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ABSTRACT 

Aiming to better understand how empowering leadership affects employees’ 
innovative performance, this research examines this relationship by reviewing the 
existing leadership and innovation literature, then theorizing and testing the extent 
to which employees’ entrepreneurial orientation mediates it.  This research also 
proposes that the effect of empowering leadership on followers’ entrepreneurial 
orientation will vary according to the presence of different moderating variables.  
Hence, the moderating effects of the employees’ value of openness in the 
relationship between empowering leadership and employees’ entrepreneurial 
orientation are examined.  Similarly, the effects of the employees’ creative self-
efficacy in the relationship between employees’ entrepreneurial orientation and 
their own innovative performance are explored. 

In the study, supervisor-employee matched data from seven factories across three 
provinces in China were collected.  The results of the data analysis supported the 
association between empowering leadership and employees’ innovative 
performance, as well as the mediating effect of employees’ entrepreneurial 
orientation.  The moderating effect of employees’ creative self-efficacy was also 
supported.  However, the moderating role of the value of openness was not 
significant.  These findings enable us to better understand the mechanism by 
which an empowering leader influences employees’ innovative performance. It 
also explains how this process of influencing is subject to employees’ various 
individual characteristics. 

Keywords: empowering leadership; entrepreneurial orientation; innovative 
performance; openness to change; creative self-efficacy. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Innovation is the specific tool of entrepreneurs, the means by which 
they exploit change as an opportunity for a different business or a 
different service. It is capable of being presented as a discipline, 
capable of being learned, capable of being practiced. Entrepreneurs 
need to search purposefully for the sources of innovation, the changes 
and their symptoms that indicate opportunities for successful 
innovation. And they need to know and to apply the principles of 
successful innovation.  (Drucker, 2007, p. 17)  

Innovation is critical to a firm’s sustainable development.  It is the end result 

or achievement of the laborious work of enterprises, across organizational levels and 

through an aggregate of employees.  Given the importance of firm innovation, as well 

as the role employees play in creating innovation for firms, this study examines the 

ways in which employees can exhibit innovative behavior and achieve innovative 

performance.  The research question is: What mechanism can induce employees’ 

innovative behaviors, as well as their innovative performance?  Studies have shown 

that empowered individuals are likely to be more innovative in their work; therefore, 

employees’ empowerment and the leadership that empowers employees (namely, 

empowering leadership) should become the foci of management studies.   

This chapter consists of four sections.  Section 1.1 describes the background 

of and justification for this research; Section 1.2 describes the research purpose; 

Section 1.3 describes the research problem and the four research questions; and, 

finally, Section 1.4 introduces the following chapters of this thesis. 
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1.1 Research Background and Justification 

Inspired by Peter Drucker’s Innovation and Entrepreneurship (2007) and 

Managing in Turbulent Times (2011), I began this study.  Drucker wrote both 

management classics in the 1980s, which concluded the turbulent history prior to this 

time and foresaw even more rapid changes in today’s business world.  Comparing the 

Fortune 500 companies in 1955 to those in 2014, only 61 companies appeared in both 

lists.  In other words, only 12.2% of the 1955 companies were still on the list in 2014, 

while the other 87.8% of the original companies had either gone bankrupt, merged, or 

still existed but had fallen from the top Fortune 500 companies (Perry, 2014). 

Externally, competition has increased in intensity, as has the turbulence of the 

business environment (Ansoff, 2007; Bossidy, Charan, & Burck, 2002; Tsai & Yang, 

2013).  Internally, organizations’ lack of competitive advantages has rendered them 

vulnerable to business challenges and unfit for survival (Barney, 1991; Porter, 1985, 

1991; Schendel, 1994).  Yukl (2009) noted that, in today’s competitive and 

globalized business environment, innovation is more crucial for businesses than ever 

before.  The important role innovation plays in organizational performance has 

always been an interesting topic to both researchers and practitioners (Ancona & 

Caldwell, 1987; Damanpour, 1987).  In a 2015 survey of Fortune 500 CEOs, the 

rapid pace of technological change was stated as the number one challenge for these 

leaders; 94% of the respondents said their companies would change more in the next 

five years than in the previous five.  Despite this, only 20% of their Chief Strategy 

Officers felt that they were prepared for this disruptive change (Howerton, 2017). 
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Given the importance of firm innovation, researchers have studied how it can 

be developed and realized.  Finding innovation involves multiple stages and different 

individual behaviors, from the discovery of ideas to their implementation by 

organizational members.  Employees’ innovative behaviors are found to be the most 

fundamental to firm innovation (de Long & den Hartog, 2010; Janssen, 2000, 2001; 

Kanter, 1988; Scott & Bruce, 1994).  However, how to facilitate employees’ 

innovation remains unexplored fully.  Extant research of factors influencing 

employees’ innovation indicates various organizational aspects; for example, 

innovative work climates provided to employees by organizations and the ways in 

which supervisors lead their employees are important in influencing the extent of the 

innovation that employees can make (Hechanova, Regina, Alampay, & Franco, 2006; 

Hitt, Bierman, Shimizu, & Kochhar, 2001; Spreitzer, 1996; Thomas & Velthouse, 

1990; Wood & Wall; 2007).  More specifically, empowered individuals are more 

likely to feel autonomous and motivated, and so are more likely to be creative and 

innovative at work (Amabile & Gitomer, 1984; Spreitzer, 1995).  In this sense,  

leadership has been identified as especially critical (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014; 

Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, & Drasgow, 2000; Pearce, Sims Jr., Cox, & Ball et al., 2003; 

Tekleab, Sims, Yun, Tesluk, & Cox, 2008); previous studies have included 

transformational leadership and charismatic leadership, but empowering leadership is 

rarely examined.   

Theoretically, empowering leadership has been examined at various levels of 

firms (Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, & Drasgow, 2000; Fong & Snape, 2015; Liu, Lepak, 

Takeuchi, & Sims, 2003; Raub & Robert, 2010, 2013; Srivastava, Bartol, & Locke, 
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2006).  Considerations of empowering leadership in regard to employees’ innovation 

are rare; an empirical study by Spreitzer (1995) showed that employees’ innovation 

was the result of empowerment and a subsequent study by Zhang and Bartol (2010) 

found that empowering leadership positively affects psychological empowerment, 

which in turn influences both the intrinsic motivation and creative process 

engagement of the employees.  On the practical side of day-to-day business, 

empowering leadership has become popular since the turn of the twenty-first century; 

large companies are leaving behind their traditional hierarchical management in favor 

of a much flatter structure, in order to face fierce competition in technological 

advancement and from competitors abroad.  Managers are given more power in 

decision-making and obligations are shared among their subordinates.  The labor 

force consists of not only Generation Y but also Generation Z, with both generations 

looking for more recognition and taking more responsibility. 

1.2 Purpose of the Research 

The purpose of this study is to understand the mechanism by which 

empowering leadership influences individual innovation, as well as how and when 

the contextual variables impact this process.  Drawing on Trait Activation Theory, 

this study proposes a conceptual model that connects perceived empowering 

leadership (the independent variable) to employees’ innovative performance (the 

dependent variable), with employees’ entrepreneurial orientation as the mediator.  

This research focused on the dyadic relationship of leaders and employees in China, 

aiming to fill the empirical gap in regard to empowering leadership practice among 

small and medium enterprises in developing economies.  A survey study was 
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conducted in seven factories across three provinces.  The questionnaires were 

collected and their results were used to test the mechanism of this mediating effect, as 

well as the moderating effect of another two contextual variables: openness to change 

and creative self-efficacy, which are discussed in more detail in Chapters 2 and 3.  

1.3 Research Problem and Questions 

The research area of this study is: How and when does employees’ perceived 

empowering leadership enable their innovative performance? 

Based on this research problem, four research questions were raised.  First, 

does perceived empowering leadership enhance employees’ innovative performance?  

Second, how does employees’ entrepreneurial orientation affect the relationship 

between the perceived empowering leadership and the employees’ own innovative 

performance?  Third, will employees’ openness moderate the effect of the perceived 

empowering leadership on their own entrepreneurial orientation?  Fourth, will 

employees’ creative self-efficacy moderate the effect of their own entrepreneurial 

orientation and ultimately their own innovative performance? 

1.4 Organization of the Thesis 

Five chapters follow this introduction.  Chapter 2 reviews the relevant 

literature on leadership, innovative performance, entrepreneurial orientation, the 

employees’ value of openness and creative self-efficacy.  Chapter 3 proposes a 

conceptual model linking the five variables in this study, using empowering 

leadership as the independent variable, employees’ innovative performance as the 
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dependent variable, employees’ entrepreneurial orientation as the mediator, and 

employees’ openness and creative self-efficacy as the moderators, from which six 

hypotheses are posited.  Chapter 4 explains the methods used in this study, 

highlighting the sampling and data collection methods used, as well as the ways in 

which the variables are measured in the survey.  Chapter 5 describes the statistical 

testing and analyses, and the results of these are reported.  Chapter 6 presents the 

findings, contributions, and limitations of this study, and concludes this present 

research. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

There are five sections in this chapter, in which the extant literature related to 

the study variables is presented.  To begin, in Section 2.1, various modern leadership 

theories are discussed.  In particular, Bass’s Full Range of Leadership Model (which 

includes transactional, transformational, and charismatic leadership) is explored. 

From there, the study moves on to a discussion of empowering leadership, which is 

the independent variable of this research.  In Section 2.2, a review of the relevant 

literature on innovative performance, which is the dependent variable, is provided.  

Section 2.3 describes and analyzes the concept of entrepreneurial orientation, which 

is the mediating variable.  In Section 2.4, the theory of personal values is presented; 

openness to change serves as a moderator in this context.  Finally, Section 2.5 

explicates creative self-efficacy, which is also a moderator in this research. 

2.1 Leadership 

“Decades of research on leadership have produced a bewildering mass of 

findings” (Bass, 1981, p. xvii).  A lot has been said and written about what leaders are 

and how they lead, and leadership is still a very popular research area.  In a century of 

leadership studies, multitudes of ways have been found to conceptualize leadership, 

which was once thought of as “a relatively simple construct” (Van Fleet & Yukl, 

1986, p. 12).   
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Leadership theories, following different approaches, evolved during the first 

80 years of the twentieth century.  Leadership can be defined as “a process whereby 

an individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a common goal”; 

Northhouse further  defined leadership “as a process” involving “influence,” which 

“occurs in groups,” pays “attention to common goals,” and is “directed to followers” 

(2013, pp. 5-6).  He added that there were many ways to conceptualize the subject, as 

well as many different definitions of leadership itself (Stogdill, 1974).  Over history, 

people have tried to identify what leaders are and what leaders do, especially what 

leaders do to affect their followers in order to achieve desired goals. 

For the purpose of this research, four modern leadership styles in the rapidly 

changing contemporary world include transactional, transformational, charismatic, 

and empowering leadership.  These leadership styles are reviewed below.  All leaders 

influence their followers in order to fulfill difficult missions mandated by a dynamic 

and volatile business landscape, which features fast changes. 

2.1.1 Transactional, Transformational, and Charismatic Leadership. 

Burns (1978) differentiated two types of leadership: transactional and 

transformational leadership.  Bass extended Burn’s work in his Full Range of 

Leadership Model (Bass, 1985, 1990; Bass & Avolio, 1990, 1993, 1994), which 

comprises a continuum from laissez-faire to transactional to transformational 

leadership style.  Falling at one end of the continuum is laissez-faire (LF) leadership.  

Bass coins this as a non-transactional factor in which leaders take a “hands-off and 

let-things-ride” approach, or there may simply be an absence of leadership.  Moving 
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away from ineffective and toward passive leadership is management-by-exception 

leadership.  This can be further broken down into passive management-by-exception 

(MBE-P) and active management-by-exception (MBE-A).  In MBE-P, supervisors 

only give an employees’ poor performance evaluations without prior communication, 

while MBE-A supervisors monitor and correct employees’ behavior in a prescribed 

manner, both aiming for corrective transactions.  Aiming for constructive transactions, 

especially when using contingent rewards (CRs), transactional leaders can create 

expectations of what the employees will receive in return; they are capable of 

advancing both agendas of their own and of their subordinates (Jing & Avery, 2011; 

Kuhnert & Lewis, 1987).   

Transformational leadership is the process by which leaders attend to the 

needs and motives of their followers, engaging with their mutual goals and moral 

consciousness, so as to motivate these followers to fulfil their potential (Burns, 1995).  

Four transformational factors are influential in this process: individualized 

consideration, intellectual stimulation, inspirational motivation, and idealized 

influence (or charisma) (Avolio, 1999; Bass & Avolio, 1990).  The more 

transformational factors that are considered and taken care of, the more effective the 

leadership becomes, and the more followers are motivated to act for a greater good, 

rather than for their own self-interest (Kuhnert, 1994).   

In House’s (1976) theory of charismatic leadership, leaders are self-confident 

and dominant in personality, with a strong sense of moral values and a strong desire 

to influence others.  These leaders are role models for their beliefs and values; they 

articulate ideological goals with high expectations, arouse task-related motives, show 
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competence to their followers, and express confidence in their followers’ abilities.  

These leadership behaviors increase both the sense of competence and the self-

efficacy of the followers, which in turn improves their performance (Avolio & 

Gibbons, 1988).  The mechanism used in this process is the transformation of 

followers’ self-identity in regard to the organization’s collective identity.  This 

process also involves emphasizing the intrinsic rewards of work and deemphasizing 

other extrinsic rewards (Conger, 1999; Conger & Kanungo, 1998; Shamir, House, & 

Arthur, 1993). 

2.1.2 Empowering Leadership. 

Empowering leadership can be defined as a leader’s behavior, whereby he or 

she influences his or her followers through sharing authority, autonomy, and 

responsibility with them (Ahearne, Mathieu, & Rapp, 2005; Gao, Janssen, & Shi, 

2011).  Empowering leadership is said to occur when a leader fosters trust-based 

relationships with followers, conveys compelling visions to them, involves them in 

making decisions, coaches them to become more independent, and expresses to them 

concern for their personal problems (Ahearne et al., 2005; Hon, 2011).  

Like transactional, transformational, and charismatic leadership, empowering 

leadership concerns how leaders interact with their followers and influence 

organizational performance.  Yet, such leadership styles do not necessarily follow the 

same path in regard to influencing followers and their performance.  According to 

Avery (2004), empowering leadership belongs to a category of leadership known as 

organic leadership, wherein the focus is on the group, which shares the sense-making 
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and responsibility.  In comparison to this, in transactional leadership, leaders and 

followers negotiate rewards and expectations.  Transformational leadership and 

charismatic leadership are both related to visionary leadership, wherein leaders’ 

shared visions and charisma inspire followers.  The following Table 1 serves to 

provide some theoretical perspectives on the ways in which empowering leadership, 

along with the other three leadership styles, influences followers. 

Empowering leadership is a leadership style that is distinctive and 

distinguishable from other contemporary leadership styles.  The distinctiveness of 

empowering leadership, compared to other leadership styles, has been examined in 

various studies, including Amundsen and Martinsen (2014), Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, 

and Drasgow (2000), Pearce, Sims Jr, Cox, Ball, Schnell, Smith, and Trevino (2003), 

and Tekleab, Sims, Yun, Tesluk, and Cox (2008).  These studies indicate that 

empowering leadership is a distinct form of leadership from aversive, directive, 

transactional, and transformational leadership, and from leader-member exchange, 

consideration, and initiating of structure.  More specifically, empowering leadership 

differs from other related leadership theories (e.g., transformational leadership) in its 

focus on power sharing and the facilitation of self-leadership, autonomy, and 

independence among employees (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014; Houghton & Yoho, 

2005; Manz & Sims, 2001). 
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Table 1 

A Comparison of Leadership Styles 

Transactional leadership Transformational 

leadership 

Charismatic leadership Empowering leadership 

• Leaders lead 

followers in a simple 

exchange process by 

providing contingent 

rewards and management-

by-exception, thereby 

creating expectations, along 

with indications of what 

they will get in return (Bass 

& Avolio, 1990). 

• Leaders build 

confidence in followers by 

clarifying their behavioral 

• Leaders tap into the 

motives of followers, 

enhance mutual goals, and 

engage moral consciousness, 

in order to move followers 

to transcend their self-

interest for the sake of the 

team or organization (Bass, 

1985; Bennis & Nanus, 

1985; Burns, 1978, 1995; 

Kouzes & Posner, 1987, 

2002). 

• Leaders move 

• Leaders are 

dominant, self-confident, 

and have a strong sense of 

moral values and a strong 

desire to influence 

followers, who in turn 

unquestionably accept, love, 

obey, and identify with their 

leaders (House, 1976). 

Followers perceive leaders 

as having exceptional 

qualities.  Heroic leaders 

generate great symbolic 

power (Barbuto, 2005). 

• Leaders focus on 

empowering followers, to 

implement conditions that 

increase feelings of control and 

self-efficacy, and to remove 

conditions that foster a sense of 

powerlessness in the followers 

(Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, & 

Drasgow, 2000). 

• Leaders empower 

followers to raise their level of 

intrinsic motivation by coaching 

and informing, showing concern, 
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requirements, in order to 

achieve expected levels of 

performance (Jing & Avery, 

2011). 

 

 

 

 

followers to accomplish 

more than expected through 

considering each individual, 

stimulating his or her 

intellect, inspiring him or 

her, and influencing his or 

her ideals (Bass 1985, 1990; 

Bass & Avolio, 1990). 

• Leaders foster 

followers’ self-esteem and 

trust, and appeal to their 

moral values, ideologies and 

missions, as well as 

emphasizing intrinsic 

instead of extrinsic rewards. 

Followers internalize and 

identity with the collective 

identity of the organization 

(Dvir, Eden, Avolio, & 

Shamir, 2002; Shamir, 

House, & Arthur, 1993). 

leading by example, and letting 

followers participate in decision-

making processes (Srivastava, 

Bartol, & Locke, 2006). 

• Followers are encouraged 

to set targets and to develop their 

self-control, to participate in 

making decisions, and to act on 

their own and innovate (Liu, 

Lepak, Takeuchi, & Sims, 2003). 
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Developing a decade of research in the leadership literature, Pearce et al. 

(2003) established the existence of four leadership types: directive leadership, 

transactional leadership, transformational leadership, and empowering leadership.  

Based on their historical analysis of the theoretical and research bases of leadership, 

Pearce et al. summarized empowering leadership as a stable and distinct type of 

leadership behavior that will prove to be an extension of the transactional-

transformational paradigm.  They gained support for their hypothesis through the way 

in which “empowering leadership exists as a distinct behavioral type and includes 

such behaviors as: encourages opportunity thinking; encourages self-reward; 

encourages self-leadership; encourages participative goal setting; and encourages 

teamwork” (p. 283). 

2.1.3 The Evolution of Empowering Leadership. 

Empowering leadership and employee empowerment are closely related. 

Although research on empowerment began in the 1980s and there is a robust stream 

of empowerment research, empowering leadership has a much shorter history and a 

narrower stream of research related to it (Spreitzer, 2008).  In the 1980s, 

empowerment research focused on construct definition, as well as the antecedents and 

consequences of empowerment. However, until 1987, the leader’s role in the process 

of empowerment had not been considered (Konczak, Stelly, & Trusty, 2000) and the 

specific term “empowering leadership” only emerged in 2000 (Arnold et al., 2000; 

Konczak et al., 2000).   
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Prior to the emergence of empowering leadership, Manz and Sims (1987) 

conducted in-depth theoretical and interview-based research investigating the 

effective leadership behaviors of leaders who led self-managing work teams.  

Because self-managing work teams are largely self-led, the leader’s role was 

primarily to encourage and strengthen the self-leading capacity of team members.  

This kind of leadership behavior subsequently became known as SuperLeadership, a 

kind of “leadership that helps others to help themselves” (Manz & Sims, 1991, p. 1).  

A scale was created to measure SuperLeadership behaviors: the Self-Management 

Leadership Questionnaire (SMLQ), developed by Manz and Sims (1991).  Although 

never referred to as such, the concepts underlying the SMLQ and SuperLeadership 

formed a basis for the emerging concept of empowering leadership.  

The concept of empowering leadership was actually proposed in the 1990s.  

In the late twentieth century, empowering leadership started emerging as a special 

kind of leadership out of the pressing need for more employee empowerment when 

organizations strived to achieve greater organizational agility, flexibility, and 

responsiveness as a form of competitive advantage; when organizations catered more 

to autonomy, as demanded by their increasing number of knowledgeable workers; 

and when organizations saw the nature of work changing to become more complex, 

which rendered the tight control of employees inappropriate.  Since the leadership 

behaviors needed to encourage employee empowerment are different from those 

needed in more traditional, hierarchical organizations, researchers began to identify 

the behaviors of leaders that encourage followers’ empowerment in response to the 

aforementioned circumstances (Ahearne et al., 2005). 
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Empowering leadership has gained momentum as a subject since the turn of 

the twenty-first century.  Many empirical studies have since researched its effect on 

the performance of followers and organizations.  One key driving factor of research 

on empowering leadership is the importance of psychological empowerment, which 

has drawn a lot of attention and interest from both researchers and managers, owing 

to its desirable consequences for both employees’ and organizational performance.  

As indicated in the name of the construct, the main theme of empowering leadership 

is the provision of psychological empowerment to followers in such a way that leads 

and influences them to achieve organizational goals.  In contrast to the broader 

construct of transformational leadership, which also has a component regarding 

follower empowerment, empowering leadership is “more clearly focused on 

empowerment, so that the association with empowerment is likely to be stronger” 

(Fong & Snape, 2015, p. 128), not to mention that transactional leadership has little 

bearing, if any, on psychological empowerment.   

Perhaps even more importantly, Kark, Shamir, and Chen’s (2003) empirical 

evidence revealed that there are indeed “two faces of transformational leadership: 

empowerment and dependency” (p. 246).  On the one hand, transformational 

leadership theory suggests that such leadership is likely to result in the growth, 

independence, and empowerment of followers (Bass, 1985; Dvir, Eden, Avolio, & 

Shamir, 2002).  Empowerment connotes independence and autonomy.  An 

empowered person is self-motivated and believes in his or her own ability to cope and 

perform successfully.  On the other hand, transformational leadership can also lead to 

the weakening of followers, increasing their dependency on the leader.  Dependence 
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on the leader has several manifestations.  It implies that the subordinate is limited in 

his or her ability to proceed with the work and make decisions without the leader’s 

guidance.  Psychologically, it means that the subordinate’s motivation and self-

esteem depend on receiving recognition and approval from the leader.  As highlighted 

by Kark et al. (2003, p. 246), “[t]ransformational leadership can result in two 

seemingly contradictory outcomes: followers’ empowerment and dependence.”  With 

this in mind, rather than transformational or other styles of leadership, I focus on 

empowering leadership and investigate it, together with other mediating and 

moderating variables, in regard to its effects on the innovative performance of 

followers, as in the hypotheses development in Chapter 3.  

2.1.4 Employee Empowerment. 

The meaning of empowerment tends to be associated with the concept of 

power, thereby implying the redistribution of power from those in senior positions to 

those in more subordinate positions.  Within industrial and organizational psychology 

and management, the notion of empowerment typically denotes the workforce being 

provided with a greater degree of flexibility and more freedom to make decisions 

related to work.  In other words, empowerment involves moving decision-making 

authority down the traditional organizational hierarchy.  This contrasts markedly with 

traditional management approaches, which emphasize tight control, a tall hierarchy, 

and high levels of rigidity.  

In the workplace, employees may be empowered via two routes.  One route is 

psychological empowerment, whereby the emphasis is on individual cognitions of 
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self-determination, competence, and related constructs.  This is an experiential or 

subjective perspective, concerned with how empowered employees feel.  In contrast 

to this, structural empowerment is another route of employee empowerment, which is 

more directly rooted in the autonomy or influence afforded by the ways in which 

organizations are structured, human resource management is practiced, trade unions 

are recognized, jobs are designed, or other ways in which organizational forms and 

processes are structured.  However, as far as leadership is concerned, the route of 

psychological empowerment is considered more relevant to structural empowerment 

(Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990).  As such, psychological 

empowerment (rather than structural empowerment) is discussed in this present 

research as a key concept that is closely associated with empowering leadership. 

Empowering leadership can effectively enhance the psychological 

empowerment of employees, as confirmed by the various empirical studies 

mentioned earlier (Fong & Snape, 2015; Raub & Robert, 2010, 2013; Zhang & Bartol, 

2010).  Empowerment is defined as involving increased intrinsic task motivation.  

Thomas and Velthouse’s (1990) model identifies four cognitions or task assessments 

as the basis for worker empowerment: sense of impact, competence, meaningfulness, 

and choice.  A similar study of psychological empowerment, in regard to the intrinsic 

motivation of individuals’ work roles, reveals that it is manifested through four 

cognitions: meaning, competence, self-determination, and impact (Spreitzer, 1995).   

According to Spreitzer (1995), meaning concerns a sense of feeling that one’s 

work is personally important in relation to one’s own ideals or standards (Thomas & 

Velthouse, 1990); competence refers to self-efficacy or the belief in one’s ability to 
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successfully perform tasks with skill (Gist, 1987); self-determination indicates 

perceptions of freedom of choice in initiating and carrying out one’s actions (for 

example, making decisions about work methods, pace, and effort (Bell & Staw, 1989; 

Deci, Connell, & Ryan, 1989; Spector, 1986)); and impact represents the degree to 

which one believes one’s behaviors can influence strategic, administrative, or 

operating work outcomes (Ashforth, 1989). 

2.1.5 Psychological Empowerment and Performance. 

The link between psychological empowerment and performance is usually 

traced back to the theoretical contribution of Conger and Kanungo (1988).  They 

proposed that the main effect of empowerment was to promote self-efficacy (that is, 

feelings of confidence in one’s own ability to perform tasks to a high standard) and 

that this in turn would affect both the initiation and persistence of subordinates’ task 

behavior.  Following the lead of Conger and Kanungo, Thomas and Velthouse (1990), 

in their work on the cognitive elements of empowerment, extended the employee 

experience approach and proposed that the experience of empowerment involved four 

task assessments: impact, competence, meaningfulness, and choice.  The basic 

premise is that these four components combine additively to represent feelings or 

perceptions of empowerment, and hence to promote behaviors that enhance work 

performance.  

In the extant literature, there are numerous studies showing the positive 

relationship between employee empowerment and job satisfaction, individual 

performance, and organizational performance.  For example, Menon (1995) surveyed 
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311 employees of a corporation to determine the effects of empowerment on them.  

The survey found that the greater the empowerment, the higher the internal work 

motivation, the higher the job satisfaction, the lower the job stress, the greater the job 

involvement, the more involvement beyond the defined job of the individual, and the 

greater the organizational commitment.  One study by Hitt, Bierman, Shimizu, and 

Kochbar (2001) investigated human capital in a sample of professional organizations 

and provided direct support for the relationship between empowerment and firm 

performance.  Another study carried out by Hechanova, Regina, Alampay, and 

Franco (2006) found a link between psychological empowerment, job satisfaction, 

and performance among Filipino service workers.  Wood and Wall (2007) also 

conducted a study revealing that employee empowerment was the key to improving 

performance and promoting innovation among manufacturing firms in Ireland.  The 

researchers revealed that empowerment is the only practice that has significant effects 

on performance in all surveyed companies.  Their study further indicated that 

performance in companies that empowered their employees was 7% higher than that 

in companies that did not empower their employees. 

While empowering leadership is mostly considered effective in attaining high 

levels of performance due to its cognitive and motivational effects, as noted above, 

the empirical evidence in the extant literature has not always been consistent in 

supporting the direct relationship between empowerment and performance (Chen, 

Kirkman, Kanfer, Allen, & Rosen, 2007; Dewettinck, Singh, & Buyens, 2003; 

Durham, Knight, & Locke, 1997; Seibert, Silver, & Randolph, 2004; Thomas & 

Tymon 1994; Yukl, 1998).  In this regard, a study by Kahai, Sosik, and Avolio (1997) 
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may be able to explain the inconsistent findings concerning empowering leadership.  

When investigating the effects of leadership on problem-solving in some electronic 

brainstorming groups, Kahai et al. found that empowering leadership was more 

conducive to the proposal of solutions for less structured problems.  In contrast to this, 

directive leadership was more beneficial for problems that were moderately 

structured.  Indeed, their findings suggested that the effectiveness of empowering 

leadership is subject to some boundary conditions or, in other words, the interaction 

of some moderating variables.  Along this line of thinking, this present research 

investigates two moderating variables (i.e., openness to change and creative self-

efficacy) to ascertain their effects on the effectiveness of empowering leadership. 

2.2 Innovative Performance 

Innovation and creativity are two distinct constructs.  As pointed out by Scott 

and Bruce (1994), “[c]reativity has to do with the production of novel and useful 

ideas…, innovation has to do with the production or adoption of useful ideas and idea 

implementation” (p. 581).   Although innovation and creativity are not the same, it is 

clear that they are closely related.  As noted in the previous section, this research 

adopts the notion that creativity is a subset of innovation (West & Farr, 1990; Scott & 

Bruce, 1994; Anderson, De Dreu, & Nijstad, 2004).   

It is important for organizations to perform innovatively in order to survive in 

today’s highly competitive business landscape (Drucker, 2007).  Innovation is a 

highly sought-after prize for many organizations and has prompted a great deal of 

research around the globe (Mazur & Inków, 2017).  While innovative performance 
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has been researched at organizational, team, and individual levels, this study focuses 

on the individuals involved.  Specifically, among other research objectives, I examine 

how employees’ innovative performance is affected by their perception of the 

empowering leadership of their supervisors.   

Despite the fact that the innovative performance of companies has been 

studied extensively and for a long time, there has not evolved a homogeneous 

measurement approach for innovative performance or a generally accepted set of 

indicators for measuring it (Hagedoorn & Cloodt, 2002).  In a review of 

methodological aspects of innovative performance measurement in the IT sector, 

Mazur and Inków (2017) noted that some studies chose to count innovation outcomes, 

such as the amount of patents, the number of new products, or the proportion of new 

product revenues, while others measured innovation processes or capabilities, such as 

research and development (R&D) expenditures or innovative work behaviors.  Still 

others looked at both outcomes and processes or capabilities, or added something 

extra, such as innovation attitudes or willingness. 

For the purpose of this present research, I examine the practice of 

performance appraisal on the measurement of employees’ innovative performance.  

According to the best practice of performance appraisal, there are essentially two 

forms of employees’ performance: behavior and results.  While the results are the 

outcome of behavior and are generally considered to be the ultimate performance of 

an employee, effective performance evaluation should examine how the results are 

attained.  Results are driven by both employees’ behavior and external factors.  If 

good results are mainly due to inappropriate behavior and/or outside, uncontrollable 
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factors, they are not the most desirable results.  After all, without good supporting 

behavior, good results may not be sustainable.  Therefore, both results and behavior 

are important.  For performance appraisal, it is thus generally recommended to 

measure both results and behavior, unless it is not considered practical or justifiable 

to do so in some situations (Aguinis, 2009). 

Typical measures of innovative performance results include the number of 

new ideas suggested or implemented, the number of new products launched, and the 

number of patents registered.  These measures have the advantage of being objective.  

However, some of them are not readily attributable to individual employees.  

Companies might additionally consider such information to be confidential or too 

sensitive to be disclosed.  As such, as noted by Jong and den Hartog (2010), data on 

the results of employees’ innovative performance may be difficult to collect in actual 

research surveys.  Nevertheless, Axtell, Holman, Unsworth, Wall, Waterson, and 

Harrington (2000) attempted to work around such a practical problem by means of 

employees’ self-ratings of innovative results.  

In addition to results, employees’ innovative behavior is also measured using 

subjective Likert scales.  According to Kanter (1988), Janssen (2000, 2001), and 

Scott and Bruce (1994), employees’ innovative behavior is made up of a complex set 

of behaviors on the part of the individuals involved in the innovation process, which 

itself consists of activities related to both the introduction of new ideas (generated by 

oneself or adopted from others) and the application of new ideas.  As noted by 

Janssen (2000), the innovative behavior of employees is mostly extra-role behavior 

that is not formally required in their job descriptions.  Janssen further elaborated that 
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innovative behavior is the intentional effort of employees to provide novel outcomes 

that could lead to more effective organizational operations, as well as some socio-

psychological benefits for an individual worker or a group of workers.  

Based on the work of Kanter (1988), Scott and Bruce published in 1994 a 

three-stage process model of individual innovative behavior, consisting of the 

production, promotion, and realization of ideas.  From Scott and Bruce’s (1994) 

perspective: 

Individual innovation begins with problem recognition and the 
generation of ideas or solutions, either novel or adopted. During the 
next stage of the process, an innovative individual seeks sponsorship 
for an idea and attempts to build a coalition of supporters for it.  
Finally, during the third stage of the innovation process, the innovative 
individual completes the idea by producing “a prototype or model of 
the innovation… that can be touched or experienced, that can now be 
diffused, mass-produced, turned to productive use, or 
institutionalized” (Kanter, 1988, p. 191).  Thus, innovation is viewed 
here as a multistage process, with different activities and different 
individual behaviors necessary at each stage. (p. 582) 

As noted by De Long and Den Hartog (2010), “conditions for innovation may 

theoretically be best understood if one assumes the discovery of ideas and their 

implementation as discrete stages, real-world innovation processes are reciprocal with 

overlapping stages” (p. 34).  Empirical evidence of the distinctiveness of the various 

dimensions (or stages) is weak.  High intercorrelations among different dimensions 

found in several relevant research studies (e.g., De Long & Den Hartog, 2010; 

Janssen, 2000; Scott & Bruce, 1994) suggested that innovative behavior may be one-

dimensional, and the various dimensions combine additively to produce an overall 

measure of innovative behavior. 
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According to Scott and Bruce (1994), examples of innovative behavior are: 

searching out new technologies, generating creative ideas, promoting new ideas to 

others, securing needed funds, and developing plans and schedules for the 

implementation of new ideas.  Since innovation processes actually consist of 

discontinuous, non-sequential activities, rather than discrete, sequential stages 

(Schroeder, Van de Ven, Scudder, & Polley, 1989), an individual can exhibit at any 

one time various combinations of innovative behavior, as elaborated upon in stage 

models such as the study of Scott and Bruce.   

2.3 Employees’ Entrepreneurial Orientation 

Rooted in the literature on strategy making processes, entrepreneurial 

orientation can be understood as “the strategy making process that provides 

organizations with a basis for entrepreneurial decisions and actions” (Rauch et al., 

2009, p. 762).  It provides a basis for entrepreneurs to make decisions and take 

actions, and drives them toward creating new goods and new production methods, 

venturing into new markets, or forming new organizations within an industry 

(Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990).  

The conceptual model of entrepreneurial orientation introduced by Covin and 

Slevin (1989) explains organizations’ tendency to respond in an entrepreneurial way 

when they are confronted with changes and competition in the course of conducting 

their businesses.  Entrepreneurial orientation is generally viewed as an important 

competitive advantage of an organization, which is suitable for dealing with 

challenges arising from the rapidly changing external environment and/or the 
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problem of inflexibility that tends to emerge as the organization grows in size.  

Entrepreneurial orientation renders large organizations with the agility usually found 

in small organizations.  According to Covin and Miles (1999), the presence of strong 

entrepreneurial orientation in an organization usually brings about more of such 

activities as the introduction of new products and services, the development of new 

markets, and the renewal of the organization itself. 

Miller (1983) was the first to propose the concept that entrepreneurial 

orientation encompasses a firm’s propensity for risk-taking, innovation, and 

proactiveness.  Lumpkin and Dess (1996) expanded the entrepreneurial orientation 

construct to include two more dimensions: competitive aggressiveness and autonomy.  

As Bolton and Lane pointed out (2012), the original three dimensions have been 

predominantly used, while the other two have barely been studied in the existing 

literature. Therefore, this proposed research will adopt only those three dimensions as 

sub-constructs of entrepreneurial orientation for analysis: risk-taking, innovativeness, 

and proactiveness. As Rauch et al. described (2009, p. 763): 

Innovativeness is the predisposition to engage in creativity and 
experimentation through the introduction of new products/services as 
well as technological leadership via R&D in new processes.  Risk 
taking involves taking bold actions by venturing into the unknown, 
borrowing heavily, and/or committing significant resources to ventures 
in uncertain environments.  Proactiveness is an opportunity-seeking, 
forward-looking perspective characterized by the introduction of new 
products and services ahead of the competition and acting in 
anticipation of future demand. 

While the majority of the literature emphasizes the importance of entrepreneurial 

orientation, only a few empirical studies have examined the level of individual 
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employees in this context (Dess, Ireland, Zahra, Floyd, Janney, & Lane, 2003; Wales 

et al., 2011).  This focus of research studies on the organizational level is surprising, 

because theoretical works by Kanter (1985, 1988), Pinchot (1986), Stevenson and 

Jarillo (1990), and Dess et al. (2003) have highlighted the importance of the 

entrepreneurial initiatives made by employees.  Additionally, it has been widely 

established both theoretically and empirically that human capital employees play 

plays a significant role in the creation of sustainable competitive advantages in an 

organization (Barney, 1991; Lado & Wilson, 1994; Wright et al., 1994; Hatch & 

Dyer, 2004; Hayton 2005).  It is thus reasonable to believe that entrepreneurial 

orientation at the employee level can, on one hand, contribute to desirable employee 

performance and, on the other hand, be leveraged or integrated in regard to the 

organizational level, enhancing organizational performance accordingly.  As such, 

this research examines this important yet underexplored construct of employees’ 

entrepreneurial orientation.  

Following the original concept of entrepreneurial orientation by Miller (1983) 

and Covin and Slevin (1989), this proposed research refers to employees’ 

entrepreneurial orientation as an orientation, which is held by individual employees 

of the organization, toward innovativeness, risk-taking, and proactiveness in the 

workplace.  This view is consistent with that of other researchers (e.g., Monsen & 

Boss 2009; Wakkee, Elfring, & Monaghan, 2010; Moriano, Molero, Topa, & Mangin, 

2014), who have also studied entrepreneurial orientation at the employee level. 

2.4 Personal Values 
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Values represent what is of high worth or importance (Elizur, Borg, Hunt, & 

Beck, 1991).  Perhaps the most influential definition of value can be traced back to “a 

conception, explicit or implicit, distinctive of an individual or characteristic of a 

group, of the desirable, which influences the selection from available modes, means, 

and ends of action” (Kluckhohn, 1951, p. 395, author’s italics).  Values can be 

examined at individual, group, organizational, national, or global levels (Agle & 

Caldwell, 1999).  Personal values serve to support the well-being of an individual, 

rather than that of other entities (Sagie, Elizur, & Yamauchi, 1996); they are 

“enduring beliefs that a specific mode of conduct is personally or socially preferable 

to an opposite or converse mode of conduct or end-state of existence” (Rokeach, 

1973, p. 5).  While Kluckhohn emphasized action itself, Rokeach saw values as 

giving meaning to action.  Following Hitlin and Piliavin (2004) and Schwartz (1992), 

the construct of personal values is defined in this study as a set of trans-situational 

priorities that act as guiding principles in people’s lives.   

Based on Rokeach’s (1973) procedure, Schwartz (1992) conducted another 

survey in 20 countries representing 13 languages, with groups of teachers and 

students (plus the general public or workers in some cities), asking respondents to 

rate 56 values on a nine-point scale, in regard to how these values act on the 

respondents as “a guiding principle(s) in my life.”  The Schwartz model postulated 

that those 56 values can be grouped into 11 value clusters, each serving a different 

kind of interest: power, achievement, hedonism, stimulation, and self-direction 

serving primarily individual interests; benevolence, tradition, and conformity serving 

primarily collective interests; and universalism and security serving both types of 
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interests; while spirituality often falls into the region of collective interests.  The 

study further grouped the 11 value clusters into four “higher order value types” in two 

bipolar value dimensions.  Leaving spirituality out, Schwartz (1992) revised his 

model of 10 value types into a continuum of related motivations; often, the adjacent 

pairs were compatible and the opposite pairs were in conflict.  The compatible 

features form adjacent pairs: power and achievement, which become “self-

enhancement”; stimulation and self-direction, which become “openness to change”; 

hedonism shares characteristics of both “higher order value types”; universalism and 

benevolence become “self-transcendence”; and tradition, conformity, and security 

become “conservation.”  The conflicting features form opposite pairs of “self-

transcendence” and “self-enhancement,” and “openness to change” and 

“conservation.” 

Rokeach (1973) argued that value can be used as a unifying concept across all 

the sciences concerned with social behavior.  Personal values are relatively stable and 

change little during adulthood (Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1997).  Personal values are 

people’s motivational characteristics, which guide their perceptions, attitudes, and 

behaviors across time and contexts (Allport, 1961; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992).  

As noted by Bardi and Schwartz (2003), people are motivated to behave according to 

their values.  The main theme underlying the link between values and behaviors is 

that “the natural way to pursue important values is to behave in ways that express 

them or promote their attainment” (p. 1208). 

As one of the most comprehensive and robust theories of values, Schwartz’s 

(1992) value theory has established predictive validity across samples, outcome 
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variables, languages, and cultures.  Schwartz’s theory has been shown to predict a 

significantly large array of behaviors.  For example, values predicted making 

suggestions for improvements at work (Lipponen, Bardi, & Haapamäki, 2008), 

reactions to procedural justice allocation at work (Fischer & Smith, 2004), buying 

environmentally friendly products (Grunert & Juhl, 1995), political voting (Caprara, 

Schwartz, Capanna, Vecchione, & Barbaranelli, 2006), and counselees’ behavior 

during career counseling (Sagiv & Schwartz, 2004).  It is worth noting that some 

criticism does exist in the extant literature, contending that values guide behavior 

only rarely and not for most people (e.g., Kristiansen & Hotte, 1996; McClelland, 

1985). 

As described in Schwartz and Bardi (2001), it is important for people who are 

highly open to changing their values to think of new ideas and be creative; to do 

things their own way; to be adventurous and take risks; to have an exciting life; to 

have a good time; and to spoil themselves.  Based on this profile, some researchers 

have tested the effect of an openness to change value on innovative behavior (e.g., 

Eva, Prajogo, & Cooper, 2017; Dabic, Potocan, & Nedelko, 2017) or change-oriented 

behavior (e.g., Seppälä, Lipponen, Bardi, & Pirttilä-Backman, 2012).  

2.5 Creative Self-efficacy 

Creative self-efficacy has important implications for creativity and innovation.  

As noted by Puente-Díaz (2016), the construct of creative self-efficacy is rooted in a 

more general construct of self-efficacy, which plays a central role in social cognitive 

theory. In his social cognitive theory, Bandura (1997) suggests that individuals have a 
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natural tendency to try to exert control over their lives.  During this process of 

exercising control over one’s life, efficacious beliefs play a central role.  Also known 

as personal efficacy, self-efficacy is an individual’s judgment about his or her 

capabilities to execute certain types of performances that are relevant to the 

individual.  It is the belief an individual holds that he or she has the power to affect 

situations and achieve the intended results (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995; Smith & 

Betz, 2000).  An individual’s self-efficacy can be quite influential in terms of how he 

or she approaches goals, tasks, and challenges.  The theory suggests four sources of 

information that help construct self-efficacy beliefs: mastery experience, vicarious 

experience, verbal persuasion, and affective states.  According to Bandura (1997), 

people with high levels of self-efficacy (those who believe they can perform well) are 

more likely to master than to avoid difficult tasks that lead to accomplishments.   

In the same vein, Bandura (1997) asserted that a high level of self-efficacy is 

a necessary, although not sufficient, condition for productive creativity and new 

knowledge discovery.  Since this sense of self-efficacy affects the motivation and 

ability of a person to engage in specific behavior, as well as the pursuit of certain 

tasks (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1997; Ford, 1996), the notion of self-efficacy holds a lot 

of promise for better understanding creative endeavors in the workplace.  Social 

cognitive theory first proposes that self-efficacy plays a motivational role in the 

process of creativity and innovation (Bandura, 1997).  The detailed elaboration of 

creative self-efficacy as a construct capable of predicting creative performance was 

not proposed in the management literature until the beginning of the twenty-first 

century (Tierney & Farmer, 2002). 



 

32 
 

 

Tierney and Farmer (2002) defined creative self-efficacy as employees’ views 

regarding the extent to which they are capable of being creative.  An employee is said 

to possess a high level of creative self-efficacy when he or she has an internal belief 

that he or she can confidently perform with superior creativity.  In a study involving 

university students, Choi (2004) found that creative self-efficacy (and creativity 

intention) mediates the effect of the individual factors of motivation, personality, 

ability, and the contextual factors of social influence from leaders and peers on 

creative performance.  Gong, Huang, and Farh (2009) revealed that employees’ 

learning orientation and transformational leadership are positively related to 

employees’ creativity and these relationships are mediated by employees’ creative 

self-efficacy.  

There also exists in the extant literature various empirical evidence of the 

moderating role of creative self-efficacy.  Carmeli and Schaubroeck (2007) 

specifically examined the moderating influence of creative self-efficacy on the 

relationship between expectations from others and creative work involvement among 

employees from two service organizations.  The results showed a significant, positive 

relationship between self-expectations and creative work involvement only in regard 

to high levels of creative self-efficacy.  Another study with employees from three 

companies in China found that cognitive team diversity had a positive relationship 

with creative performance only when creative self-efficacy was high (Shin, Kim, Lee, 

& Bian, 2012).  Jaiswal and Dhar (2016) found a significant moderating role of 

creative self-efficacy in the relationship between transformational leadership and 

employees’ creativity.  Similarly, Jaiswal and Dhar (2015) revealed that creative self-
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efficacy significantly moderates the relationship between innovative climate and 

employees’ creativity.  In this research study, I posit that creative self-efficacy can be 

a boundary condition of the effect of employees’ entrepreneurial orientation on their 

innovative performance.
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Chapter 3: Theoretical Background and Hypotheses 

In the seven sections of this chapter, a research model is developed and six 

hypotheses are posited.  In Section 3.1, the literature review of Trait Activation 

Theory is used to connect the three variables in Sections 3.2 to 3.5.  Section 3.2 

discusses how leader empowerment affects employees’ innovative performance; 

Section 3.3 discusses how leader empowerment affects employees’ entrepreneurial 

orientation; Section 3.4 discusses how employees’ entrepreneurial orientation affects 

their innovative performance; and Section 3.5 discusses how employees’ 

entrepreneurial orientation mediates leader empowerment, which is connected to 

employees’ innovative performance.  From these three variables, four hypotheses are 

developed.  Section 3.6 discusses higher order personal values and how they affect 

individual behavior and orientation, from which one hypothesis is developed: 

Openness to change moderates leader empowerment, which is connected to 

employees’ entrepreneurial orientation.  Section 3.7 explores how creative self-

efficacy moderates employees’ entrepreneurial orientation, which is connected to 

their innovative performance, and the last hypothesis is developed.   

3.1 Trait Activation Theory 

The definition of traits varies from one study to another.  Essentially, traits are 

relatively stable patterns of behavior, thought, and emotion; they are “stable 

individual-difference constructs that reflect reliable and distinct habits, consistencies, 
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or patterns in a person’s thoughts, feelings, and behaviors over time and across 

situations” (Oswald, Hough, & Ock, 2013, p. 11).  

Trait activation refers to the process whereby individuals express their traits 

when presented with trait-relevant situational cues.  These situational cues may stem 

from the organization, social context, and/or task at hand.  These cues can activate 

traits that are related to job tasks and job performance (Chatman, 1989; Tett & 

Burnett, 2003).  Such trait activation can be considered comparable to the notion of 

personality-job fit, suggesting that individuals perform best when their personal 

characteristics fit the job environment at hand.   

Trait Activation Theory proposes that such trait activation can lead to better 

job performance (Tett, Simonet, Walser, & Brown, 2013), based on the rationale that, 

when employees express their own traits and can be their real selves, they become 

intrinsically rewarded and motivated.  Although this does not imply that poor 

performance will occur in trait-irrelevant work situations, Trait Activation Theory 

proposes that, without trait activation, the relationship between trait and performance 

will be weakened (Judge & Zapata, 2015). 

Drawing on Trait Activation Theory, Maalouf (2014) argued that individual 

entrepreneurial orientation is a personal trait which, when activated, produces better 

performance. Along the same vein, I adopt Trait Activation Theory as a backbone 

theory in this present study and apply it to explain the relationships between 

empowering leadership, individuals’ entrepreneurial orientation, and innovative 

performance.  In this study, I propose that employees’ individual entrepreneurial 
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orientation is a personal trait that can lead to innovative performance when triggered 

by the presence of a trait-relevant situational cue of empowering leadership. 

3.2 Employees’ Perceived Empowering Leadership and Employees’ Innovative 

Performance 

Empowering leadership can effectively enhance employees’ psychological 

empowerment (Zhang & Bartol, 2010), which consists of four dimensions: meaning, 

impact, self-efficacy (or competence), and self-determination (Spreitzer, 1995).  

Conceptually, each of the four dimensions of empowerment is conducive to 

innovative performance.  When employees perceive meaning in their jobs and that 

their behaviors can make a difference to their work outcomes, they are willing to 

immerse themselves in their jobs by searching for more information and generating a 

great number of creative alternatives (Gilson & Shalley, 2004).  Self-efficacy is also 

likely to lead to more innovation, due to the positive expectations of success involved 

(Amabile, 1988; Bass, l990; Redmond, Mumford, & Teach, 1993).  Self-

determination is important because the increased control over tasks boosts 

employees’ intrinsic motivation, which in turn promotes creative behaviors (Amabile, 

1988; Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996; Amabile & Gryskiewicz, 

1987). 

Numerous empirical findings have shown a positive relationship between 

psychological empowerment and creativity (Amabile et a1., 1996; Spreitzer, 1996; 

Zhang & Bartol, 2010).  Amabile et al. (1996) developed the KEYS Environment 

Scales for assessing perceptions of the work environment and found that perceived 
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autonomy or freedom discriminates between high-creativity projects and low-

creativity projects.  Spreitzer’s (1996) study of the social structural characteristics of 

work units and feelings of empowerment found that a participative unit climate with 

little role ambiguity, strong socio-political support, and easy access to information is 

positively associated with perceptions of empowerment; Zhang and Bartol (2010) 

found that empowering leadership positively affects psychological empowerment and 

influences both intrinsic motivation and creative process engagement.   

There has been a consensus among researchers that employees’ levels of 

creativity are indeed an important part of their innovative performance (Kanter, 1988; 

Patterson, 2002; Scott & Bruce, 1994; Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993).  In the 

extant innovation literature, studies of creativity have revealed that individuals 

produce more creative work when they perceive themselves to have choices in how to 

go about accomplishing the tasks they are given (Amabile & Gitomer, 1984).  Several 

researchers have concluded that creativity is fostered when individuals have relatively 

high levels of autonomy in the day-to-day conduct of their work, as well as a sense of 

ownership and control over their own work and their own ideas (Bailyn, 1985; King 

& West, 1985; Paolillo & Brown, 1978; Pelz & Andrews, 1966; West, 1986).   

Spreitzer (1995) also provided empirical support for the notion that 

innovation results from empowerment; when empowered individuals believe they are 

autonomous, self-efficacious, and are making an impact, they are likely to be creative 

and innovative in their work.  Regarding employees’ innovative performance, 

research studies (e.g., Singh & Sarkar, 2012) have found a significant connection 
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between psychological empowerment and employees’ innovative performance.  Thus, 

I propose that:  

Hypothesis 1: Employees’ perceived empowering leadership is positively associated 

with employees’ innovative performance. 

3.3 Employees’ Perceived Empowering Leadership and Employees’ 

Entrepreneurial Orientation 

The essence of empowering leadership is influencing employees’ 

psychological empowerment (Arnold et al., 2000; Bass, 2008; Dewettinck & Van 

Ameijde, 2011; Dierendonck & Dijkstra; 2012; Raub & Robert, 2007).  Leaders who 

practice empowering leadership typically provide employees with coaching, training, 

emotional support, information, and participation in making decisions (Bandura, 

1986); they also act to remove conditions that foster a sense of powerlessness (Arnold 

et al., 2000).  As such, empowering leadership serves to increase employees’ 

autonomy, discretion, and transparency, as well as decrease bureaucracy, restrictions, 

and boundaries; these aspects are important in promoting employees’ innovativeness, 

proactiveness, and risk-taking.  Some empirical evidence of this can be found in Kör 

(2016).  From a survey of 404 employees in the banking sector in Turkey, it was 

revealed that perceived employees’ innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking 

(i.e., entrepreneurial orientation) increased when they perceived that more 

empowerment was given to them in regard to leading themselves. 

Moreover, empowering leadership conveys confidence in employees’ abilities 

and emphasizes the significance of their work; as Zaleznik (1977) and Hunt (1991) 
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argued, a high level of self-confidence or self-efficacy is a prerequisite for embracing 

the inherent risk of challenging the status quo.  Ahearne’s (2005) study provides 

some empirical support for this.  From a sample of 231 salespeople and with external 

ratings of satisfaction from 864 customers in the pharmaceutical field, Ahearne found 

that empowering behaviors in leadership have a significant positive relationship with 

salespeople’s self-efficacy and adaptability.  The self-efficacy and adaptability of 

those salespeople then mediates the impact of empowerment behavior in regard to 

leadership on their sales performance and customer service satisfaction.  

As explained above, this proposed research argues that empowering 

leadership can elicit employees’ entrepreneurial orientation. Indeed, such an 

argument is consistent with Trait Activation Theory (Maalouf, 2014; Tett & 

Guterman, 2000; Tett & Burnett, 2003; Tett, Simonet, Walser, & Brown, 2013).  

According to Trait Activation Theory (Maalouf, 2014), supervisors’ empowering 

leadership can be a relevant situational cue that activates employees’ entrepreneurial 

orientation, thereby enabling these employees to exhibit the desirable qualities of 

entrepreneurial orientation: innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking.  Therefore, 

by drawing on Trait Activation Theory, it makes theoretical sense that empowering 

leadership affects employees’ entrepreneurial orientation, although empirical 

evidence has yet to be produced to support such an effect. Therefore, I propose: 

Hypothesis 2: Employees’ perceived empowering leadership is positively associated 

with employees’ entrepreneurial orientation. 
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3.4 Employees’ Entrepreneurial Orientation and Employees’ Innovative 

Performance 

Various empirical studies have tested the relationship between entrepreneurial 

orientation and innovation at the firm level.  Atuahene-Gima and Ko (2001) revealed 

that entrepreneurial firms have higher new product performance than conservative 

firms.  Matsuno et al. (2002) has shown that the positive effect of entrepreneurial 

proclivity on the percentage of new product sales to total sales, although indirect, is 

only achieved through market orientation.  Wei (2013) has also drawn evidence from 

firms in China that entrepreneurial orientation is positively associated with the 

introduction of new products.   

Yet, empirical studies of this relationship at the individual level have been 

lacking until very recently.  Krauss, Frese, and Friedrich (2005) examined the 

relationship between entrepreneurial orientation as a psychological construct and 

business success among 248 South African business owners.  Hierarchical regression 

analysis of this sample of entrepreneurs showed significant relationships between 

overall entrepreneurial orientation, as well as various components of entrepreneurial 

orientation, such as personal initiative, achievement, risk-taking, and business 

performance.   

However, it conceptually follows from these three dimensions, which are 

listed and explained below, that employees’ entrepreneurial orientation should be 

closely associated with innovative performance.  First, innovativeness by definition 

leads to innovative performance.  Innovativeness represents a person who is willing 
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to leave behind the existing practices or technologies and venture beyond the current 

state of things (Kimberly, 1981).  Innovativeness may occur when an employee is 

willing to try new product lines or experiment with new advertising venues, or to 

passionately commit to mastering the latest new products or technological advances 

(Lumpkin & Dess, 1996).  Second, a willingness to take risks is necessary for 

engaging in innovative performance.  Although it can be hugely rewarding (Santiago, 

2009), innovation is inherently risky and uncertain (Berglund, 2007; Knight, 1971).  

As noted by Loosemore (2014, p. 204), “[t]here is plenty of empirical and anecdotal 

evidence to illustrate that innovation is associated as much, if not more, with failure 

than it is with success.”  In case of failure, the innovator stands to lose things like 

capital, promotions, jobs, pay, social standing, or self-esteem (Brockhaus, 1980; 

MacCrimmon & Wehrung, 1986).  Third, proactiveness or a willingness to take the 

initiative supports the extended effort needed to engage in innovative performance 

(Unsworth, 200l).  Proactive individuals are very likely to “identify opportunities and 

act on them, show initiative, take action, and persevere until meaningful change 

occurs” (Crant, 2000, p. 439), and tend to be more innovative (Fuller & Marler, 2009).  

According to Gong, Cheung, Wang, and Huang (2012), proactive employees are 

more innovative because they have accumulated resources with which to seize future 

opportunities and to prepare for potential challenges.  Thus, I posit that: 

Hypothesis 3: Employees’ entrepreneurial orientation is positively associated with 

employees’ innovative performance. 
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3.5 The Mediating Role of Employees’ Entrepreneurial Orientation in the 

Relationship between Leaders’ Empowerment and Employees’ Innovative 

Performance 

So far, this proposed research has posited three hypotheses that link 

empowering leadership to innovative performance, empowering leadership to 

entrepreneurial orientation, and entrepreneurial orientation to innovative performance.  

With further consideration of these three constructs, using Trait Activation Theory, it 

makes theoretical sense to posit that organizational leaders aiming to foster 

innovative performance in the workplace need to lead with empowering leadership, in 

order to elicit employees’ entrepreneurial orientation, which in turn promotes these 

employees’ innovative behaviors. 

Following the explanation already provided in the previous Sections 3.3 and 

3.4, I provide in this paragraph a coherent set of reasons to conceptually argue for the 

proposed mediating role of employees’ entrepreneurial orientation.  In accordance 

with Trait Activation Theory, empowering leaders who aim to promote the innovative 

performance of employees need to first empower these employees in such a way that 

these employees’ entrepreneurial orientation is successfully activated.  They thus 

become willing to take risks, be innovative, and take the initiative, which are traits 

deemed critical for these employees’ likelihood to act and deliver innovative 

performance, owing to the notion that innovation is inherently risky, is based on 

innovativeness, and requires initiative.   
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Based on the aforementioned reasoning, I contend that empowering leaders 

can successfully affect followers’ innovative performance only if and when they can 

first elicit these followers’ entrepreneurial orientation.  Simply put, I posit that 

employees’ entrepreneurial orientation mediates the effect of supervisory 

empowering leadership on employees’ innovative performance.  The mediating effect 

is a complete rather than a partial effect in the sense that empowering leadership has 

no direct effect on innovative performance in the presence of employees’ 

entrepreneurial orientation.  Therefore, I hypothesize that: 

Hypothesis 4: Employees’ entrepreneurial orientation mediates the relationship 

between employees’ perceived empowering leadership and employees’ 

innovative performance. 

3.6 The Moderating Role of the Employees’ Value of Openness in the 

Relationship between Leaders’ Empowerment and Employees’ 

Entrepreneurial Orientation 

Entrepreneurship is characterized by high levels of uncertainty, risk, and 

flexibility, and by low levels of routine (Douglas & Shepherd, 2002; Hmieleski & 

Corbett, 2006; Rauch & Frese, 2007; van Gelderen et al., 2008).  Given the 

conceptual understanding of personal values provided in the previous Section 2.4, 

entrepreneurship tends to be attractive to people who value aspects related to 

openness to change, such as stimulation and self-direction.  Specifically, people 

whose value being open to change are motivated to capitalize on the given 

empowerment in order to nurture their entrepreneurial orientation, while people who 
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do not value openness to change are less motivated to do so.  That is to say, 

employees with high levels of openness are more responsive to the influence of 

empowering leadership on their entrepreneurial orientation. 

Empirically, Eva et al. (2017) examined the interaction between personal 

values of self-direction (which is a component of openness) and the organizational 

context in regard to influencing work behaviors.  As previously hypothesized, the 

positive effect of self-direction on innovative behavior was found to be stronger in 

less formalized organizations.  Also studying the moderating role of openness, 

Seppälä et al. (2012) predicted whether or not personal values, group identification, 

and a sense of power interact in predicting the change-oriented Organizational 

Citizenship Behavior (OCB) of employees.  In line with their prediction, the results 

of their study showed that valuing openness to change and work unit identification 

interacted positively in predicting supervisor-rated change-oriented OCB in workers 

with a high sense of power, but not in workers with a low sense of power.  Prior 

studies by Eva et al. and Seppälä et al. have offered useful information regarding the 

moderating role of openness.  Therefore, I hypothesize that: 

Hypothesis 5: Employees’ openness to change positively moderates the relationship 

between employees’ perceived empowering leadership and employees’ 

entrepreneurial orientation.  

3.7 The Moderating Role of Employees’ Creative Self-Efficacy in the 

Relationship between Employees’ Entrepreneurial Orientation and 

Employees’ Innovative Performance 
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Creative self-efficacy is self-efficacy in the domain of creativity.  Self-

efficacy refers to an individual’s confidence in his or her ability to perform a specific 

behavior or task (Bandura 1977).  According to Bandura (1986), self-efficacy beliefs 

affect employee performance in a number of ways.  Employees are more likely to 

undertake tasks for which their self-efficacy is high and avoid those where their self-

efficacy is low.  Low self-efficacious employees tend to believe that tasks are more 

difficult than they really are and thus feel more stress and depression, and have a 

narrower vision of how best to deal with problems.  The stronger the employee’s 

perceived self-efficacy is, the more vigorous, persistent, and resilient are their efforts.   

Bandura’s (1997, p. 2) main contentions regarding the role of self-efficacy 

beliefs in human performance is that “people’s level of motivation, affective states, 

and actions are based more on what they believe than on what is objectively true.”  

Consequently, self-efficacy beliefs can significantly influence the level of 

performance that an employee can ultimately accomplish.  As such, in the domain of 

creativity, it is logical to argue that even employees with high levels of 

entrepreneurial orientation may be hindered by their low levels of creative self-

efficacy when attempting to be innovative.  Specifically, it is reasonable to believe 

that employees with low levels of creative self-efficacy are unlikely to deliver 

innovative performance, even though they are indeed highly entrepreneurially 

oriented.  That is to say, employees’ creative self-efficacy should have an important 

moderating effect on the relationship between their entrepreneurial orientation and 

their innovative performance.  In the extant literature, empirical evidence by Jaiswal 

and Dhar (2015, 2016) also sheds light on the moderating effect of creative self-
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efficacy.  Jaiswal and Dhar (2015) investigated the moderating role of creative self-

efficacy and found that employees with high levels of creative-self-efficacy resorted 

to creative behavior when they worked in climates supportive of innovation.  Using 

data from a dyadic sample of 424 employees and their immediate supervisors, Jaiswal 

and Dhar (2016) revealed the significant moderating role of creative self-efficacy on 

the relationship between transformational leadership and employees’ creativity.  

Therefore, I posit: 

Hypothesis 6: Employees’ creative self-efficacy positively moderates the 

relationship between employees’ entrepreneurial orientation and employees’ 

innovative performance. 

These six hypotheses are listed in Table 2, and the relationships among the 

variables are depicted in Figure 1, in the following pages.
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Table 2 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1: Employees’ perceived empowering leadership is positively 

associated with employees’ innovative performance. 

Hypothesis 2: Employees’ perceived empowering leadership is positively 

associated with employees’ entrepreneurial orientation. 

Hypothesis 3: Employees’ entrepreneurial orientation is positively associated 

with employees’ innovative performance. 

Hypothesis 4: Employees’ entrepreneurial orientation mediates the 

relationship between employees’ perceived empowering 

leadership and employees’ innovative performance. 

Hypothesis 5: Employees’ openness to change positively moderates the 

relationship between employees’ perceived empowering 

leadership and employees’ entrepreneurial orientation. 

Hypothesis 6: Employees’ creative self-efficacy positively moderates the 

relationship between employees’ entrepreneurial orientation 

and employees’ innovative performance. 
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Figure 1: How Empowering Leadership Affects Employees’ Innovative Performance: The Role of Employees’ 
Entrepreneurial Orientation, Openness to Change, and Creative Self-Efficacy (with hypotheses denoted). 
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Chapter 4: Research Design and Methodology 

This chapter discusses the design and methodology of the present study.  It 

includes the following parts: sample and research design, data collection method, 

survey questionnaire and measurements for each construct, and how the survey 

was administered.  Then Figure 2 shows the model with the studied variables and 

their respective measuring scales at the end of the chapter. 

4.1 Sampling  

This study aimed to investigate the dyad relationships between leaders and 

followers in China.  Using a convenient sampling method, manufactories in 

nearby Chinese provinces owned or managed by my business friends became the 

targeted samples for this study.  A quantitative research method was used.  After 

phoning the senior management of many factories to explain the purpose of this 

study, copies of the final approved survey questionnaire were sent to nine 

companies that showed interest, for them to review and decide whether or not to 

participate.  In the end, seven factories participated.  I visited their premises and 

carried out the survey on site, a month and a half after the phone calls, from the 

middle to the latter half of February 2017.  

4.2 Data Collection 

Out of the nine companies that showed interest, only seven participated.  

The survey regions were Guangdong, Jiangxi, and Zhejiang provinces in China 

and the questionnaire surveys were conducted in manufactories producing 

packaging, metal parts, disposable medical items, and solar panel materials.  
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These targeted companies are composed of start-ups and small-to-medium sized 

workshops, one of which is a subsidiary of a listed company in Shanghai.  The 

number of employees in each company ranged from fewer than 10 to around 

2,000 people.  During the site visits, 408 sets of blank questionnaires were 

distributed, out of which 379 sets of filled questionnaires were collected and 

returned, representing a response rate of 92.9%.  If most or all of the questions for 

a construct were not answered at all in a single questionnaire, this questionnaire 

was removed directly from data analysis.  Following this method of data cleaning, 

32 data points were removed and a total of 347 paired data points were kept for 

the final analysis.  These 347 sets came from 347 followers reporting to 72 leaders.  

Hence, the final success rate of the usable 347 sets, compared to the distributed 

408 sets of questionnaires was 85%.  Had the senior management of the last 

survey company not been out of town, the response rate could have been better. 

4.3 Survey Questionnaire 

Since the questionnaire survey was conducted in China, the original 

English questions, selected from the relevant literature, were translated into 

Simplified Chinese, with the help of two professional bilingual translators from 

Taiwan.  The researcher then emailed the Chinese version to two factories in 

China for proofreading, to ensure the translation could be fully understood by the 

mainland workers, due to the occasional differences in wording in Hong Kong, 

Taiwan, and China.  Both factories were located in cities within Guangdong 

province and the Shenzhen management passed the questionnaire on to a 

supervisor of senior high school education to make comments on.  The Zhongshan 

accountant and her subordinate, as a dyad, carried out a trial run of both sets of the 
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questionnaire.  Later, the Shenzhen packaging factory became the first pilot 

factory to conduct the survey in full in early February 2017.  The Zhongshan 

factory did not participate in the final survey. 

In total, two sets of questionnaires with their cover letters were prepared: 

one set for the supervisors and another set for the subordinates.  The original 

questionnaires were selected from previous research, as stated in Chapter 3 above, 

and were therefore in English.  Hence, for the original English version of the 

questionnaires, the subordinates’ set is attached in Appendix A1 and the 

supervisors’ set is attached in Appendix B1.  The Simplified Chinese translated 

versions with their cover letters are also attached as appendices: the subordinates’ 

set as A2 and the supervisors’ set as B2.   

4.4 Measurement 

This research consisted of five main constructs.  All constructs were 

conceptualized as individual-level variables, although our study focused on the 

dyadic relationship between leaders and followers.  All items used were adopted 

from relevant prior research.  Details of the measurement of these constructs are 

as follows. 

4.4.1 Leaders’ Questionnaire: Employees’ Innovative Performance.   

Employees’ innovative performance was rated by their supervisors in two 

categories: their innovative behavior and their innovative output.  The former was 

measured using six items of individual innovative work behavior (Yuan & 

Woodman, 2010) and the latter was measured using six items of innovative output 

(de Jong & den Hartog, 2008).  Supervisors were asked to rate their subordinates’ 

innovative performance on a five-point Likert response scale.  Details of the 
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employees’ innovative behavior and innovative output are listed in Points 5 and 6 

of Appendix C, respectively. 

4.4.2 Employees’ Questionnaire: Perceived Empowering Leadership.   

Perceived empowering leadership was measured by the Empowering 

Leadership Questionnaire (ELQ); 15 items were selected from the original 38 

items and these items were rated by the subordinates on a five-point Likert 

response scale.  Five categories of leadership behaviors were included: coaching, 

informing, leading by example, showing concern/interacting with the team, and 

participative decision-making (Arnold et al., 2000; Ling et al., 2015; Srivastava et 

al., 2006).  Details are listed in Point 1 of Appendix C. 

4.4.3 Employees’ Questionnaire: Self-rating of Entrepreneurial 

Orientation.   

Employees were asked to rate their own tendency to behave using 10 

items of individual entrepreneurial orientation (IEO), on a five-point Likert 

response scale.  Three dimensions were included: risk-taking, innovative 

performance, and proactiveness (Bolton and Lane, 2012).  Details are listed in 

Point 2 of Appendix C. 

4.4.4 Employees’ Questionnaire: Self-rating of Openness.   

Employees were asked to rate their openness across two items from the 

Work Values Survey (WVS), which measured their preferences in regard to 

variety and autonomy, using a five-point Likert response scale (Cable & Edwards, 

2004).  Details are listed in Point 3 of Appendix C. 

4.4.5 Employees’ Questionnaire: Self-rating of Creative Self-efficacy.   

Employees were asked to rate their own self-efficacy across three items 

regarding creative self-efficacy, using a five-point Likert response scale (Tierney 
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& Farmer, 2002, 2004; Farmer, Tierney, & Kung-McIntyre, 2003).  Details are 

listed in Point 4 of Appendix C. 

4.5 Survey Administration 

The researcher emailed both sets of survey questionnaires to the top 

management of nine target factories for review and approval: one set for the 

leaders and another set for the followers.  After their agreement to conduct the 

study on site, the researcher visited the seven factories during two weeks from 

middle to late February.   

On average, the researcher spent about one and a half days at each factory.  

He started by briefing the top and senior managers, explaining to them how 

leaders should rate the attributes of their followers, and how their followers 

should rate their leaders’ and their own attributes.  The senior managers and their 

immediate subordinates then carried out a trial run of the survey at the top level; 

this first group was named “Group A.”  After they had completed the first round 

of the survey, the middle managers, who were followers in this round, then 

became the leaders of the second level, themselves filling in the leaders’ 

questionnaire and distributing the followers’ questionnaire to other supervisors 

and foremen at the second level; these groups in the second tier were named 

“Group B, C, D…,” and so on.  After the second round of the survey, similar 

surveys were carried out in the third and fourth rounds, all the way down to the 

frontline workers, if the target factories allowed this; these groups in the third and 

fourth rounds followed the same pattern and were named “Group E, F, G…,” and 

so on and so forth.  Throughout the process, each leader was the #1 of that 

particular group and his or her followers were #2, #3, #4, #5, and #6 within the 
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group.  With the groups named and people numbered, everyone who participated 

in the survey had his or her own identity, whether he or she was in the position of 

a leader or a follower.  When filling in the follower’s questionnaire with each 

follower’s numbering, the leader knew who he or she was rating and, hence, the 

results should be candid; on the other hand, followers were asked to place their 

completed surveys in sealed envelopes after rating their leaders, so that no 

personal relationships among the dyads could cause bias in such ratings.  Each 

factory was required to provide its organization chart with the names of every 

staff member who had participated, properly identified as either leaders or 

followers in the survey.   

In the next chapter, the procedures and results of the data analysis will be 

discussed in detail. 
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Figure 2: How Empowering Leadership Affects Employees’ Innovative Performance: The Role of Employees’ Entrepreneurial 

Orientation, Openness to Change, and Creative Self-efficacy (with measuring scales denoted). 
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Chapter 5: Data Analysis and Results  

This chapter describes the statistical procedures used to analyze the 

collected data and results.  The sample demographics are reported and descriptive 

statistics and correlations are described, followed by construct validation and 

multiple regression analyses.  After that, the structural relationships among the 

constructs are examined and the results of the hypotheses testing are reported. 

5.1 Sample Demographics 

Among a total of 379 sets of filled questionnaires collected, 347 sets were 

found usable and were analyzed using descriptive statistics.  The frequency 

percentages of the various demographic variables are shown in Table 3.  An 

overview of the table revealed that most participating organizations (64.8%) were 

engaged in the manufacture of medical items and accessories.  Among the 

participating organizations, the median total number of organizational levels was 

four and the responding employees were mostly at the middle low (27.7%), 

middle (34.9%), or middle high (30.8%) level of their respective organizations.  

The supervisors participating in the survey were mostly male (63.7%), in the 36-

45 age group (50.6%), educated at the level of junior high school (28.7%), senior 

high school (34.1%), or college (28.7%), and had a tenure of more than 10 years 

(59.6%).  There were slightly more male (53.8%) than female employees; they 

were mostly in the 25-35 age group (40.7%), were educated at the level of junior 

high (38.8%), senior high school (21.2%), or college (24.8%), and had a median 

tenure of three to five years.  
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Table 3 
Frequency Percentages  

 

Demographic variable  Percentage 
Industry type                           
 Hardware products  3.5 
 Watches, electronics, and lighting  6.3 
 Medical items and accessories  64.8 
 Paper and packaging  17.6 
 Other  7.8 
Total number of levels in organization                        
 Two  6.3 
 Three  21.0 
 Four  64.8 
 Five  7.8 
Company age   
    Six to 10 years  27.7 
    Over 15 years  72.3 
Province   
    One (Guangdong)  24.5 
    Two (Jiangxi)   19.9 
    Three (Zhejiang)  55.6 
Group level   
 Low  5.8 
 Middle low  27.2 
 Middle  34.9 
 Middle high  30.8 
 High  0.9 
Supervisor gender   
 Male  63.7 
 Female  36.3 
Supervisor age   
 Under 25 years  7.0 
 25-35 years  25.3 
 36-45 years  50.6 
 46-55 years  14.3 
 Over 55 years  2.7 
Supervisor education   
 Junior high school  28.7 
 Vocational secondary school  6.0 
 Senior high school  34.1 
 College  28.7 
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5.2 Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

Table 4 below presents the means, standard deviations, and Pearson 

correlations of all the variables.  On average, for the surveyed sample, employees 

perceived that their supervisors often exhibited empowering leadership (M = 3.98, 

SD = 0.65), considered openness to be important (M = 3.89, SD = 0.55), agreed 

that they were entrepreneurially oriented (M = 3.74, SD = 0.54), and possessed 

 University or above  2.4 
Supervisor tenure   
 Less than one year  1.2 
 One to two years  15.1 
 Three to five years  10.2 
 Six to 10 years  13.9 
 More than 10 years  59.6 
Employee gender   
 Male  53.8 
 Female  46.2 
Employee age   
 Under 25 years  17.1 
 25-35 years  40.7 
 36-45 years  27.2 
 46-55 years  14.4 
 Over 55 years  0.6 
Employee education   
 Junior high school  36.8 
 Vocational secondary school  9.7 
 Senior high school  21.2 
 College  24.8 
 University or above  5.5 
Employee tenure   
 Less than one year  9.5 
 One to two years  25.7 
 Three to five years  17.8 
 Six to 10 ears  19.8 
 More than 10 years  27.2 
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creative self-efficacy (M = 3.63, SD = 0.73), while their supervisors rated them as 

sometimes performing innovatively (M = 3.22, SD = 0.90). 

As seen in Table 4 below, Pearson correlations were computed for each 

pair of variables.  An examination of the correlations provided some useful 

information.  Entrepreneurial orientation and creative self-efficacy varied with 

industry type.  All five study variables showed positive associations with the total 

number of levels in an organization and with the provinces where the 

organizations were located, except entrepreneurial orientation.  Employees’ 

innovative performance was positively related with company age and supervisor 

age.  All five study variables were positively associated with supervisor education 

level.  Employees’ creative self-efficacy and innovative performance showed 

positive associations with supervisor tenure.  Employees’ perceived empowering 

leadership, openness, creative self-efficacy, and innovative performance showed 

positive associations with their education level.  Employees’ creative self-efficacy 

and innovative performance were associated positively with their own tenure.  

Further examination of the Pearson correlations showed that all five study 

variables were positively associated with each other (r ranged from .16 to .59, p 

< .01).  
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Table 4 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations 
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5.3 Construct Validation 

For the construct validation process, an overall CFA measurement model 

was constructed, in which all six study variables (i.e., empowering leadership, 

openness, entrepreneurial orientation, creative self-efficacy, and innovative 

performance) were pooled together and correlated.  Utilizing the statistical 

software Amos, CFA was first conducted on the measurement model to purify the 

measurement items, as suggested by Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson (2010).  

The CFA results revealed that three items had low factor loadings; they were 

dropped accordingly.  Specifically, one item (“I am willing to invest a lot of time 

and/or money in something that might yield a high return”) had a factor loading 

of .49 and another item (“In general, I prefer a strong emphasis in projects on 

unique, one-of-a-kind approaches, rather than revisiting tried and true approaches 

that have been used before”) had a factor loading of .52; both were deleted from 

the entrepreneurial orientation measure.  The third item (“Doing something 

different every day”) was deleted from the measure of openness, due to its low 

factor loading of .54.  

Upon removing these three items, Cronbach’s alphas for each of the 

measures were also determined, using the statistical software.  The Cronbach’s 

alpha of the measure for empowering leadership (15 items) was .95, openness 

(five items) was .78, entrepreneurial orientation (eight items) was .82, creative 

self-efficacy (three items) was .86, and innovative performance (12 items) was .95, 

which were all above the threshold of .70 suggested by Nunnally (1978) and Hair 

et al. (2010). 



 

62 
 

 

Construct validation was used to evaluate the goodness-of-fit of the 

resultant measurement model with the data on hand.  Upon re-running CFA, the 

various fit indices generated (χ2 = 8120.35, df = 1682, p = .000, χ2/df = 4.828, 

RMSEA = .105; SRMR = .061; TLI = .602; CFI = .622) did not meet the cutoff 

values suggested by Hair et al. (2010).  Hair et al. suggested the following values: 

χ2/df ≤ 3.0, RMSEA < .07 (with a CFI of .90 or higher), SRMR ≤ .08 (with a CFI 

above .92), TLI > .90, and CFI > .90. 

Following the recommendation of Little, Cummingham, Shahar, and 

Widaman (2002), the method of parceling was then adopted in an attempt to 

evaluate and improve the model fit.  Specifically, each latent variable was first 

analyzed as unidimensional, to generate factor loadings for its items.  Three 

parcels were formed for each variable, to which items were assigned according to 

their respective factor loadings.  Specifically, the item with the highest loading 

and the item with the lowest loading were assigned to the first parcel, the second 

highest and second lowest loading items to the second parcel, and the third highest 

and third lowest loading items to the third parcel.  This assignment of items was 

repeated until all items were assigned to a parcel.  All items belonging to the same 

parcel were then averaged for further analysis. 

CFA of the parceled model yielded favorable results.  All the factor 

loadings were significant, in the right positive direction, ranging from .66 to .96.  

The parceled measurement model showed an acceptable good fit with the data, 

with fit indices that met all the cutoff values, as per the guidelines provided by 

Hair et al. (2010): χ2 = 298.76, df = 120, p = .000, χ2/df = 2.490, RMSEA = .066; 

SRMR = .046; TLI = .946; CFI = .957.  
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The construct validation process was completed by calculating the 

composite reliability (CR), average variance extracted (AVE), maximum shared 

variance (MSV), and average shared variance (ASV).  Satisfactory results were 

obtained, with CR > .7, AVE > .5, CR > AVE, AVE > MSV, and AVE > ASV, in 

accordance with the criteria suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981).  Table 5 

shows the results of the computation of CR, AVE, MSV, and ASV for all five 

study variables. 

Table 5 
Computation of CR, AVE, MSV, and ASV 

 

  CR AVE MSV ASV Correlations  
Variables     1 2 3 4  

1 
Empowering 
leadership 

.93 .83 .22 .13      

2 Openness .77 .53 .49 .26 .48     

3 
Entrepreneurial 
orientation 

.81 .59 .34 .18 .38 .58    

4 
Creative self-
efficacy 

.86 .67 .35 .18 .32 .59 .49   

5 Innovative 
performance 

.95 .86 .06 .04 .16 .21 .20 .26  

 

5.4 Multiple Regression Analyses 

As shown in Table 5 above, there were correlations between some study 

variables that might cause problems in the regression analysis.  As such, before 

conducting multiple regression analysis, a collinearity diagnosis was carried out 

on all the independent and control variables, and their variance inflation factor 

(VIF) values were computed using simultaneous multiple regressions.  The results 

revealed that none of the VIF values were more than 3.1.  Since the criterion is 

regarded as an indication of a multicollinearity problem, ranging from five 
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(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013) to 10 (Hair et al., 2010), it was safe to infer that no 

multicollinearity issue existed to hamper the validity of any subsequent testing of 

the hypotheses.  

5.4.1 Testing of Hypotheses 1 to 4.   

The testing of Hypothesis 2 is presented first for the sake of convenience.  

As shown in Table 6 below, to test the effect of empowering leadership on 

entrepreneurial orientation, two multiple regression models were constructed, with 

the latter as the dependent variable.  Adopting a hierarchical regression approach, 

a set of 13 control variables (including industry type, total number of levels in 

organization, company age, province, group level, supervisor gender, supervisor 

age, supervisor education, supervisor tenure, employee gender, employee age, 

employee education, and employee tenure) were entered in the first step for 

Model 1, while empowering leadership was entered for Model 2 in the second 

step.  

As shown in Model 2, empowering leadership was found to have a 

significant effect on entrepreneurial orientation ( = .28, p < .001), above and 

beyond that of the control variables (ΔR2 = .07, p < .001).  This result provided 

evidence that empowering leadership was a positive significant predictor of 

entrepreneurial orientation.  Hypothesis 2 was thus supported.
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Table 6 
Results of the Hierarchical Regression Analysis of the Relationship between 
Empowering Leadership and Entrepreneurial Orientation 

  
 Entrepreneurial 

Orientation 

  
 Model 1 Model 2 

Control variable(s)    

 
Industry type  -.20* -.21* 

 
Total number of levels in 
organization 

 .06 .07 

 Company age  -.22 -.17 
 Province  -.22 -.22 

 
Group level  .12 .11 

 
Supervisor gender  -.04 -.05 

 
Supervisor age  -.06 -.04 

 Supervisor education  .42*** .39** 
 Supervisor tenure  .12 .04 
 Employee gender  -.05 -.02 
 Employee age  .04 .04 
 Employee education  -.07 -.11 

 
Employee tenure  .04 .07 

Independent variable(s)    

 
Empowering leadership   .28*** 

R2 
 

 .10* .17*** 
ΔR2 

 
  .07*** 

*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10 (two-tailed). 

To test the effects of empowering leadership and entrepreneurial 

orientation on innovative performance, four multiple regression models, with 

innovative performance as the dependent variable, were built, following the 

hierarchical regression approach (see Table 7).  
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Table 7 
Results of the Hierarchical Regression Analysis of the Relationship between  
Empowering Leadership and Innovative Performance, as well as the Mediating  
Effect of Entrepreneurial Orientation 

  
Innovative Performance 

  
Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Control variable(s)     

 
Industry type -.27*** -.28*** -.24** -.24** 

 
Total number of levels in 
organization .57*** .57*** .56*** .56*** 

 Company age .38** .40** .42** .42** 
 Province -.04 -.05 -.01 -.01  

 
Group level -.04 -.05 -.06 -.06  

 
Supervisor gender -.17** -.17** -.16** -.16**  

 
Supervisor age .05 .06 .06 .07  

 
Supervisor education .16† .14 .08 .08  

 Supervisor tenure -.19† -.22† -.21† -.22*  
 Employee gender -.00 -.01 -.01 .01  
 Employee age -.15* -.15* -.16** -.16** 
 Employee education .04 .03 .06 .05 
 Employee tenure .13† .14* .13† .13† 
Independent variable(s)     

 
Empowering leadership .10†  .06  

Mediating variable(s)     
 Entrepreneurial orientation  .17** .15**  
R2 

 
.41*** .42*** .43*** .44*** 

ΔR2 
 

.01† .03** .03**  
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10 (two-tailed). 

First, Model 3 was constructed to include only the control variables.  Then, 

Model 4 added the variable of empowering leadership to Model 3; Model 5 added 

the variable of entrepreneurial orientation to Model 3; and Model 6 added the 

variables of empowering leadership and entrepreneurial orientation to Model 3.  

As shown in Model 3, the control variables accounted for 41% (R2 = .41, p < .001) 

of the variation in innovative performance.   Model 4 shows that empowering 
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leadership exerted a (marginally) significant effect on innovative performance ( 

= .10, p < .10), above and beyond that of the control variables (ΔR2 = .01, p < .10).  

This finding provided support for the notion that empowering leadership was a 

(marginally) positive significant predictor of innovative performance.  Hypothesis 

1 was thus supported. 

As indicated in Model 5, entrepreneurial orientation significantly affected 

innovative performance ( = .17, p < .01), above and beyond that of the control 

variables (ΔR2 = .03, p < .01).  This finding fits the prediction of the third 

hypothesis that “employees’ entrepreneurial orientation will positively relate to 

employees’ innovative performance.”  Hypothesis 3 was thus supported. 

In testing Hypothesis 4 (that is, the mediating effect of entrepreneurial 

orientation on the relationship between empowering leadership and innovative 

performance), Baron and Kenny’s (1986) four-step procedure was followed.  The 

procedure’s first three steps required the confirmation of the existence of three 

links, with one link in each step (i.e., empowering leadership-innovative 

performance, empowering leadership-entrepreneurial orientation, and 

entrepreneurial orientation-innovative performance).  As shown above, this study 

actually performed these three steps via the testing of Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 

respectively, and confirmed that these three links indeed existed.  This study then 

proceeded by examining Model 6, which revealed that entrepreneurial orientation 

had a significant effect on innovative performance ( = .15, p < .01), above and 

beyond that of both the control variables and empowering leadership (ΔR2 = .03, p 

< .01).  This finding thus fulfilled the fourth step, which required the effect of 

entrepreneurial orientation on innovative performance (upon controlling for 
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empowering leadership). 

When further checking the significance of empowering leadership in 

Model 6, it was found that empowering leadership, which was previously 

(marginally) significant ( = .10, p < .10) in Model 4, became nonsignificant ( 

= .06, ns) in Model 6.  As such, in accordance to Baron and Kenny’s criteria for a 

mediating effect, this study offered evidence that entrepreneurial orientation 

completely mediated the relationship between empowering leadership and 

innovative performance.  Hypothesis 4 was thus supported. 

5.4.2 Testing Hypothesis 5.   

Baron and Kenny’s (1986) procedure regarding moderating effects was 

followed in testing Hypothesis 5. As seen in Table 9, four hierarchical regression 

models were fitted with entrepreneurial orientation as the dependent variable.  The 

moderating effect of openness was tested by entering the interaction term of this 

moderating variable with empowering leadership in Model 10, in the third step of 

the hierarchical regression analysis.  Prior to entering the interaction term, control 

variables were entered in Model 7 in the first step, openness was entered in Model 

8 in the second step, and empowering leadership was entered in Model 9 in the 

third step. 

An examination of Model 10 in Table 8 revealed that the interaction term 

did not account for any significant amount of variance in entrepreneurial 

orientation (ΔR2 = .00, ns) above and beyond that of the control variables, 

empowering leadership, and openness in Model 9, indicating no moderating effect 
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of openness on the relationship between empowering leadership and 

entrepreneurial orientation ( = -.06, ns).  Hypothesis 5 was thus not supported. 

Notes: a The interaction term between empowering leadership and openness. b 

Computed as the product of centered empowering leadership and centered 
openness. 

*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10 (two-tailed).

Table 8 
Results of the Hierarchical Regression Analysis of the Moderating Effect of Openness 

  
Entrepreneurial Orientation 

  Model 7 Model 8 Model 9  Model 10 
Control variable(s)    

 Industry type -.20* -.09 -.10 -.10 

 
Total number of levels in 
organization .06 -.09 -.08 -.08 

 Company age -.22 -.14 -.12 -.12 
 Province -.22 -.09 -.10 -.10 

 Group level -.12 .08 .08 .09 

 Supervisor gender -.04 .00 .01 -.01 

 Supervisor age -.06 -.07 -.06 -.06 

 Supervisor education .42*** .18† .18† .19† 
 Supervisor tenure -.12 .09 .07 .07 
 Employee gender -.05 -.03 -.02 -.03 
 Employee age .04 .05 .05 .05 
 Employee education -.07 -.06 -.08 -.08 
 Employee tenure .04 .01 .03 .03 
Moderating variable(s)    
 Openness  .57*** .53*** .53*** .53***
Independent variable(s)    

 Empowering leadership   .10† .10† 
Interaction(s)     
 ELxOPa,b    -.06 
R2  .10* .37*** .38*** .38*** 
ΔR2   .27*** .01† .00 
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5.4.3 Testing Hypothesis 6.   

Testing of Hypothesis 6 was also carried out in accordance with Baron and 

Kenny’s (1986) relevant statistical procedure.  Four regression models with 

innovative performance as the dependent variable were built to test the 

moderating effect of creative self-efficacy (see Table 9).  As per the hierarchical 

regression approach, Model 11 included only the control variables, Model 12 

added the variable of creative self-efficacy to Model 11, Model 13 added the 

variable of entrepreneurial orientation to Model 12, and Model 14 added the 

interaction term between entrepreneurial orientation and creative self-efficacy to 

Model 13. 

As shown in Model 14, the interaction term explained a significant portion 

of variation in innovative performance (ΔR2 = .02, p < .001), above and beyond 

that explained by the control variables, entrepreneurial orientation, and creative 

self-efficacy in Model 13, showing a positive moderating effect of creative self-

efficacy on the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and innovative 

performance ( = .16, p < .001).  Hypothesis 6 was thus supported.
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Notes: a The interaction term between entrepreneurial orientation and creative 
self-efficacy. b Computed as the product of centered entrepreneurial orientation 
and centered creative self-efficacy. 
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10 (two-tailed) 

.

Table 9 
Results of the Hierarchical Regression Analysis of the Moderating Effect of Creative Self-
Efficacy 

  
Innovative Performance 

  Model 11 Model 12 Model 13   Model 14 
Control variable(s)    

 Industry type -.11† -.10 -.08 -.10† 

 
Total number of levels in 
organization .58*** .57*** .54*** .53*** 

 Company age .46*** .46*** .44*** .41*** 
 Province .10 .09 .12 .10 

 Group level -.06 -.06 -.05 -.06 

 Supervisor gender -.13* -.13* -.13* -.11* 

 Supervisor age -.01 -.01 -.01 .00 

 Supervisor education .07 .06 .03 .03 
 Supervisor tenure -.19* -.19* -.18* -.18* 
 Employee gender .04 .05 .05 .07 
 Employee age -.18** -.19*** -.18** -.18*** 
 Employee education .05 .06 .08 .08 
 Employee tenure .21** .21** .21** .22*** 
Moderating variable(s)     

 Creative self-efficacy  .06 -.02       -.00 
Independent variable(s)     

 Entrepreneurial orientation   .15** .14** 
Interaction(s)     
 EOxCSa,b    .16*** 
R2  .41*** .41*** .42*** .45*** 
ΔR2   .00 .02** .02*** 
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Chapter 6: Discussion and Conclusion 

This chapter discusses the various findings of the previous analyses, 

summarizes the theoretical contributions and practical implications of this study, 

reports the research limitations, and makes recommendations for future studies. 

6.1 Discussion of Research Findings 

6.1.1 Overview.   

This study set out to study the relationships between empowering 

leadership, the value of openness, entrepreneurial orientation, creative self-

efficacy, and innovative performance.  Analyses of the collected data found 

significant relationships between some of the study variables.  Table 10 provides a 

summary of the results of the hypotheses testing.  

One purpose of this research was to establish evidence for the existence of 

a total effect between empowering leadership and innovative performance.  With 

the support of Hypothesis 1, empowering leadership is indeed a significant 

predictor of innovative performance.  This study thus highlighted the way in 

which employees with higher levels of perceived empowering leadership are more 

likely to exhibit innovative performance, as well as the importance of empowering 

leadership in eliciting innovative performance in the workplace.  The results of 

this study are in line with the empowering leadership theory that supervisors’ 

empowering leadership positively affects employees’ innovative performance 

(Gilson & Shalley, 2004). 
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6.1.2 Findings of Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis.   

On top of Hypothesis 1, Hypotheses 2, 3, and 4 were also supported.  The 

results showed a relationship between empowering leadership and entrepreneurial 

orientation, and that entrepreneurial orientation plays a significant role in 

contributing to innovative performance.  In particular, along with the support of 

Hypothesis 4, this study established the mediating role of entrepreneurial 

orientation in the relationship between empowering leadership and innovative 

performance, in accordance with Baron and Kenny’s (1986) criteria, which was 

another primary purpose of this study.  This study’s findings offered empirical 

evidence of a mediation process in which increased employees’ entrepreneurial 

orientation explains the relationship between an increase in employees perceiving 

Table 10 
A Summary of the Results of the Hypotheses Testing 

  

Hypothesis  Test Result 

H1. Employees’ perceived empowering leadership 
positively relates to employees’ innovative 
performance. 

 Supported 

H2. Employees’ perceived empowering leadership 
positively relates to employees’ entrepreneurial 
orientation. 

 Supported 

H3. Employees’ entrepreneurial orientation positively 
relates to employees’ innovative performance. 

 Supported 

H4. Employees’ entrepreneurial orientation mediates the 
relationship between employees’ perceived 
empowering leadership and employees’ innovative 
performance. 

 Supported 

H5. Employees’ personal value of openness positively 
moderates the relationship between employees’ 
perceived empowering leadership and employees’ 
entrepreneurial orientation. 

 Not supported 

H6. Employees’ creative self-efficacy positively moderates 
the relationship between employees’ entrepreneurial 
orientation and employees’ innovative performance. 

 Supported 
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empowering leadership and increased employees’ innovative performance.  

Furthermore, with the support of Hypothesis 4, this study suggested that 

entrepreneurial orientation entirely accounts for the effect of empowering 

leadership on innovative performance.  That said, entrepreneurial orientation 

completely mediates the effect of empowering leadership on innovative 

performance.   

Notwithstanding the aforementioned, it is worth noting that, while 41% of 

the variance was explained by the control variables, the variance-explaining 

power of empowering leadership as revealed in this study was only as little as 1% 

in regard to innovative performance.  The inclusion of entrepreneurial orientation 

in the equation explained only 3% more of the variance in regard to innovative 

performance.  It therefore seems that this present study has yet to take into 

consideration some additional variables that possess much stronger explaining 

power.  

Based on the results of the analysis, the positive moderating effect of 

openness on the relationship between empowering leadership and entrepreneurial 

orientation was not supported.  That said, while both empowering leadership and 

openness can act independently to increase entrepreneurial orientation, they do 

not interact with each other in doing so.1  One plausible explanation for the lack of 

support for the hypothesized moderating effect of personal values of openness is 

that it is overridden by the way in which power distance is valued in the national 

culture.  In China, employees rarely challenge their supervisors’ formal authority 

(Hofstede, 2001).  Chinese employees tend to act according to what their 

supervisors consider important, without resorting to their own values to guide 

                                                
1 As revealed in Model 10, empowering leadership ( = .10, p < .10) and openness 

( = .53, p < .001) acted independently to increase entrepreneurial orientation. 
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their behaviors.  As such, the employees’ value of openness may not play a role in 

affecting how they respond to the empowering leadership of their supervisors, 

contrary to what was originally hypothesized in this study. 

In addition to the moderating effects of openness, this study also tested the 

role of creative self-efficacy as a moderator enhancing the effect of 

entrepreneurial orientation on innovative performance.  The findings of this study 

revealed that creative self-efficacy is a significant moderator with a strong impact 

on the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and innovative 

performance.  Entrepreneurial orientation is more effective in influencing 

innovative performance with the presence of creative self-efficacy.  That said, the 

effect of entrepreneurial orientation on innovative performance is conditional on 

the level of creative self-efficacy.  Specifically, the higher the level of creative 

self-efficacy, the stronger the effect of entrepreneurial orientation on innovative 

performance.  

6.1.3 Findings in PROCESS Macro for SPSS.   

Following the suggestion of Aiken and West (1991), the moderating effect 

of high levels of work commitment was also illustrated graphically.  As shown in 

Figure 3, two line graphs corresponding to a high level, to one standard deviation 

above, to a low level, or to one standard deviation below the mean score of 

creative self-efficacy were plotted.  As exemplified by the increasing slopes of the 

line graphs, the effect of entrepreneurial orientation on innovative performance 

were enhanced when the creative self-efficacy increased from a low level to a 

high level.  Using the SPSS PROCESS macro by Hayes (2014), the simple slope 

for the high level of creative self-efficacy was found to be significantly different 
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from zero (effect = 0.5073, t(248) = 4.8845, p = .0000), whereas the simple slope 

for the low level of creative self-efficacy was not found to be significantly 

different from zero (effect = -0.0006, t(248) = -0.0053, p = .9957).   

Figure 3: The Moderating Effect of Creative Self-Efficacy 

 

In the previous Section 5.4, each of the six hypotheses was tested 

separately using hierarchical multiple regression.  However, using regression to 

test each pair of variables separately is not as powerful as testing the entire 

moderated mediation model as a whole.  Besides running a series of separate 

regression analyses, all the hypothesized effects (comprising the indirect effect 

between empowering leadership and innovative performance via entrepreneurial 

orientation, as well as the two respective moderating effects of openness and 

creative self-efficacy) were tested as a whole package, utilizing Hayes’ (2014) 

PROCESS macro for SPSS (Model 21). 

Slope = 0.5073 (p = .0000) 

Slope = -0.0006 (p = .9957) 
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Having tested the various effects together as a whole, the findings revealed 

essentially the same results as those that occurred when separate regressions had 

been conducted, except that the hypothesized indirect effect was conditional at 

different levels of the moderators.  The results are presented as follows. 

1. The effect of empowering leadership on entrepreneurial orientation was 

supported (B = 0.088, SE = 0.047, p = .063); 

2. The interaction effect of empowering leadership and openness on 

entrepreneurial orientation was not supported (B = -0.077, SE = 0.073, p = .289); 

3. The effect of entrepreneurial orientation on innovative performance was 

supported (B = 0.228, SE = 0.086, p = .008); 

4. The interaction effect of entrepreneurial orientation and creative self-

efficacy on innovative performance was supported (B = 0.362, SE = 0.101, p 

= .000); 

5. The indirect effect between empowering leadership and innovative 

performance via entrepreneurial orientation was supported only when there was a 

mid-level of openness and a high/mid-level of creative self-efficacy. 

Another issue that should have been addressed when analyzing the data in 

Section 5.4 is the nested effect that likely exists among the data structure.  It 

should be reasonable to suggest that employees were nested within supervisors, 

who were in turn nested within firms.  This three-level data structure would render 

the use of ordinary least square (OLS) regression, which was adopted in Section 

5.4, inappropriate because the OLS regression assumption of independent errors 

resulting from simple random sampling would likely be violated.  This violation 

would result in a downward bias in the estimation of standard errors;  “[b]ecause 
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the statistical test of the significance of a variable is defined as the ratio of the size 

of its parameter coefficient to it standard error, an underestimated standard error 

could increase the probability of making Type I errors (i.e., a false rejection of the 

null hypothesis)” (Heck & Thomas, 2015, p. 34).  According to Finch and Bolin 

(2017, p. 53), “[i]n addition to the underestimation of the standard error, another 

problem with ignoring the multilevel structure of data is that we may miss 

important relationships involving each level in the data.” 

6.1.4 Findings in Mplus.   

In order to properly explicate the three-level data structure, various 

multilevel models were constructed and analyzed accordingly by utilizing the 

software of Mplus version 8.  To start with, a three-level (random intercept) model 

was constructed with the dependent variable of innovative performance modeled 

at all three levels (i.e., firm, supervisor, and employee levels) and the independent 

variable of empowering leadership at all three levels.  Also included were various 

employee-level control variables (e.g., employee gender, employee age, and 

employee education), supervisor-level control variables (e.g., group level, 

supervisor gender, and supervisor age), and firm-level control variables (e.g., 

industry type, total number of levels in organization, and company age), modeled 

only at their respective level.  This multilevel model aimed to examine the 

relationship between empowering leadership and innovative performance.  The 

test results are given below. 

The testing of the aforementioned multilevel model revealed that the 

within-group effect of empowering leadership on innovative performance was 

nonsignificant (B = 0.007, SE = 0.033, p = .829), which was contrary to the 
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findings of the OLS regression.  In regard to the between-group effect, the 

relationship between group-aggregate empowering leadership on group-aggregate 

innovative performance was found to be significant (B = 0.408, SE = 0.131, p 

= .002).  Yet, the between-firm effect of firm-aggregate empowering leadership 

on firm-aggregate innovative performance was found to be nonsignificant (B = 

0.317, SE = 0.454, p = .484). 

With similar multilevel analyses using Mplus, it was possible to show that 

the within-group aggregate supervisor empowering leadership predicted 

employees’ entrepreneurial orientation, but only with marginal significance (B = 

0.175, SE = 0.106, p = .099).  In this regard, the finding seemed to evidence that 

the previous OLS regression (Table 6: Model 2) had resulted in an inappropriate 

estimate of the standard errors for the model parameters, which in turn led to 

errors of statistical inference in such a way that the then inferred p-value of < .001 

was smaller than it really should be.  Also, at the within-group level, by defining a 

new variable on the same-level interaction between empowering leadership and 

openness, it was possible to show that openness had no significant moderating 

effect on the relationship between empowering leadership and entrepreneurial 

orientation (B = -0.110, SE = 0.096, p = .248).  Furthermore, between-group 

aggregate supervisor empowering leadership was a significant predictor of 

aggregate employees’ entrepreneurial orientation (B = 0.384, SE = 0.022, p 

= .000), while the between-firm aggregate supervisor empowering leadership was 

not (B = 0.283, SE = 0.457, p = .536). 

Additional multilevel modeling also indicated that the previous conclusion 

might be inappropriate regarding the statistical significance (p < .01) of the effect 
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of entrepreneurial orientation on innovative performance (Table 7: Model 5).  The 

results of running a multilevel analysis revealed that the effect of entrepreneurial 

orientation on innovative performance was nonsignificant at the within-group 

level (B = 0.093, SE = 0.066, p = .157), which was contrary to the prior finding 

based on the OLS regression.  Nonetheless, the effect of aggregate entrepreneurial 

orientation on aggregate innovative performance was found to be significant at 

both the between-group and between-firm levels (between-group: B = 1.015, SE = 

0.137, p = .000; between-firm: B = 0.557, SE = 0.289, p = .054).  Also, at the 

within-group level of the same multilevel model, by defining a new variable on 

the same-level interaction between entrepreneurial orientation and creative self-

efficacy, this study verified the prior OLS regression result, which suggested that 

creative self-efficacy was indeed a significant moderator of the relationship 

between entrepreneurial orientation and innovative performance (B = 0.301, SE = 

0.036, p = .000). 

In Section 5.4, the OLS regression had initially indicated a significant (p 

< .01) indirect effect between empowering leadership and innovative performance 

via entrepreneurial orientation.  However, a subsequent multilevel path analysis 

provided new insights on the indirect effect.  Based on a three-level (random slope) 

multilevel model using Mplus, the within-group indirect effect was found to be 

nonsignificant (B = 0.016, SE = 0.022, p = .465).  Notwithstanding the above, 

both the between-group and between-firm indirect effects were found to be 

significant (between-group: B = 0.531, SE = 0.122, p = .000; between-firm: B = 

0.131, SE = 0.075, p = .080).
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6.2 Theoretical Contributions 

Wales et al. (2011, p. 297) appealed for more research to “advance our 

understanding of how entrepreneurial orientation is typically manifested within 

organizations that will, in turn, help to inform how entrepreneurship can be 

managed more successfully inside the firm for both the firm and its employees.”  

This proposed research responded to Wale et al.’s appeal and investigated 

entrepreneurial orientation at the employee level. 

Despite corporate entrepreneurship being a contemporary research area, 

there has been a lack of empirical studies testifying to the link between 

empowering leadership and entrepreneurial orientation, as well as that between 

entrepreneurial orientation and innovative performance.  As such, this proposed 

research contributes academically to the existing literature. 

Indeed, the combination of empowering leadership, entrepreneurship 

orientation, and innovative performance in a single piece of research is rare in the 

extant literature.  No empirical study, as far as I know, has focused on an 

understanding of the ways in which empowering leadership affects followers’ 

innovative performance through employees’ entrepreneurial orientation as a 

mediator. 

While the majority of research studies on corporate entrepreneurship have 

focused on the firm level, this research made practical contributions to effective 

business management by examining this important topic at the employee level.  

Corporate entrepreneurship is widely recognized as a competitive advantage.   

This study shed light on how to acquire such an important advantage.  In line with 
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the resource-based view of firms (Barney, 1991; Werner, 1984; Wright et al., 

1994), this research suggested ways in which a firm’s human resources could be 

developed as an important source of sustainable competitive advantage by 

examining the role of leadership in creating or inducing employees’ 

entrepreneurial orientation. 

6.3 Practical Implications  

This proposed research can provide practical implications for 

organizational leaders in their attempts to promote innovation in their 

organizations.  By showing the link between employees’ perceived empowering 

leadership in regard to their supervisors and these employees’ innovative 

performance, this study suggested that organizational leaders aiming to promote 

employees’ innovative performance should pay attention to their style of 

leadership, as well as to their employees’ creative self-efficacy.   

Specifically, as revealed by this study, leaders (at all levels) helping their 

followers to achieve innovative performance in the workplace should nurture their 

employees’ entrepreneurial orientation, which concerns these employees’ 

innovativeness, risk-taking, and proactiveness, by consistently practicing 

empowering leadership.  Moreover, leaders should also attempt to boost 

employees’ creative self-efficacy, which, as per the findings of this research study, 

can enhance the effect of entrepreneurial orientation on innovative performance.  

According to Bandura (1986), there are four strategies for the development of 

self-efficacy: enactive mastery, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and 

physiological arousal. 
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Admittedly, regarding the role of personal values, this study failed to gain 

support for its prediction that such personal values would strengthen or weaken 

leaders’ influence on their employees’ entrepreneurial orientation.  However, 

organizational leaders should note that personal values can affect entrepreneurial 

orientation directly.  As such, organizational leaders may wish to pay attention to 

the personal values of potential and current employees when identifying corporate 

entrepreneurs, in order to better ensure the right resources are dedicated to the 

right people.   

This present study focused on manufacturing employees.  Therefore, the 

pertinent question regarding whether or not the findings are indeed important to 

the manufacturing industry may need to be addressed explicitly; the answer to this 

question is a definite “yes.”  Similar to this present study, Psoinos and Smithson 

(2002) also focused their study on employee empowerment in manufacturing 

organizations.  They observed that empowerment practices in manufacturing firms 

are even more common and have a stronger impact than in service firms.  

According to Psoinos and Smithson’s explanation, in global competition and 

turbulent business environments, manufacturing companies need to constantly 

improve their efficiency and effectiveness.  In order to meet such challenges, 

manufacturing companies are often involved in such change programs as total 

quality management, business process reengineering, delayering, and downsizing.  

Intentionally or unintentionally, these change programs often entail substantial 

employee empowerment, wherein decision-making authority is pushed down to 

the shop-floor levels in manufacturing organizations.  As contended by Hammer 

and Champy, the fathers of business process reengineering, “[p]rocesses can’t be 
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re-engineered without empowering process workers” (Hammer & Champy, 1993, 

p. 71). 

6.4 Research Limitations and Recommendations for Future Studies 

This research has several limitations.  First, despite this study being 

undertaken to collect data from two sources, it is important to point out that all the 

study variables were collected at the same point in time.  Thus, this cross-

sectional study is precluded from a clear determination of the direction of 

causality between these study variables.  As such, future research may consider 

establishing a less ambiguous causal link between variables by measuring them at 

different times.  For example, the supervisor questionnaires could be administered 

three months after the subordinate questionnaires. 

Second, the fact that the data of this study were all collected from Chinese 

employees in the manufacturing industry raises concerns regarding the 

generalizability of the research findings to non-Chinese employees or non-

manufacturing industries.  As such, more research investigating the cross-

nationality or cross-industry generalizability of the effects examined in this study 

may be needed in the future. 

Third, this research gave no support to the moderating effects of personal 

values on the relationship between empowering leadership and entrepreneurial 

orientation.  Future research may attempt to investigate if such a “no support” 

result can be replicated using a different personal values scale.  Future research 

may also consider whether or not it is viable conceptually (and then empirically) 
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to examine the moderating effects of personal values on the relationship between 

entrepreneurial orientation and innovative performance. 

Fourth, as revealed by this study, entrepreneurial orientation, although 

significant, is not a very strong mediator in the relationship between empowering 

leadership and innovative performance.  As such, future research may need to 

search for mediating variables other than entrepreneurial orientation with a much 

stronger mediating impact on the relationship between empowering leadership 

and innovative performance. 

6.5 Conclusion 

In this research study, I examined the impacts of supervisors’ empowering 

leadership on their subordinates’ innovative performance, indicated by both 

behaviors and results.  I further investigated the role of entrepreneurial orientation 

in mediating the empowering leadership-innovative performance link.  Moreover, 

the moderating effects of employees’ openness to change on the relationship 

between empowering leadership and entrepreneurial orientation, as well as that of 

employees’ creative self-efficacy on the relationship between entrepreneurial 

orientation and employees’ innovative performance, were tested.  

In the study, supervisor-employee matched data were collected from seven 

factories across three provinces in China.  The results of the data analysis 

supported the association between empowering leadership and employees’ 

innovative performance, as well as the mediating effect of employees’ 

entrepreneurial orientation.  The moderating effect of employees’ creative self-

efficacy was also found to be significant, whereas that of openness to change was 
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not.  These findings shed light on the mechanism through which empowering 

leaders influence employees’ innovative performance.  They also provide 

suggestions as to how organizational leaders can effectively enhance employees’ 

innovative performance.
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Appendix A1: Employees’ Questionnaire in English 

February 2017 

Dear company employees, 

Technology is changing rapidly in our modern-day society and business 
owners and employees must continue to innovate in order to maintain 
competitiveness.  I am currently conducting a study to examine the impact of 
leadership empowerment on employee innovation.  You are cordially invited to 
participate in this study; each individual supervisor and his or her subordinates 
will be the objects of this study.  Both your office and your workshop employees, 
from senior to low levels, can help by taking just 10 to 20 minutes to fill out the 
questionnaire. 

The study will be conducted anonymously; data collected will remain 
private and for aggregated analysis only.  They will then be destroyed.  Should 
you have any further questions about this study, you may contact me on +852 
98458946 or +86 13612832346 or email me at 09426159@life.hkbu.edu.hk. 

As a token of gratitude, I shall send in the abstract of the study and the 
analysis of the results, once the report is ready.  I hope this will help your 
company in future ventures.  Thank you for your company’s support and for your 
participation! 

Yours sincerely, 
Hong Kong Baptist University 
School of Business 
 
DBA Candidate 
Clement AU 
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Questionnaire for Employees 

All data collected are confidential and will be destroyed after the data analysis has been 
carried out. 
Employees, please complete this questionnaire.  There is no need to write your name. 

Part 1: Research regarding your interactions with your immediate supervisor 

A] Do you agree with the below description?  Please 
circle the most suitable number.  
Strongly disagree = 1; disagree = 2; no idea = 3;  
agree = 4; strongly agree = 5. 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 I like to take bold action by venturing into the 
unknown. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 I often like to try new and unusual activities that are 
not typical but are not necessarily risky. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3 I usually act in anticipation of future problems, 
needs, or changes. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 I am willing to invest a lot of time and/or money in 
something that might yield a high return. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 In general, I prefer a strong emphasis in projects on 
unique, one-of-a-kind approaches, rather than 
revisiting tried and true approaches that have been 
used before. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6 I tend to plan ahead on projects. 1 2 3 4 5 
7 I tend to act boldly in situations where risk is 

involved. 
1 2 3 4 5 

8 I prefer to try my own unique way when learning 
new things, rather than doing as everyone else 
does. 

1 2 3 4 5 

9 I prefer to “step up” and get things going on 
projects, rather than sit and wait for someone else 
to do it. 

1 2 3 4 5 

10 I favor experimentation and original approaches to 
problem-solving, rather than using methods others 
generally use for solving their problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

B] Do you think the below description is important 
to you?  Please circle the most suitable number. 
Not important at all/none = 1; not important = 2; 
fair = 3; 
important = 4; extremely important/a great amount 
= 5. 

1 2 3 4 5 

11 Making the world a better place. 1 2 3 4 5 
12 Forming relationships with coworkers. 1 2 3 4 5 
13 Getting a pay rise. 1 2 3 4 5 
14 Gaining respect. 1 2 3 4 5 
15 Keeping my job. 1 2 3 4 5 
16 Distinct relationships. 1 2 3 4 5 
17 Doing a variety of things. 1 2 3 4 5 
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C] Do you agree with the below description?  Please circle the 
most suitable number.  
Strongly disagree = 1; disagree = 2; no idea = 3;  
agree = 4; strongly agree = 5. 

1 2 3 4 5 

35 I have confidence in my ability to solve problems 
creatively. 

1 2 3 4 5 

36 I am good at coming up with new ideas. 1 2 3 4 5 
37 I would sooner create something than improve it. 1 2 3 4 5 
 

18 Doing my work in my own way. 1 2 3 4 5 
19 Determining the way my work is done. 1 2 3 4 5 
20 Doing something different every day. 1 2 3 4 5 
21 A clear chain of command. 1 2 3 4 5 
22 Being sure I will always have a job. 1 2 3 4 5 
23 Obtaining status. 1 2 3 4 5 
24 Pay increases that keep up with the cost of living. 1 2 3 4 5 
25 Getting to know my fellow workers quite well. 1 2 3 4 5 
26 Being of service to society. 1 2 3 4 5 
27 Contributing to humanity. 1 2 3 4 5 
28 Developing close ties with coworkers. 1 2 3 4 5 
29 Being paid enough to live well. 1 2 3 4 5 
30 Being looked up to by others. 1 2 3 4 5 
31 Being certain my job will last. 1 2 3 4 5 
32 Definite lines of authority. 1 2 3 4 5 
33 Doing many different things on the job. 1 2 3 4 5 
34 Making my own decisions. 1 2 3 4 5 

D] Does the below describe the management style of your 
supervisor? Please circle the most suitable  number. 
Never = 1; rarely = 2; sometimes = 3; often = 4; always = 5. 

1 2 3 4 5 

38 Gives work group members honest and fair answers. 1 2 3 4 5 
39 Explains his or her decisions and actions to my work group. 1 2 3 4 5 
40 Helps my work group focus on our goals. 1 2 3 4 5 
41 Considers my work group's ideas when we disagree with him 

or her. 
1 2 3 4 5 

42 Sets a good example by the way he or she behaves. 1 2 3 4 5 
43 Works as hard as he or she can. 1 2 3 4 5 
44 Gives all work group members a chance to voice their 

opinions. 
1 2 3 4 5 

45 Teaches work group members how to solve problems on 
their own. 

1 2 3 4 5 

46 Explains rules and expectations to my work group. 1 2 3 4 5 
47 Shows concern for work group members' success. 1 2 3 4 5 
48 Makes the time to discuss work group members' concerns 

patiently. 
1 2 3 4 5 

49 Explains how my work group fits into the company. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Demographic Data 
 

Please tick (✔) the box that best describes you. 
 
Employees’ demographic data: 
 

Gender: □ Male □ Female 

Age:  □Under 25  □ 25-35 □ 36-45 □ 46-55 □ 55 and over 

Marital status: □ Married □ Single □ Divorced □ Widowed 

Number of children:  □ Yes: _____  □ No  

Education: □ Junior high □ Middle/vocational □ Senior high □ College □University or 
above 

Tenure in company: □ Less than 1 year □ 1-2 years □ 3-5 years □ 6-10 years □ 10 
years or more 

Number of previous  employers: □ 0 □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 or more  
 

 
Please check if any question you have missed? 

*Questions completed with Thanks!* 

 

50 Helps my work group see areas in which we need more 
training. 

1 2 3 4 5 

51 Uses my work group's suggestions to make decisions that 
affect us. 

1 2 3 4 5 

52 Sets high standards for performance by his or her own 
behavior. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix A2: Employees’ Questionnaire in Chinese 

 

敬启者： 

现今的世界， 科技改変迅速，企业主和员工必須不断自我创新以维持

竞争力。本人現正进行一项研究，主要探讨领导放权对员工创新的相互影

响。现诚邀贵公司办公室或车间参与，高中低层均可；研究对象为个别小组

的主管和他的下属，每人只需花 10 至 20 分钟时间填写问卷即可。 

这项研究以匿名进行，收集的数据绝对保密、汇总分析后將会销毀。如

您对这次研究有任何问题，请致电：+852 98458946、+86 

13612832346，或发电邮至 09426159@life.hkbu.edu.hk 与本人联络。 

为答谢贵公司的帮忙，本人在完成报告后会将摘要和分析结果奉告，希

望对贵司有所增益。在此感谢贵司的支持和您的参与！ 

此致 

贵公司员工 

香港浸会大学工商管理学院 

准博士生 

区锦文  敬启 

2017 年 2 月    日 
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员 工 问 卷 

 

本次研究一切资料保密、经统计汇总后马上销毁。 

 

以下不需填上姓名，请小组员工填写。 

 

第一部分：有关直属主管与员工互动的调查 

 

甲. 请问你同不同意下列叙述？ 

请圈上你认为最合适的号码。 

 

极

不

同

意
1 

不

同

意
2 

沒

意

见
3 

同

意
4 

极

同

意
5 

1. 我喜欢大胆尝试没做过的事情。 1 2 3 4 5 

2. 我喜欢尝试新奇的活动。 1 2 3 4 5 

3. 我经常预见未来可能发生的问题、需求和改

变，适当地调整行动。 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. 我愿意花时间和金钱，投入高回报的活动。 1 2 3 4 5 

5. ㇐般来说，我比较重视独特的做法，而不喜欢

㇐再重复已经用过的方法。 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. 我通常会先计划好再去行动。 1 2 3 4 5 

7. 碰到风险时，我会勇敢行动。 1 2 3 4 5 

8. 我不走别人的老路，会用自己的方法学习新事

物。 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. 我会主动完成任务，而不会等着别人完成。 1 2 3 4 5 

10.  有难题需要觧决时，我不喜欢采用別人的老方

法，只喜欢尝试自己想出來的新方法。 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

乙. 请问以下描述的事情，对你来说重不重要？ 

请圈上你认为最合适的号码。 

 

极

不

重

要
1 

不

重

要
2 

普

通
3 

重

要
4 

极

重

要
5 

11. 我要让世界变得更美好。 1 2 3 4 5 

12. 我能与同事搞好关系。 1 2 3 4 5 



 
 

93 
 

 

 

 

丙。请问你同不同意下列叙述？ 

请圈上你认为最合适的号码。 

 

极

不

同

意
1 

不

同

意
2 

没

意

见
3 

同

意
4 

极

同

意
5 

35. 我很自信能创意地解决问题。 1 2 3 4 5 

36. 我觉得我很善于创意。 1 2 3 4 5 

37. 我创造得比改良快。 1 2 3 4 5 

 

13. 公司加薪给我。 1 2 3 4 5 

14. 我受人尊重。 1 2 3 4 5 

15. 我能保住饭碗。 1 2 3 4 5 

16. 知道我应向哪个上司汇报。 1 2 3 4 5 

17. 我工作的内容比较多样。 1 2 3 4 5 

18. 我能用我的方法做事。 1 2 3 4 5 

19. 我能决定怎样完成工作。 1 2 3 4 5 

20. 每天我都做不同的事。 1 2 3 4 5 

21. 上下指挥链明确。 1 2 3 4 5 

22. 能确定我㇐直都有工作做。 1 2 3 4 5 

23. 我很有地位。 1 2 3 4 5 

24. 加薪能弥补货币贬值、可以维持生活水平。 1 2 3 4 5 

25. 我与同事很熟悉。 1 2 3 4 5 

26. 我希望为社会服务。 1 2 3 4 5 

27. 我会贡献给人们。 1 2 3 4 5 

28. 我和同事能紧密配合，合作无间。 1 2 3 4 5 

29. 能拿到可以舒适生活的报酬 1 2 3 4 5 

30. 别人都很敬佩我。 1 2 3 4 5 

31. 肯定目前的工作能㇐直做下去。 1 2 3 4 5 

32. 工作上会清楚划分权责。 1 2 3 4 5 

33. 工作中有很多不同的事情可以做。 1 2 3 4 5 

34. 我能自己做决定。 1 2 3 4 5 

丁。请问以下描述是否符合你直属主管的管理风格？ 从 极 偶 通 总
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第二部分：背景问题 

 

以下你的个人资料只作分析之用：请小组员工填写和在合适的空格打勾

✔。 
 

你个人资料: 

 

性别：□ 男  □女 

年龄 :  □ 25岁以下  □ 25-35  □ 36-45  □ 46-55  □ 55 以上 

婚姻状况 : □ 已婚  □ 单身  □ 离异  □ 鳏寡 

您有子女吗？□ 有：_____ 个；  □ 无 

教育程度：□ 初中  □ 中专  □ 高中  □ 大专  □ 大学或以上 

入职本公司年数：□ 1年以下  □ 1-2年  □ 3-5年  □ 6-10年  □ 10年以上 

请圈上你认为最合适的号码。 

 

来

不

会
1 

少
2 

然
3 

常
4 

是

如

此
5 

38.  他能诚实公正地回答我们提出的问题。 1 2 3 4 5 

39.  他会跟我们说明他的决定和安排。 1 2 3 4 5 

40.  他会协助我们专注于目标。 1 2 3 4 5 

41.  即使不同意我们的意见，他仍会加以考虑。 1 2 3 4 5 

42.  他是我们的好榜样。 1 2 3 4 5 

43.  他工作的时候非常尽心尽力。 1 2 3 4 5 

44.  我们都有机会向他表达意见。 1 2 3 4 5 

45.  他会教导我们怎样自行解决难题。 1 2 3 4 5 

46.  他会说明对我们的期待和规范。 1 2 3 4 5 

47.  他关心我们能不能有好的表现。 1 2 3 4 5 

48.  他肯花时间耐心讨论我们关心的问题。 1 2 3 4 5 

49.  他会跟我们说明应该怎样配合公司要求。 1 2 3 4 5 

50.  他会协助我们找出需加强培训的地方。 1 2 3 4 5 

51.  考量跟我们相关的决策时，他会采用我们的建

议。 

1 2 3 4 5 

52.  我的主管对自己要求极高。 1 2 3 4 5 
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之前受雇公司数目：□ 无  □ 1家  □ 2家  □ 3家  □ 4家或以上 

 
烦请复看有没有错过的问题？ 

 
* 全卷完 <>万分感谢! * 
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Appendix B1: Supervisors’ Questionnaire in English 

 

February 2017 

Dear company supervisors, 

Technology is changing rapidly in modern-day society and business owners 
and employees must continue to innovate in order to maintain competitiveness.  I 
am currently conducting a study to examine the impact of leadership 
empowerment on employees’ innovation.  You are cordially invited to participate 
in this study; each individual supervisor and his or her subordinates will be the 
objects of this study.  Both your office and workshop employees, from senior to 
low levels, can help by taking just 10 to 20 minutes to fill out the questionnaire. 

The study will be conducted anonymously; data collected will remain private 
and will be used for aggregated analysis only.  They will then be destroyed.  
Should you have any further questions about this study, you may contact me on 
+852 98458946 or + 86 13612832346 or email me at 09426159@life.hkbu.edu.hk. 

As a token of gratitude, I shall send in the abstract of this study and the 
analysis of the results, once the report is ready.  I hope this will help your 
company in future ventures.  Thank you for your company’s support and for your 
participation! 

Yours sincerely, 
Hong Kong Baptist University 
School of Business 
 
DBA Candidate 
Clement AU 
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Questionnaire for Supervisors 

All data collected are confidential and will be destroyed after the analysis has been 
carried out. 
Supervisors, please complete this questionnaire. There is no need to write your name. 

Part 1: Research regarding your interactions with your immediate subordinate 

A] Does your immediate subordinate do the following at work? 
Please circle the most suitable number. 
Never = 1; rarely = 2; sometimes = 3; often = 4; always = 5. 

1 2 3 4 5 

1. Searches for new technologies, processes, techniques, 
and/or product ideas. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. Makes suggestions to improve current products or services. 1 2 3 4 5 
3. Generates creative ideas. 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Produces ideas to improve work practices. 1 2 3 4 5 
5. Promotes and champions ideas to others. 1 2 3 4 5 
6. Acquires new knowledge. 1 2 3 4 5 
7. Investigates and secures funds needed to implement new 

ideas. 
1 2 3 4 5 

8. Actively contributes to the development of new products or 
services. 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. Develops adequate plans and schedules for the 
implementation of new ideas. 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. Acquires new groups of customers. 1 2 3 4 5 
11. Is innovative. 1 2 3 4 5 
12.  Optimizes the organization of his or her work. 1 2 3 4 5 
 

Demographic Data 
 
Please tick (✔) the box that best describes you. 
 
Supervisors’ demographic data: 
 
Gender：□ Male  □ Female 

Age:  □Under 25  □ 25-35  □ 36-45  □ 46-55  □ 55 and over 

Marital status: □ Married  □ Single  □ Divorced   □Widowed 

Number of children: □ Yes：_____   □ No 

Education：□ Junior high  □ Middle/vocational  □ Senior high  □ College  
□ University or above 
Tenure in company：□ Less than 1 year  □ 1-2 years  □ 3-5 years  □ 6-10 years   
□ 10 years or more 
Number of employers before：□ 0  □ 1  □ 2  □ 3  □ 4 or more 
 

 

Group Information 
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Number of people in group：_____  
Type of group： □ Production/operation  □ Marketing/sales  □ Finance/accounting 
                              □ Administration/personnel □ Engineering/R&D  □ Other: 
__________  
Group’s position in company：  □ Low/frontline level  □ Middle level (not frontline 
nor executive level)  □ Senior/strategic level 
 
 
Company Information 
 

 Type of manufacturer: 
 □ Small metal parts  □ Watches, electronics, and optics  □ Auto parts   
               □ Medical and disposables  □ Fabrics, garments, and accessories   
               □ Shoes and leather □ Toys, gifts, and sundries  □ Paper and packing materials 
 □ Other: _______________ 

 Number of employees in the company： 
 □ < 50   □ 50-100   □ 101-500   □ 501-1000 

 Number of years since company was founded:   
 □ < 3   □ 3-5   □ 6-10   □ 11-15   □ > 15 

 
 

Please check if any question you have missed? 
*Questions completed with Thanks!* 
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Appendix B2: Supervisors’ Questionnaire in Chinese 

 
敬启者： 

现今的世界， 科技改変迅速，企业主和员工必须不断自我创新以维持

竞争力。本人现正进行一项研究，主要探讨领导放权对员工创新的相互影

响。现诚邀贵公司办公室或车间参与，高中低层均可；研究对象为个别小组

的主管和他的下属，每人只需花 10 至 20 分钟时间填写问卷即可。 

这项研究以匿名进行，收集的数据绝对保密、汇总分析后將会销毀。如

您对这次研究有任何问题，请致电：+852 98458946、+86 13612832346，或

发电邮至 09426159@life.hkbu.edu.hk 与本人联络。 

为答谢贵公司的帮忙，本人在完成报告后会将摘要和分析结果奉告，希

望对贵司有所增益。在此感谢贵司的支持和您的参与！ 

此致 

贵公司主管  

香港浸会大学工商管理学院 

准博士生 

区锦文  敬启 

2017 年 2 月    日 
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主 管 问 卷 

 
本次研究一切资料保密，经统计汇总后马上销毁。 

 
以下不需填上姓名，请小组主管填写。 

 

第一部分：有关直属主管与员工互动的调查 

 
甲。工作时你的直属员工会不会做以下事情？ 
请圈上你认为最合适的号码。 

从

来

不

会

1 

极

少 
2 

偶

然 
3 

通

常 
4 

总

是

如

此

5 

1. 他会寻找新技术、流程、技巧，和产品的点子。 1 2 3 4 5 
2. 他会提议改良原有的产品或服务。 1 2 3 4 5 
3. 他会产生创意。 1 2 3 4 5 
4. 他会出主意改良工作流程和习惯。 1 2 3 4 5 
5. 他会向别人推介概念或点子。 1 2 3 4 5 
6. 他会学习新知识。 1 2 3 4 5 
7. 为落实新点子，他会寻找并筹募资金。 1 2 3 4 5 
8. 他会主动对新产品或服务的发展，作出贡献。 1 2 3 4 5 
9. 为落实新点子，他会充分计划和排程。 1 2 3 4 5 
10.  他会寻找新的顾客群。 1 2 3 4 5 
11.  他是创新的。 1 2 3 4 5 
12.  他会优化工作的安排。 1 2 3 4 5 

 
第二部分：背景问题 

 

以下的个人、小组和公司资料只作分析之用：请小组主管填写和在合适的空

格打勾✔。 

 

主管 #1 资料: 填在#2 组员一份即可 
 

性别  ：  □ 男  □女 

年龄 :  □ 25 岁以下  下 □ 25 

婚姻状况 :  □ 已婚  □ 单身  □ 离异  □ 鳏寡 

您有子女吗？  子女有：_____ 个；  __无     

教育程度 ：  □ 初中  □ 中专  □ 高中  □ 大专  □ 大学或以上 

入职本公司年数 ：  □ 1 年以下  □ 1-2 年  □ 3-5 年  □ 6-10 年  □ 10 年以上 
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之前受雇公司数目 ：  □无  □ 1 家  □ 2 家  □ 3 家   □ 4 家或以上 

 

你小组资料: 主管 填在#2 组员一份即可 
 

小组员工人数 ：_____ 人 

小组工作 ：  □ 生产/运营  □ 市场/销售  □ 财务/会计  □ 行政/人事 

□事工程/研发  □ 其他(请说明): __________  

小组在公司位置：  □ 低层–前线工作人员  □ 中层–非前线或非高层   

□ 高层–公司决策人 

 

公司资料: 公司顶层#A 填在小组#A 组员#2 一份即可 
 

 贵公司从事的制造业: 

□ 小五金制品  □ 金制钟表  □ 电子和光学零件  □ 汽车零件  □医疗零部

件 

□ 纺织品、服饰和服装  □ 鞋类和皮革  □ 玩具、杂货和礼品   

□ 紙品和包裝材料   □ 其他 _______________ 

 贵公司在本市的雇员人数： 

□ < 50   □ 50-100   □ 101-500   □ 501-1000 

 贵公司的成立年数:   

□ < 3   □ 3-5   □ 6-10   □ 11-15   □ > 15 

 
烦请复看有没有错过的问题？ 

 
* 全卷完 <> 万分感谢! * 
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Appendix C 

Survey Items in Employees’ Survey 

1. Employees rate their supervisors’ empowering leadership.   

Participants assessed the frequency of their supervisors’ performance of 

each of the Empowering Leadership Questionnaire (ELQ) (Arnold et al., 2000) 

behaviors; a total of 15 of the original 38 ELQ items (three from each of the five 

categories) were rated on a five-point Likert scale from “1 = never” to “5 = 

always”.  

Leading By Example 

- Sets high standards for performance by his or her own behavior; 

- Works as hard as he or she can; 

- Sets a good example by the way he or she behaves. 

Participative Decision-Making 

- Uses my work group’s suggestions to make decisions that affect us; 

- Gives all work group members a chance to voice their opinions; 

- Considers my work group’s ideas when he or she disagrees with them. 

Coaching 

- Helps my work group to see areas in which we need more training; 

- Teaches work group members how to solve problems on our own; 

- Helps my work group to focus on our goals. 

Informing 

- Explains how my work group fits into the company; 

- Explains rules and expectations to my work group; 

- Explains his or her decisions and actions to my work group. 

Showing Concern/Interacting with the Team 
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- Takes the time to discuss work group members’ concerns patiently; 

- Shows concern for work group members’ success; 

- Gives work group members honest and fair answers. 

2. Employees rate their own entrepreneurial orientation. 

Employees rated their own Individual Entrepreneurial Orientation (IEO) 

(Bolton & Lane, 2012); a total of 10 IEO items across three dimensions were used, 

rated on a five-point Likert scale from “1 = strongly disagree” to “5 = strongly 

agree”. 

Risk 

- I like to take bold action by venturing into the unknown; 

- I am willing to invest a lot of time and/or money in something that might yield a 

high return; 

- I tend to act boldly in situations where risk is involved. 

Innovation 

- I often like to try new and unusual activities that are not typical but are not 

necessarily risky; 

- In general, I prefer a strong emphasis in projects on unique, one-of-a-kind 

approaches, rather than revisiting tried and true approaches used before; 

- I prefer to try my own unique way when learning new things, rather than doing 

as everyone else does; 

- I favor experimentation and original approaches to problem-solving, rather than 

using methods others generally use to solve their problems. 

Proactiveness 

- I usually act in anticipation of future problems, needs, or changes; 

- I tend to plan ahead on projects; 
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- I prefer to “step up” and get things going on projects, rather than sit and wait for 

someone else to do it. 

3. Employees rate their own personal values. 

Employees rated their own personal values (Work Values Survey (WVS), 

(Cable & Edwards, 2004) using 12 of the 24 items was used, rated on a five-point 

Likert scale from “1 = not important at all/none” to “5 = extremely important/a 

very great amount” or similar comments.  The 12 items regarding work statement 

fall across four work value dimensions: 

Security 

- Being certain of keeping my job; 

- Being sure I will always have a job; 

- Being certain my job will last. 

Authority 

- Distinct reporting relationships; 

- A clear chain of command; 

- Definite lines of authority. 

Variety 

- Doing a variety of things; 

- Doing something different every day; 

- Doing many different things on the job. 

Autonomy 

- Doing my work in my own way; 

- Determining the way my work is done; 

- Making my own decisions. 

4. Employees rate their own creative self-efficacy.   
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Employees rated their own creative self-efficacy (Creative Self-Efficacy 

scale (Tierney & Farmer, 2002, 2004; Farmer, Tierney, & Kung-McIntyre, 2003)); 

three items were rated on a five-point Likert scale, from “1 = strongly disagree” to 

“5 = strongly agree”: 

- I have confidence in my ability to solve problems; 

- I feel I am good at generating novel ideas; 

- I would sooner create something than improve it. 

 

Survey Items in Supervisors’ Survey 

5. Supervisors rate their employees’ innovative behavior.   

Supervisors rated their employees’ innovative behavior (Individual Innovative 

Work Behavior scale (Yuan & Woodman, 2010)). Six items were rated on a five-

point Likert scale, from “1 = never” to “5 = always”: 

- Searches for new technologies, processes, techniques, and/or product ideas; 

- Generates creative ideas; 

- Promotes and champions ideas to others; 

- Investigates and secures funds needed to implement new ideas; 

- Develops adequate plans and schedules for the implementation of new ideas; 

- Is innovative. 

6. Supervisors rate their employees’ innovative output.   

Supervisors rated their employees’ innovative output (Individual Innovative 

Output scale, (de Jong & den Hartog, 2008)) and six items were used, rated on a 

five-point Likert scale, from “1 = never” to “5 = always”: 

- Makes suggestions to improve current products or services; 

- Produces ideas to improve work practices; 
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- Acquires new knowledge; 

- Actively contributes to the development of new products or services; 

- Acquires new groups of customers; 

- Optimizes the organization of his or her work
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