38 
(.71) 

 
-1.00 
(.80) 

 
-.09 
(.88) 

 
-1.17 
(1.07) 

-.91 
(1.08) 

Team potency         
.74* 

(.24) 

Team commitment         
-.01 
(.20) 

Team autonomy         
-.07 
(.16) 

R2 .31 .31 .43 .44 .37 .38 .09 .10 .28 
R2 change  .01  .01  .01  .01 .18 
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Figure A1. Results for the Indirect Effects of Differentiated Empowering Leadership on Team Performance: Separate 
Mediation Analyses 
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Figure A2. Results for the Separate Moderated Mediation Analyses – Team Potency 
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Figure A3. Results for the Separate Moderated Mediation Analyses – Team Commitment 
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Figure A4. Results for the Separate Moderated Mediation Analyses – Team Autonomy 
 

 

 


