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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

Major reviews of psychological empowerment (PE) suggest four broad sources to becoming empowered: organizational, leadership, job, and dispositional. This study examines the redundancy, uniqueness, and relative importance within and across these situational and dispositional domains using
commonality and dominance analyses. Across multiple samples, we ﬁnd (a) within socio-structural
domains, empowering leadership, knowledge sharing, and task signiﬁcance are the most unique
organizational sources of PE, (b) dispositional predictors augment situational features in explaining
PE, and, perhaps most importantly, (c) job characteristics (JC) along with core self-evaluation (CSE)
occupy the most dominant role on PE. In study 1 (N = 229), rank and CSE accounted for 64% of the
variance in PE after accounting for information distribution, leadership, and the Big Five. Controlling for
expanded Big Five inventory, leadership constructs, and socio-structurally features, study 2 (N = 171)
ﬁnds general dominance of task signiﬁcance (14%), empowering leadership (19%), and reduced, albeit
incremental, eﬀect of CSE (10%). Finally, study 3 (N = 386) replicates the large (30%) and moderately
(10%) dominant eﬀects of multiple JC dimensions and CSE. Implications call for a micro-level approach
to PE emphasizing expanded roles, broadened self-concept, and personal impact on society rather than
inspiring managers or organizational practices.
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Psychological empowerment (PE) is a multidimensional state
of task motivation arising from a sense of control and active
involvement in one’s work roles (Spreitzer, 1995). This active
mindset is operationalized as the mutually reinforcing combination of four cognitions: (a) a sense the work is important, (b)
competence to perform one’s role, (c) freedom to carry out
one’s roles, and (d) belief one’s actions impact the system
(Spreitzer, 1995). PE is central to improving work life quality
as it spotlights imbalances in organizational resources, emphasizes the strength of self-directed teams, and supports
employees’ inclination to strive for change (Lawler, 1992).
A noticeable feature of PE research is the diversity of
approaches, including leadership, job characteristics (JC), structural practices, and relationships (see Maynard, Gilson, &
Mathieu, 2012 for a review). However, these predictors often
are studied individually rather than as an integrative whole
(Robbins, Crino, & Fredendall, 2002). This approach stymies
knowledge gains in several ways. First, since altering organizational practices is often a focus of workforce empowerment, it is
important to ascertain the degree to which leaders, jobs, and
people contribute beyond macro-level changes. Second, metaanalytic reviews have only compared contextual and personal
factors as broad sets (Seibert, Wang, & Courtright, 2011) rather
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than isolating which contextual or personal factors matter most
in sustaining a PE mindset. A ﬁnal issue is construct identity
fallacy (Larsen & Bong, 2016), the introduction of numerous
and redundant measures, which prevents the accumulation
and integration of knowledge. For example, transformational
leadership (Avolio, Zhu, Koh, & Bhatia, 2004), empowerment
leadership (Ahearne, Mathieu, & Rapp, 2005), and leadermember exchange (Harris, Wheeler, & Kacmar, 2009) are all
hypothesized to be positively related to PE for varied reasons
despite arguments these approaches may be empirically indistinguishable (Yukl, 1999). Therefore, there is opportunity to consolidate empowerment theories around the most central drivers.
Another deﬁciency in the PE literature is the overemphasis
on organizational systems in promoting employee control
(e.g., ﬂat structures). There are two contrasting views in the
ﬁeld: structural and psychological (Maynard et al., 2012;
Spreitzer, 2008). The structural view assumes PE is unidirectional and objective, originating in the organizational environment and ﬂowing downward by delegated responsibility. The
psychological perspective presumes employees interpret tasks
to determine if they feel empowered. Both theories are integrated into models where structural empowerment is the
main antecedent of PE (Maynard et al., 2012; Seibert et al.,
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2011; Spreitzer, 2008). While a useful heuristic, this dualism
overlooks a body of research on power acquisition, the idea
certain people are more likely to navigate, master, and climb
a social system (Cattaneo & Chapman, 2010; Guinote & Chen,
2017). Although a meta-analysis suggests individual diﬀerences in PE (Seibert et al., 2011), Maynard et al. (2012) note
past work is restricted to a narrow sub-set of self-evaluative
attributes. In fact, no studies have employed the Big Five
factor model (Digman, 1990) as a basis for PE. This is surprising
given the Big Five is a major model of personality and is
foundational for topics germane to PE: motivation (Judge &
Ilies, 2002) and leadership (DeRue, Nahrgang, Wellman, &
Humphrey, 2011).
Therefore, this study aims to elaborate on the unique and
relative importance of PE predictors across four major domains:
(1) organizational, (2) leadership, (3) JC, and (4) individual diﬀerences (Maynard et al., 2012; Seibert et al., 2011; Yukl & Becker,
2006). To address this aim, we take a bottom-up approach to
hypothesis development by building from simple eﬀects to more
complex comparisons. First, we review expected direct eﬀects
and rationales for each PE predictor. Second, given broader
criticisms about redundancy within management theories (Le,
Schmidt, Harter, & Lauver, 2010), we oﬀer hypotheses on the
relative dominance of which speciﬁc organizational resource,
leadership constructs, and JC are expected to most closely
align with personal capacity. Third, we introduce a dispositional
perspective on PE with conceptual distinctions between two
frameworks: social-cognitive beliefs in core self-evaluations
(CSE) and dispositions in the Big Five personality factors.
Finally, drawing from self-regulatory models of empowerment,
we hypothesize JC and CSE will be the most dominant PE predictors across domains.

The levels of socio-structural empowerment:
organization, leadership, and job
Organizational
At the organizational level, empowerment is the granting of
control and decision-making to employees. This is based in
Kanter’s (1977) sociological theorizing, arguing the potential
for power resides within the constraints and opportunities
inherent in bureaucratic structures and political coalitions.
Organizations that centralize power within top management
teams provide little operational autonomy to business units.
Consequentially, to empower entails dismantling bureaucracy
and cascading resources downward.
A popular taxonomy for empowering systems is Lawler’s
(1992) high-involvement work practices (HIWP): organizational
sharing of information, knowledge, power, and rewards (see
also Vandenberg, Richardson, & Eastman, 1999). Information is
communicating goals, policies, and operational data with reasons for changes; knowledge is the provision of training and
development; power is sharing organizational decision making
and resource allocation; and rewards are incentives reinforcing
the use of information, knowledge, and power to improve the
organization (Lawler, 1992). A large positive relationship exists
between high-involvement practices and PE (rc = .48, k = 27;
Seibert et al., 2011). Yet, despite being distinct sets of

resources, researchers often aggregate these practices into
a single “bundled” score (e.g., Laschinger, Finegan, Shamian,
& Wilk, 2004), making it diﬃcult to, “ . . . tease apart which
structural facets actually drive the [empowerment] associations” (Maynard et al., 2012, p. 13) and may attenuate eﬀects
because work practices are not equally motivating (Combs,
Liu, Hall, & Ketchen, 2006; Delery, 1998). Indeed, Seibert et al.
(2011) aggregated 18 diﬀerent HIWP practices into a single
eﬀect size with wide credibility intervals, suggesting variability
in the degree to which distinct practices are empowering.
Regarding relative eﬀects, we reason power and knowledge
sharing are more directly implicated in PE because they facilitate
immediate action (Anderson & Brion, 2014; Cattaneo & Chapman,
2010). PE enables people to get things done, with emphasis on
technical knowledge to complete the task and political clout to
address organizational roadblocks (Kanter, 1977). Conversely,
information and rewards are organizational mechanisms linking
empowerment eﬀorts to strategic aims by creating transparency
about managerial thinking while reinforcing employee initiative
(Lawler, 1992). Some argue managers sharing their information
and rewards is antithetical to PE as it reminds employees they are
not in control (Hardy & Leiba-O’Sullivan, 1998). Therefore, compared to information and rewards, this perspective suggests actual
power (or decision making) and expertise to solve problems is
more strongly related to PE.
H1a: Organizational practices of sharing power, information,
knowledge, and rewards will be positively related to PE.
H1b: Within organizational characteristics, power and knowledge sharing will be relatively more important predictors of PE
compared to information and reward sharing.

Leadership
Leaders contribute to PE by serving as conduits amplifying or
disabling employees’ willingness to act (Bass, 1995; Conger,
1989). This perspective holds the process of gaining power occurs
in daily interactions where the more powerful leader transfers
inﬂuence and energy to followers by clarifying goals, conveying
conﬁdence, and sharing personal resources. Theories of transformational, leader-member exchange, and empowering leadership address this power transfer in distinct yet overlapping
ways but are rarely compared. Therefore, Maynard et al. (2012,
p. 17) argue for “ . . . future work that examines multiple leadership-related constructs in a single study”, mirroring criticism of
the leadership literature for failing to evaluate the distinctiveness
of leadership styles (e.g., Piccolo et al., 2012).
Transformational leadership (TL) is argued to be critical to
PE (Avolio et al., 2004; Bass, 1995). TL raises work meaning by
linking employees’ sense of self and personal values to
broader collective aims (Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993) and
helping employees see broader signiﬁcance in their work
(Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006). TL also is hypothesized to develop
followers to their full potential by envisioning expanded possibilities and stimulating original thinking (Dvir, Eden, Avolio, &
Shamir, 2002). However, despite producing greater follower
eﬀort, TL can also increase leader dependency (Kark, Shamir, &
Chen, 2003).
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Others argue the quality of leader relationships matter most.
According to leader-member exchange (LMX) theory, leadership
is not an average style but a varied exchange emphasizing
unique relationships formed between the leader and each follower. LMX is premised on role making (Graen & Cashman, 1975)
and social exchange (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). In high-quality
relationships, leaders provide more information, availability, and
freedom in return for superior job performance. These relationships become characterized by a mutual investment of greater
eﬀort and emotional support (Davis & Gardner, 2004). Unlike TL,
which assumes uniformity in ways to enhance followers’ eﬀorts,
LMX suggests PE occurs through a broadened exchange of
respect, trust, eﬀort, and support. Consequentially, the relationship is strengthened across successive task episodes (Bauer &
Green, 1996).
Finally, empowering leadership focuses on helping all
employees voice input, develop task proﬁciencies, and exercise
autonomy. Unlike other leadership approaches, empowering
leaders are exclusively about giving rather than holding inﬂuence
(Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014) and “leading others to lead
themselves” (Manz & Sims, 1987, p. 4). Amundsen and
Martinsen (2014) deﬁne eight empowering leadership behaviors
which are subsumed within two higher-order factors of autonomy and development support. Meta-analyses indicate empowering leadership incrementally predicts PE over LMX and TL (Lee,
Willis, & Tian, 2017). This ﬁnding may be due to empowering
leadership’s focus on sharing authority and responsibility, in
contrast to TL, which emphasizes the role of the leader’s vision
and magnetism in elevating followers, and LMX, which emphasizes relationship quality and reciprocity. On a continuum of
dependence, TL involves the greatest amount of leader reliance,
LMX suggests interdependence through mutual exchanges, and
empowering focuses on follower independence through active
promotion of follower agency (Lorinkova, Pearsall, & Sims, 2013).
H2a: TL, LMX, and empowering leadership will be positively
associated with PE.
H2b: Empowering leadership will be a relatively more important predictor of PE compared to TL and LMX.

Job
The job characteristics (JC) perspective is rooted in the humanistic
and self-determination argument that human growth is thwarted
by monotony (Hackman & Oldham, 1980). The experience of power
is dictated by the scope, signiﬁcance, and freedom in the work
which builds PE by facilitating independent problem solving and
personal ownership. The present study assesses four dimensions
from JC theory: (1) task variety, the opportunity to complete diﬀerent activities and use diﬀerent skills; (2) task identity, the opportunity to complete a whole piece of work, the results of which can be
easily identiﬁed; (3) task signiﬁcance, the recognition that the job
inﬂuences the lives or work of others, and (4) task feedback, the
degree to which the job provides direct and clear information
about the eﬀectiveness of task performance.1 Studies link JCs –
both in isolation and aggregation – to PE (Liden, Wayne, &
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Sparrowe, 2000), growth satisfaction, and motivation (Fried &
Ferris, 1987).
Despite being proposed as distinct features of work (Hackman
& Oldham, 1980), numerous studies aggregate JC dimensions
into a unitary score (e.g., Liden et al., 2000; Xie & Johns, 1995).
Unfortunately, collapsing dimensions into a single composite
renders interpretation of the motivating eﬀects theoretically
ambiguous as JC dimensions exhibit diﬀerential relationships
with various motivational outcomes. For instance, task signiﬁcance is strongly related to a sense of purpose and career commitment, whereas feedback is more connected to competence
and impact (Gagné, Senecal, & Koestner, 1997; Kraimer, Seibert, &
Liden, 1999). To the extent JCs are independent, it is unknown if
PE is a function of one characteristic, multiple components, or is
evenly dispersed across features.
While all task attributes can be empowering, we hypothesize signiﬁcance and feedback will be relatively more empowering compared to variety and identity. PE is theorized to
follow a temporal chain in which employees must ﬁrst care
and feel competent about their pursuits before being granted
autonomy to act and, ultimately, see the impact of their work
(Cattaneo & Chapman, 2010; Kraimer et al., 1999; Liden & Arad,
1996). Second, research between JCs and self-determination
theory suggest task signiﬁcance and feedback correlate more
strongly with internal work motivation compared to variety
and identity (Humphrey, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007; Millette
& Gagné, 2008). Deci, Olafsen, and Ryan (2017) suggest task
signiﬁcance satisﬁes needs for relatedness and autonomy
because helping others allows employees to justify mundane
work as important (rather than forced) and believe they “matter” to others. Feedback may also play a larger role in PE
because it builds competence and impact by clarifying goal
progress and success (Kraimer et al., 1999; Liden & Arad, 1996).
Unlike signiﬁcance and feedback, increased variety and
identity can diminish motivational returns as they reﬂect separate, albeit related, aspects of horizontal job enlargement
(Lawler, 1969). Both variety and identity require greater job
investment (e.g., more imagination, eﬀort) by calling on multiple skills and discretionary decision making to produce an
entire product (Pierce, Jussila, & Cummings, 2009). While
such features provide a sense of impact and purpose, excess
amounts can turn “opportunities” into “unavoidable requirements” by creating overwhelmingly high role expectations
(Warr, 1987). More telling is empirical evidence showing excessive variety, identity, and scope is related to emotional exhaustion (Xie & Johns, 1995) and increased costs (Campion &
McClelland, 1991). Consequentially, more than variety and
identity, signiﬁcance and feedback are theorized to be
empowering because they take temporal precedence in the
empowerment cycle, satisfy multiple psychological needs, and
are less likely to create overload.
H3a: The four JC dimensions will be positively associated with PE.
H3b: Within JC, task signiﬁcance and feedback will emerge as
more important predictors of PE relative to variety and
identity.
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Integrating a dispositional layer
Perhaps the most important aspect of PE is an employee’s
willingness and capacity to seek increased responsibility.
Based on evolutionary arguments, some individuals are more
likely to acquire power than others given their perceived capability to advance the group (Van Vugt, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2008).
Unfortunately, the PE literature has been surprisingly silent
about the role of individual diﬀerences.2 Personality contributes to how people shape their environments, including
the self-regulatory strategies and interpretive lenses used to
adjust and reﬂect upon actions aimed at realizing goals
(DeYoung, 2015). Even within social structures designed to
promote equality, informal hierarchies spontaneously emerge
(Magee & Galinsky, 2008), with stable person characteristics
explaining up to 82% of the variance in who emerges as
a leader (Kenny & Zaccaro, 1983). Understanding this source
of PE could have an impact on the eventual success or failure
of PE initiatives.

Diﬀerentiating big ﬁve and core self-evaluations (CSE)
To understand the dispositional basis of PE, we distinguish
dispositional traits and self-evaluations as trait and socialcognitive approaches to individual diﬀerences (McAdams,
2013). The Big Five (i.e., neuroticism, extroversion, openness,
agreeableness and conscientiousness) represents a universal
taxonomy of dispositions describing broad diﬀerences in
typical behavioral patterns (Digman, 1990). Contrarily, CSE
is introduced as “a basic, fundamental appraisal of one’s
worthiness, eﬀectiveness, and capability as a person”
(Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2003, p. 304) and represents
the shared variance of self-evaluative thoughts: self-esteem,
general self-eﬃcacy, self-doubt elements of neuroticism, and
locus of control. Some argue the Big Five and CSE are
redundant (Schmitt, 2004), making it unclear how traits
and self-evaluations function as dual predictors of PE. The
Big Five are arguably more innate proclivities emerging early
in life as inherited, biological variations in temperament and
manifest as relatively stable set of general, cross-situational
tendencies in feelings, actions, and thoughts (McCrae &
Costa, 1996). CSE, in contrast, is a composite view of oneself
that is formed through direct experiences and evaluations
adopted from signiﬁcant others (Bandura, 1986). Individuals
who are otherwise similar in their Big Five proﬁle may nonetheless choose diﬀerent courses of action depending on
their self-construal (McAdams, 2013).

The big ﬁve
Extraversion, conscientiousness, and emotional stability are
hypothesized to be associated with PE given their agentic
underpinnings. Extraverts tend to be outgoing, assertive, and
driven by rewards (McCrae & Costa, 1996), making them more
likely to secure opportunities to be inﬂuential. The dominance
aspect of extraversion is also linked to agency, including occupational advancement (Hogan, Rybicki, & Borman, 1998),
deﬁning group agendas (Winter, 1973), and emerging as eﬀective leaders (DeRue et al., 2011). Given that extraverts emerge

as more central and inﬂuential, we presume they are more
likely to experience greater impact and self-direction at work,
resulting in higher PE.
Conscientious people are achievement-oriented, eﬃcient,
self-disciplined, and good performers across multiple domains
(McCrae & Costa, 1996). These characteristics contribute to
a sense of competence and impact, as conscientious people
are more likely to acquire technical expertise (Schmidt,
Schaﬀer, & Oh, 2008), succeed in their job (Barrick & Mount,
1991), and follow through on commitments (Judge & Ilies,
2002). As task competence drives leadership emergence
(Bass, 1990), conscientious people may receive status by
greater engagement in executing the group’s work.
Finally, individuals prone to experiencing negative emotions have lower social status (Anderson, John, Keltner, &
Kring, 2001). Theories on the dominance behavioral system
suggest neuroticism is associated with withdrawal, feelings of
defeat, and a willingness to take smaller roles to avoid the
prospect of punishment (Johnson, Leedom, & Muhtadie, 2012).
In contrast, high emotional stability helps employees cope
with long hours, more demands, and interpersonal conﬂict,
in turn providing more resources to eﬀectively problem solve.
For these reasons, we expect those high on emotional stability
to feel more conﬁdent and impactful in their roles.
H4a: The Big Five characteristics of extraversion, conscientiousness, and emotional stability will be positively associated with PE.
H4b: Extraversion, conscientiousness, and emotional stability will
incrementally predict PE above and beyond socio-structural
empowerment practices.

CSE
Whereas the Big Five likely shape PE indirectly through stylistic
diﬀerences in work behavior, CSE operate through motives to
maintain and promote a positive self-image (Korman, 1970; Wu &
Griﬃn, 2012). Individuals high on CSE strive to make their already
positive self-views consistent, understandable, and predictable
(self-veriﬁcation) as well as bigger and better (self-enhancement)
. In support of self-veriﬁcation (sometimes called self-assessment;
see Gregg, Sedikides, & Gebauer, 2011), those high on CSE ﬁnd
better ﬁt (Jiang & Jiang, 2015), set goals aligned with personal
values (Judge, Bono, Erez, & Locke, 2005), and remain committed
to development in the face of discrepant feedback (Bono &
Colbert, 2005). In terms of self-enhancement, those high on
CSE focus on positive aspects of their job (Judge, Bono, &
Locke, 2000), believe they have more job opportunities (García,
Triana, Peters, & Sánchez, 2009), and quickly recover from job loss
and failure (Srivastava, Locke, Judge, & Adams, 2010; Wanberg,
Glomb, Song, & Sorenson, 2005). Given these ﬁndings, CSE
should uniquely contribute to PE and, indeed, ﬁndings show
CSE incrementally predicts adaptability, motivation, and job performance beyond the Big Five (Judge et al., 2003).
H4c: CSE will be positively associated with PE.
H4d: CSE will incrementally predict PE above and beyond sociostructural empowerment practices and the Big Five.
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Overall dominance: sustaining self-empowerment

Study overview

While the unique and incremental contributions of organizational practices, leadership, JC, and individual diﬀerences on
PE are explored, the most important drivers of PE may be of
greatest interest to practitioners and researchers. Drawing
from Thomas and Velthouse’s (1990) notion of selfempowerment and related theories of proactivity and selfregulation (Kanfer & Kanfer, 1991; Parker, Bindl, & Strauss,
2010), we reason JCs and CSE are closest to the experience
of personal agency and will be the most salient drivers of PE.
According to Thomas and Velthouse (1990), the two primary
inputs in the self-reinforcing cycle of empowerment are subjective and objective appraisals. Subjective inputs arise from individual diﬀerences in how people evaluate aims and beliefs to make
sense of their ongoing situation. Objective inputs arise from, “ . . .
positively valued experiences that individual derive directly from
a task” (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990, p. 668). Together, purportedly
objective job features and stable person characteristics trigger
a generalized evaluation of one’s place in the organization as an
enabled agent. Over time, a sense of PE either grows or shrinks as
self-reactions or environmental feedback shape the degree to
which employees care about their job and believe they control
the environment (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990).
The objective element is oriented around designing work
which allows “ . . . internalized commitment to the task itself”
(Thomas & Velthouse, 1990, p. 667, emphasis in original). JCs
mediate (Rousseau, 1978) or outperform (Pierce, Dunham, &
Cummings, 1984) other factors in predicting employee attitudes; thus, we reason the job itself is the most dominant
factor across all socio-structural predictors. First, job features
are more proximal to the motivational states underlying role
execution. Leadership and organizational practices are distal
factors which set the stage for resource availability, but do not
dictate whether the work itself is malleable, fulﬁlling and
impactful. Indeed, the nature of the work has the largest metaanalytic association with PE (Seibert et al., 2011).
The second most proximate predictors of PE are internal
attributional styles (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990) reﬂecting “how
people think about themselves” in terms of their ability to
achieve a particular outcome in a particular domain
(Zimmerman, 1995, p. 588). Unlike the Big Five or other sociostructural practices, CSE is more strongly aligned with interpretive schemas (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990) which screen,
code, and evaluate experiences in a manner which largely
perpetuate core beliefs about themselves. This reinforcing
cycle of self-evaluations and experiences is conﬁrmed by reciprocal eﬀects of CSE and satisfaction on one another over time
(Wu & Griﬃn, 2012) and persist after controlling for objective
and subjective JC (Judge, Bono, & Locke, 2000). Hence, those
high on CSE will interpret their ongoing actions at work in
largely self-empowering ways, such as seeing themselves as
having greater conﬁdence and control in their ability to shape
their organization’s future.

The present study aims to (a) separate unique versus common
eﬀects for diﬀerent socio-structural sources of variance in PE,
(b) test if competing personality frameworks have incremental
value in PE, and (c) directly compare the relative importance of
numerous person and situational eﬀects. The hypothesis
development reﬂects a progression of thinking across three
independent studies, conducted over time and across organizations. While hypotheses are intertwined, the reasoning
evolved with each investigation along with an increasing
number of theoretically targeted measures. Hence, not all
hypothesized eﬀects are tested in every study. Rather, the
initial investigation compares a small number of person and
situation predictors of PE, followed by a second investigation
using an expanded situational predictor set and, to triangulate
ﬁndings, a ﬁnal investigation examining all predictors using
diﬀerent measures with a more diverse sample of working
adults.

H5: JCs and CSE will account for the largest amount of variance in PE relative all remaining situational and personality
predictors.

Methods
Samples
The sample for study 1 was drawn from a non-proﬁt religious organization as part of a developmental project and
consists of 209 members and volunteers (46% female) who
were primarily white (90%), educated (62% bachelor’s
degree or higher), and middle-aged (M = 39.99, SD = 14).
Study 2 included 171 employed Psychology and Business
undergraduates (84.2% female), with a mean age of 22.54
(SD = 3.73, range = 18 to 53 years). Study 3 consists of 440
full-time employed workers from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk
and paid $15 for a larger study on personality and situations
in work ﬁt. To ensure attentiveness in study 3, the following
checks were included: < 2 SD below mean time of 50 minutes, failing bogus and instructed items, long-string index
>15, and absolute within-person psychometric synonym
correlations < .40 (see DeSimone, Harms, & DeSimone,
2015). Participants failing 3 or more of the checks were
removed (14% inattentive), resulting in a ﬁnal sample of
386 full-time (M = 41.09 hours/week, SD = 6.49 hours/
week), middle-aged employees (M = 37.75, SD = 10.20;
54% female).

Measures
For study 1, all survey blocks were randomized to reduce the
impact of various response biases. For studies 2 and 3, scale
and item ordering were randomized and counterbalanced
across participants. In study 3, demographics, personality,
structurally empowering features, and PE were collected in
four separate counterbalanced waves spaced three to four
days apart. By separating content in space and time, common
method variance was further minimized (Podsakoﬀ,
MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoﬀ, 2003). Unless noted, all measures
used a ﬁve-point format ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree).
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Demographics

Formal role and job characteristics

All studies included sex, age, tenure, and education as covariates (Spreitzer, 1995). Level of education was on a 1 (<high
school) to 9 (Doctoral degree) point ordinal scale. Tenure was
assessed on a 1 (<1 month) to 8 (4.1–5 years) point ordinal
scale in study 1 and as an open-ended prompt in Studies 2
and 3.

In study 1, rank was an ordinal item with three positions of
increasing responsibility: 1 (member), 2 (volunteer), and 3 (fulltime staﬀ). While note equivalent to job attributes, research
suggests structural rank and job complexity are highly correlated (Avolio & Waldman, 1990). The Work Design
Questionnaire (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006) was used to
assess the four dimensions of JC in studies 2 and 3.

The big ﬁve
Three inventories were used. In study 1, we used the ten-item
personality inventory (TIPI; Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003)
which uses two items for each dimension. Given its brevity,
the TIPI often has low alpha, content deﬁciencies, and greater
Type 1 and 2 error rates in testing incremental eﬀects (Credé,
Harms, Niehorster, & Gaye-Valentine, 2012). Thus, the original
44-item Big Five inventory was used in study 2 (John &
Srivastava, 1999) and the expanded 60-item Big Five
Inventory-2 in study 3 (Soto & John, 2017).

Psychological empowerment

Core self-evaluation scale

Relative importance analyses: construct redundancy and
average contribution

All three studies used the 12-item Core Self Evaluation scale
(Judge et al., 2003). An example item is, “When I try, I generally
succeed.”

Empowerment structures
In study 1, we drew from theoretical taxonomies to measure
information distribution (6-items; e.g., “Information is passed
along easily in the organization”). In study 2, we adapted 12items from pre-existing measures to assess each HIWP dimension: power (3 items; e.g., “Involve employees in the design of
new practices, systems, and methods for enhancing productivity”), information (3 items; e.g., “Regularly share information
about the company’s overall operating results, business plans,
and goals”), knowledge (3 items; e.g., “Help employees
develop the careers they want”), and rewards (3 items; e.g.,
“Link employee’s rewards to how well they actually perform
on the job”). In study 3, Matthews, Diaz, and Cole’s (2003) 19item empowerment scale was used to measure dynamic structures (7 items; e.g., “Thinking out of the box behavior is
appreciated”), decision control (7 items; e.g., “Employees
have input in the hiring of new employees”), and ﬂuidity of
information sharing (6 items; e.g., “Employees are not provided with ﬁnancial records of the company”). For ease of
presentation, these scales are treated as HIWP dimensions of
knowledge, power, and information, respectively.

Leadership
Except for TL (measured with Multifactor Leadership
Questionnaire, Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999), leader behaviors
and relationships were operationalized with diﬀerent measures across studies. Empowering was measured with the
Leadership Empowerment Behavior scale (Ahearne et al.,
2005) in study 2 and the Empowering Leadership scale
(Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014) in study 3. LMX was measured as a set of social resources using the Multidimensional
Leadership Member Exchange scale (Liden & Maslyn, 1998)
in study 2, and as actual social reciprocity with the LeaderMember Social Exchange scale (Bernerth, Armenakis, Field,
Giles, & Walker, 2007) in study 3.

PE was measured with Spreitzer’s (1995) 12-item scale, which
assesses meaningfulness (3 items; e.g., “The work I do is very
important to me”), competence (3 items; e.g., “I am conﬁdent
about my ability to fulﬁll my role”), choice (3 items; e.g., “I can
decide on my own how to go about my job activities”), and
impact (3 items; e.g., “My impact on what happens in my
organization is large”).

In the face of multicollinearity, multiple regression can fail to
properly partition predictor variance by overestimating the
importance of the strongest predictors, underestimating the
importance of the weaker predictors, and allowing slight differences in inter-predictor correlations to change the pattern
of regression weights (Johnson, 2000). Hence, in addition to
multiple regression, we apply two methods designed to isolate and partition variance when confronting multicollinearity:
commonality analysis (CA) and dominance analysis (DA). These
techniques identify complex relationships between predictors
and the criteria, both in relation to each other (CA) and by
themselves (DA; Nimon & Oswald, 2013).
In the case where predictors are part of the same domain
(e.g., leadership), multicollinearity is expected and possibly
desirable (e.g., transformative leaders should also be empowering). CA provides separate measures of unique variance
explained for each predictor in addition to measures of shared
variance for all predictor combinations (Pedhazur, 1997). In the
case of two predictors, CA identiﬁes how much of the total R2
is due to the unique inﬂuence of the ﬁrst predictor (U1), the
unique inﬂuence of the second predictor (U2), and the shared
variance of both (C12). The formulas are as follow:
U1 ¼ R2Y:12  R2Y:2
U2 ¼ R2Y:12  R2Y:1
C12 ¼ R2Y:12  U1  U2
With k predictors, there are 2k – 1 commonalities and so with
each new predictor the number of commonalities doubles (plus
1). For instance, a model with three predictors identiﬁes 7 nonoverlapping eﬀects: three unique, three second-order, and one
with all predictors. CA clariﬁes a predictor’s role in the explanation by itself and jointly with other predictor sets. Thus, CA can
localize the amount and location of predictor redundancy by
identifying whether PE is mostly a function of unique or combined eﬀects across predictors.
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In the case of predicting PE, a separate, albeit related, question
is which predictor(s) contribute the most to R2. DA requires specifying each predictor’s incremental validity across all possible submodels and using incremental contributions to qualitatively
evaluate the degree of importance across three hierarchical levels:
complete dominance, conditional dominance, and general dominance (see Nimon & Oswald, 2013 for explanation). A predictor, Xi,
shows general dominance over Xj if it outperforms it, on the
average across all p families of subset models of the same size
k (where k = 0, 1, 2, . . ., p – 1). Interpretively, the general dominance
(GD) weight is the average incremental validity of a predictor
across submodels and represents the, “average diﬀerence in ﬁt
between all subset models (of equal size) that include Xi and those
that do not include it” (Azen & Budescru, 2003, p. 137). Researchers
can rank and scale all p predictors using GD weights which tend to
provide the same values as relative weights: each predictor’s
proportionate contribution to R2 (Johnson, 2000).
We ﬁrst present separate commonality and dominance analyses for all possible leadership, HIWP, and job characteristic
regression sub-sets in studies containing multiple competing
measures (2 and 3). This method allows variance explained in
PE to be partitioned separately by each socio-structural domain
to examine if eﬀects are uniform across scales, localized to one
measure, or largely redundant. Next, we present standardized
beta weights, general dominance weights, and uniqueness coefﬁcients across all predictors to provides three complementary
metrics on relative importance: weighted, average, and incremental. All importance analyses were carried out using the yhat
package in R (Nimon & Oswald, 2013).

Measurement models
Prior to analyses we conducted a series of conﬁrmatory factor
analyses in lavann (Rosseel, 2012) using maximum-likelihood estimation. Findings are presented as supplementary materials and
suggest employees make theorized distinctions between targeted
predictors across samples. While some scales are highly correlated,
the overlap mirrors meta-analytic relationships using the same
measures (Banks, Gooty, Ross, Williams, & Harrington, 2018).

Results
Descriptive statistics, intercorrelations, and alpha coeﬃcients for
all variables across investigations can be found in supplementary materials (see Tables S1a-S1c). Hypothesized associations
with PE are presented in Table 1. Signiﬁcant associations
between all hypothesized domains and PE are observed across
studies. The only hypothesized association not supported was
conscientiousness in study 1 (r = .14, p > .05), which is likely due
to the TIPI’s low reliability. In isolation, hypothesized predictors
have medium to large relationships with PE.

Joint, unique, and dominant eﬀects of HIWP, leadership,
and job characteristics
Table 2–4 provide commonality and dominance analyses of
HIWP, leadership, and job characteristic scales, respectively,
with statistical diﬀerences between commonality coeﬃcients
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Table 1. Pearson correlations with psychological empowerment.

Variable
Age
Sex
Education
Tenure
Formal Role
Task Variety
Task Feedback
Task Signiﬁcance
Task Identity
Transformational
Leader-Member Exchange
Empowering Leadership
Information Sharing
Power Sharing
Reward Sharing
Knowledge Sharing
Extraversion
Emotional Stability
Conscientiousness
Openness to Experience
Agreeableness
Core Self-Evaluation

Study 1
(N = 229)

Study 2
(N = 171)

Study 3
(N = 386)

Church
−.04
.07
.04
.10
.34
.20
.20
.23
.22
.14
.17
.15
.47

Employed
College
.10
−.03
.16
.04
.37
.43
.54
.16
.49
.44
.63
.27
.39
.24
.42
.30
.31
.34
.24
.43
.52

Employed
Adult
.15
.12
.04
.19
.46
.44
.44
.35
.45
.50
.48
.36
.40
.50
.51
.47
.40
.19
.30
.57

Formal role was measured as organizational rank in sample 1 and overall (JC) or
distinct job characteristics in samples 2 and 3.
Signiﬁcant results (p < .01) are achieved for correlation magnitude as follows:
Sample 1 = .17; Sample 2 = .19; Sample 3 = .13.

provided as supplementary materials (see Table S2). To visualize
how CA decomposes the overall eﬀect, commonality coeﬃcients
are presented as area-proportionate Venn diagrams in Figure 1
using the eulerr package (Larsson et al., 2018).3 The dominance
section provides incremental R2 for each predictor across all submodel sizes 0 to p – 1. The average incremental variances within
sub-models are conditional dominance weights. Averaging conditional dominance weights across models creates a GD weight
which, like commonality coeﬃcients, partitions R2 across predictors (general dominance weights sum to R2). Incremental eﬀects
across DA submodels are used to determine if a predictor has
complete, conditional, or GD.
For example, looking at the ﬁrst row of Table 2, the indication
“Unique to INF” in column 1 means the ﬁrst step of the regression
enters only INF which accounts for 9% of the variance in PE.
However, the commonality column indicates 0% of this variance
is unique and, instead, 3% of information’s eﬀect is shared with
power and knowledge (3 rows under “Models w/3 Predictors” in
column 1) and the other 6% is shared across all HIWP practices (2nd
to last row for study 1 in column 1). Information’s complete
redundancy within other resources can be seen in the upper left
panel of Figure 1. Moving right to the dominance columns, when
adding rewards in the second step of the regression, it adds 1%
incremental variance above information. In contrast, power adds
an additional 7% while knowledge adds even more with 10%.
Each row within a predictor set represents one regression model,
and a predictor dominates a model if its incremental contribution
in step 2 is larger than the incremental contribution of any other
variables. Returning to information, knowledge is a more important predictor of PE than rewards and power because its incremental R2 is the largest of the three. Similarly, power is a more
important predictor than rewards.
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Table 2. Commonality coeﬃcients and dominance analyses for psychological empowerment regressed on high involvement work practices.
Commonality Analyses
Subset Model
Study 2
Models w/1 Predictor
Unique to INF
Unique to REW
Unique to POW
Unique to KNOW
1 Predictor Average
Models w/2 Predictors
Common to INF, REW
Common to INF, POW
Common to REW, POW
Common to INF, KNOW
Common to REW, KNOW
Common to POW, KNOW
2 Predictor Average
Models w/3 Predictors
Common to INF, REW, POW
Common to INF, REW, KNOW
Common to INF, POW, KNOW
Common to REW, POW, KNOW
Unique Contribution
Common to INF, REW, POW, KNOW
General Dominance Weight
Study 3
Models w/1 Predictor
Unique to INF
Unique to POW
Unique to KNOW
1 Predictor Average
Models w/2 Predictors
Common to INF, POW
Common to INF, KNOW
Common to POW, KNOW
Unique Contribution
Common to INF, POW, KNOW
General Dominance Weight

r

β

Commonality

.30
.27
.40
.44

.02
−.16
.21†
.40**

.00
.01
.02
.06
.00
.00
.00
.00
−.01
.04

.36
.40
.50

.02
.13*
.40**

% Total

.00
.05
.08
.26
.00
.01
−.02
.02
−.05
.19

Dominance Analyses
R2

.09
.07
.16
.20
.10
.16
.16
.20
.20
.21

.00
.00
.03
.02

−.01
.00
.12
.07

.16
.20
.21
.22

.06

.27

.22

.00
.01
.07

.00
.03
.28

.13
.16
.25

.00
.02
.05

.01
.09
.19

.18
.25
.26

.10

.40

.26

INF.Inc

.03
.00
.00
.01

REW.Inc

POW.Inc

KNOW.Inc

.01

.07
.09

.10
.13
.05

.00
.01
.01

.01
.06
.06

.00
.00
.01
.00
.00
.00

.01
.01

.09
.10
.05
.06

.01
.02
.03

.07
.06

.02
.01
.00
.00

.01

.02

.06

.03

.02

.07

.10

-

.06

.02
.00
.01

.12
.09

.00
.00

-

.05

-

.01
.03

.11
.07

.01
.01

.07

.07

.14

The ﬁrst column provides all possible combinations of predictors in a regression analysis. Each commonality coeﬃcient indicates how much PE variance is accounted
for by the associated predictor set. The %Total column divides the commonality coeﬃcient by the multiple R2 to re-express as a proportion (note uniqueness and
commonality coeﬃcients sum to R2). INF = Information; REW = Reward; POW = Power; KNOW = Knowledge; INF.Inc = Incremental Eﬀect of INF; REW.
Inc = Incremental Eﬀect of REW; POW.Inc = Incremental Eﬀect of POW; KNOW = Incremental Eﬀect of KNOW.
**p < .01; *p < .05; †p < .10

Examining all remaining DA sub-models, we conclude
knowledge completely dominates all other predictors as its
incremental eﬀect is always the largest whereas power conditionally dominates rewards and information. Power does not
completely dominate the remaining two resources because it
contributes the same incremental eﬀect (.01) as rewards to
subset models containing just knowledge as well as information and knowledge. The GD weights suggest, on average,
knowledge is the most important predictor, followed by
power, information, and rewards. This order agrees with the
beta weights for the two most important predictors, although
betas suggest knowledge is twice as important as power
whereas GD weights indicate a more balanced picture with
knowledge and power, respectively, accounting for 45% (.10/
.22) and 32% (.07/.22) of the overall eﬀect. The reason for the
discrepancy is betas fail to consider the partial and direct
eﬀects of power in smaller models, such as when k = 1 or 0.
Because power has a larger contribution to PE in models
where organizations oﬀer either no resources, information, or
rewards it is, in a general sense, more important than the full
regression model suggests.
HIWP collectively explain moderate amounts of variance
(R2 = .22, .26) with knowledge always receiving signiﬁcant

credit whereas power is marginally signiﬁcant in study 2 (p
= .055) and signiﬁcant in study 3 (see Table 2). The overall
eﬀect size is mostly partitioned between common eﬀects for
all resources (27%, 40%), unique knowledge eﬀects (26%,
28%), and the joint eﬀects of power and knowledge (19%,
19%). Bootstrapped tests (see S2) conﬁrm knowledge’s unique
and overlapping eﬀect with power as larger than other communality coeﬃcients, indicating knowledge’s critical role for
PE by itself and jointly. Dominance analyses corroborate the
beta weights, with knowledge completely dominating all
other predictors while power conditionally dominates rewards
and information; however, dominance between rewards and
information was indeterminate (knowledge > power >
rewards, information). GD weights indicate knowledge (45%54%) and power (27%-34%) explain a majority of HIWP eﬀects
on PE. Together, these results strongly support H1b.
Turning to Table 3, leadership has a stronger overall eﬀect
in study 2 (R2 = .43) compared to study 3 (R2 = .28), with
empowering leadership signiﬁcant in study 2 and LMX and
empowering signiﬁcant in study 3. The largest commonality
eﬀects were shared across measures (46%, study 2; 64%, study
3) suggesting considerable overlap in how diﬀerent leadership
theories empower followers (see Figure 1). The second largest

EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF WORK AND ORGANIZATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY

9

Table 3. Commonality coeﬃcients and dominance analyses for psychological empowerment regressed on leadership.
Commonality Analyses
Subset Model
Study 2
Models w/1 Predictor
Unique to TL
Unique to LMX
Unique to EMP
1 Predictor Average
Models w/2 Predictors
Common to TL, LMX
Common to TL, EMP
Common to LMX, EMP
Unique Contribution
Common to TL, LMX, EMP
General Dominance Weight
Study 3
Models w/1 Predictor
Unique to TL
Unique to LMX
Unique to EMP
1 Predictor Average
Models w/2 Predictors
Common to TL, LMX
Common to TL, EMP
Common to LMX, EMP
Unique Contribution
Common to TL, LMX, EMP
General Dominance Weight

Dominance Analyses

r

β

Commonality

% Total

R2

.50
.45
.65

−.13
−.05
.79**

.00
.00
.17

.01
.00
.40

.25
.21
.42

.45
.50
.48

−.02
.32**
.28*

.00
.05
.01

.01
.11
.02

.26
.43
.42

.19

.46

.43

.00
.05
.02

.00
.17
.06

.21
.25
.23

.00
.02
.01

.01
.07
.05

.27
.24
.28

.18

.64

.28

TL.Inc

.05
.01
.03

LMX.Inc

EMP.Inc

.01

.18
.22

.00
.01

.20
.17

.00
.00
.00

.00

.17

.09

.07

.26

.06

.03
.04

.02
.00
.01

.05
.06

.03
.02

.05
.00
.00

.05

.02

.07

.12

.09

The ﬁrst column provides all possible combinations of predictors in a regression analysis. Each commonality coeﬃcient indicates how much PE variance is accounted
for by the associated predictor set. The %Total column divides the commonality coeﬃcient by the multiple R2 to re-express as a proportion (note uniqueness and
commonality coeﬃcients sum to R2). TL = Transformational Leadership; LMX = Leader-Member Social Exchange; EMP = Empowering Leadership; TL.
Inc = Incremental Eﬀect of TL; LMX.Inc = Incremental eﬀect of LMX; EMP.Inc = Incremental eﬀect of EMP.
**p < .01; *p < .05; †p < .10.

eﬀects were unique, with empowering leadership contributing
40% of the eﬀect in study 2 and LMX contributing 17% in
study 3. The unique eﬀect of empowering leadership was
larger than LMX and TL while the unique eﬀect of LMX was
only larger than TL (see S2). TL oﬀered no unique information
in either sample. The third largest eﬀect was the common
eﬀect of TL and empowering leadership (11%, study 2; 7%,
study 3) suggesting a joint focus on unleashing follower
potential. However, this second-order coeﬃcient was not different from other joint eﬀects (see S2).
DA for leadership highlights further nuances. In study 2,
empowering leadership completely dominates TL and LMX
while TL completely dominates LMX (empowering > TL > LMX).
However, the null incremental eﬀects of TL and LMX mask larger
relative eﬀects. Examining the GD weights, empowering leadership surpasses TL and LMX in overall importance (GD = .26, 60%),
but the latter two had large bivariate eﬀects and oﬀered incremental information over one another (GDTL = .09, 21%, GDLMX
= .07, 16%). To compare LMX relative to TL, we ran bootstrapped
diﬀerence tests on their GD weights: both diﬀer from zero (GDTL
= .09 [.056, .154], GDLMX = .07 [.039, .115]) but not one another
[GDTL-LMX = .023 [−.019, .070]), suggesting each contributes comparable amounts to PE. In study 3, LMX completely dominates
the other leadership constructs with empowering completely
dominating TL (LMX > empowering > TL). While LMX has the
largest GD weights in sample 3 (GD = .12, 43%), bootstrapped
diﬀerence tests indicate overlap with GD weights for TL
(GD = .07, 25%; GDTL-LMX = −.044 [−.108, .010]) and empowering
leadership (GD = .09, 32%; GDLMX-EMP = .023 [−.037, .092]). Hence,
while LMX and empowering leadership add unique information

in study 3 the overall importance of all three scales are roughly
the same (see Figure 1: non-overlapping regions diﬀer in size, but
overall circles are not necessarily larger or smaller).
To recap, dominance analyses suggest all leadership models are semi-important, especially when considered within
smaller models. Across predictors, empowering leadership
drives a signiﬁcantly larger amount of PE variance in study 2
(unique = 40%, GD = 60%) while its unique and joint eﬀects
are split in study 3 (unique = 6%, GD = 32%) with LMX
trending towards greater importance than empowering
(unique = 17%, GD = 43%). Given the combination of high
commonality and a few isolated unique leadership eﬀects, the
simplest PE solution is only empowering leadership in study 2
(R2 = .42) and LMX in study 3 (R2 = .25). Collectively, this
provides partial support for H2b.
Finally, JC explained large amounts of PE variance across
studies (R2 = .41, .42; see Table 4).4 Task signiﬁcance (β = .42)
and feedback (β = .29) were signiﬁcant in study 2 while all JC
were signiﬁcant in study 3. Commonality coeﬃcients indicate
more unique variance and distinguishable joint eﬀects in JC
relative to organizational practices and leadership constructs.
This can be visualized by comparing the last column of Figure 1
with the ﬁrst two, which shows many non-overlapping and
uniquely overlapping spaces. About half of R2 in each sample
is driven by unique eﬀects, which ranged from 14% to 35%
(both task signiﬁcance) across samples. The next largest coeﬃcients were a second-order eﬀect of signiﬁcance and variety
(11%, study 2; 12%, study 3) and third-order eﬀect of variety,
feedback, and signiﬁcance (12%, study 2; 12%, study 3).
Interestingly, these higher-order eﬀects are statistically larger

10

D. V. SIMONET ET AL.

Table 4. Commonality coeﬃcients and dominance analyses for psychological empowerment regressed on job characteristics.
Commonality Analyses
Subset Model
Study 2
Models w/1 Predictor
Unique to TV
Unique to TF
Unique to TS
Unique to TI
1 Predictor Average
Models w/2 Predictors
Common to TV, TF
Common to TV, TS
Common to TF, TS
Common to TV, TI
Common to TF, TI
Common to TS, TI
2 Predictor Average
Models w/3 Predictors
Common to TV, TF, TS
Common to TV, TF, TI
Common to TV, TS, TI
Common to TF, TS, TI
Unique Contribution
Common to TV, TF, TS, TI
General Dominance Weight
Study 3
Models w/1 Predictor
Unique to TV
Unique to TF
Unique to TS
Unique to TI
1 Predictor Average
Models w/2 Predictors
Common to TV, TF
Common to TV, TS
Common to TF, TS
Common to TV, TI
Common to TF, TI
Common to TS, TI
2 Predictor Average
Models w/3 Predictors
Common to TV, TF, TS
Common to TV, TF, TI
Common to TV, TS, TI
Common to TF, TS, TI
Unique Contribution
Common to TV, TF, TS, TI
General Dominance Weight

Dominance Analyses

r

β

Commonality

% Total

R2

.38
.46
.55
.21

.11
.29**
.42**
.01

.01
.06
.14
.00

.02
.15
.35
.00

.14
.21
.30
.04

.01
.04
.04
.00
.01
.00

.46
.44
.44
.35

.28**
.17**
.27**
.26**

.03
.11
.11
.00
.03
.00

.26
.33
.40
.16
.21
.32

.05
.01
.00
.00

.12
.02
.00
.00

.41
.26
.35
.40

.02

.05

.41

.07
.02
.06
.06
.02
.05
.03
.00
.04
−.01

.15
.05
.14
.15
.06
.12
.06
.00
.09
−.02

.21
.20
.19
.12
.31
.30
.29
.31
.25
.31

.05
.02
.00
.01

.12
.04
−.01
.02

.36
.36
.40
.36

.01

.03

.42

TV.Inc

.05
.03
.11
.07

TF.Inc

TS.Inc

TI.Inc

.12

.19
.19

.01
.00
.02

.09
.16
.13

.28
.22
.14

.07
.01
.10
.05
.02
.03

.07
.08

.01
.00
.01
.00

.19
.19
.17

.00
.00

.14
.06
.01
.01

.06

.14

.00

.06

.12

.21

.01

.09

.09
.10

.10
.05
.11

.11
.10
.19
.14

.10
.12
.10

.19
.12
.05

.06
.06
.05
.11
.09
.09

.05
.05

.09
.05
.10
.06

.09
.11
.08

.07
.06

.06
.02
.07
.07

.02

.06

.06

.13

.09

.11

.09

INF = Information; REW = Reward; POW = Power; KNOW = Knowledge; INF.Inc = Incremental Eﬀect of INF; REW.Inc = Incremental Eﬀect of REW; POW.
Inc = Incremental Eﬀect of POW; KNOW = Incremental Eﬀect of KNOW.
**p < .01; *p < .05; †p < .10

than almost all other higher-order eﬀects across both samples
(see S2). Certain JC may function both alone and together in
unique pairings to produce heightened PE.
DA suggests a clear ranking of predictor dominance in
study 2: signiﬁcance > feedback > variety > identity.
Further, bootstrapped diﬀerence tests indicate the GD for
signiﬁcance (.21, 51%) is larger than variety (GDTV-TS = −.147
[−.256, −.026]) and identity (GDTS-TI = .194 [.103, .285]) but
not feedback (GDTF-TS = −.09 [−.211, .036]). Furthermore, the
GD for feedback (.12, 29%) is larger than identity (GDTFTI = .06 [.003, .117] but not variety (GD TV-TF = −.057 [−.134,
.035]). Eﬀect sizes are more evenly spread for study 3, with
qualitative rankings suggesting variety is the most dominant (.13, 31%), followed by signiﬁcance (.11, 26%), with
equal weights between identity and feedback (.09, 21%).
However, conditional dominance weights suggest shifting

importance of feedback relative to identity across models.
In the null mode, feedback dominates identity but as predictors are added identity increasingly dominates feedback.
Hence, feedback makes a much larger contribution to PE by
itself but becomes increasingly marginalized with incorporation of additional job elements. This is visualized by
the bottom right panel of Figure 1 in which the direct eﬀect
of task feedback (r = .44) is enveloped within many distinct
combinations across job components. Consequentially, the
regression equation assigned larger credits to the other
three components given their unique values whereas feedback receives no credit for the shared variance giving a
skewed perspective of its contribution. Together, these
results provide mixed support for H3b with more consistent
evidence for the broader, rank-ordered importance of signiﬁcance than feedback.
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Figure 1. Partitioning of commonality coeﬃcients for explained variance in PE within socio-structural domains.
Sample 2 results in ﬁrst row and sample 3 results in second row. Figure represents overlap in predicted eﬀect (i.e., R2) not variable correlations. Areas of overlap signify higher-order
commonality coeﬃcients whereas areas of non-overlap represent uniqueness. Know = Knowledge; Inf = Information; Pow = Power; Rew = Rewards; Empower = Empowering Leadership;
Transform = Transformational Leadership; LMX = Leader-Member Exchange.

Incremental eﬀects of personality and relative
importance of all domains
All importance indices and overall eﬀects with the addition of
covariates, personality, and isolated predictors from study 1 are
provided in Table 5. For study 1, organization rank, CSE, and sex
were signiﬁcant; transformational leadership was marginally
signiﬁcant; and extraversion, emotional stability, and conscientiousness were non-signiﬁcant. A similar pattern was observed
in study 2, with task signiﬁcance and CSE remaining signiﬁcant,
along with empowering leadership, and, surprisingly, agreeableness with marginal signiﬁcance for feedback, TL, and
knowledge sharing. Study 3 partially replicates study 2 with
task signiﬁcance and CSE remaining signiﬁcant, task variety,
task identity, LMX, and power sharing becoming signiﬁcant,
and empowering leadership dipping to marginal signiﬁcance.
Based on GD weights, each predictor class shows semiconsistent relative contribution to R2 across samples: formal
role characteristics account for almost a third of diﬀerences in
PE (24%–30%), personality another third or more (29%–57%),
leadership approximately a ﬁfth to one third (5% – 31%), and
organizational characteristics about a tenth (5%–12%).
Turning to personality hypotheses, there are few incremental
eﬀects for the Big Five. Conscientiousness and emotional stability
were non-signiﬁcant, had smaller dominance weights (3%–6%),
and rarely oﬀered unique information. Extraversion was inconsistent, emerging as important in only study 3 whereas agreeableness, unexpectedly, is signiﬁcant in study 2. This provides
little support for H4b. CSE, in contrast, had the second largest
dominant weights across studies. For unique eﬀects, almost
a quarter of R2 in study 1 is explained by CSE (27%) whereas
this uniqueness became smaller in relation to longer Big Five and
situational batteries. This is to be expected as the introduction of

more predictors in later studies truncated opportunity for
uniqueness due to greater redundancy. Particularly in study 3,
the only novel information was from numerous JC, extraversion,
power, LMX, and CSE despite large shared eﬀects across predictors (R2 = .62). CSE is consistently signiﬁcant and provides small
to medium unique eﬀect across samples, supporting H4d.5
For overall importance, JC as a set had large general dominance (26%–30%) and unique weights (16%–22%) across samples, suggesting work characteristics contain non-redundant
information across multiple traits, organizational systems, and
leadership styles. Similarly, CSE explained the largest portion of
variance in study 1 (38%), third largest portion in study 2 (10%)
and was tied with variety and signiﬁcance for most important in
study 3 (10%). Apart from empowering leadership in study 2,
data indicate JC and CSE consistently rank as the most important
predictors of PE which largely supports H5.
The pattern of earlier ﬁndings and hypotheses are replicated in the full analysis with all predictors. Task signiﬁcance
consistently remains an important job characteristic across
samples. Knowledge and power are the only HIWPs to attain
at least marginal signiﬁcance across studies and, compared to
other structural practices, have the largest GD weights (3%–
6%). Finally, the rank-ordered importance of leadership showing empowering leadership as the most dominant in study 2
with LMX having only a small unique edge in study 3. Overall,
leadership styles contribute more than demographics, about
the same as HIWP, and usually less than JC (always > 24%) and
personality (one trait always ≥ 10%). Interestingly, inclusion of
all predictors resulted in few unique eﬀects for HIWP and
leadership construct in studies 2 or 3, suggesting any dominance due to supervisors or practices can be attributed to
overlap with other predictors.

12

D. V. SIMONET ET AL.

Table 5. Situational and dispositional features in predicting psychological empowerment: weight, dominance, and uniqueness.
Sample 1
Predictors
Demographics
Age
Sex
Education
Tenure
Role/Job
Rank
Task Variety
Task Feedback
Task Signiﬁcance
Task Identity
Leadership
Transform
LMX
Empowering
Structural
Information
Reward
Power
Knowledge
Disposition
Extraversion
Emo Stab
Conscientiousness
Openness
Agreeableness
Core Self
R2 (Adj R2)
F

Sample 2

β

Dom

Uniq (%)

β

.05
.14*
.06
.10†

.00 (0%)
.01 (3%)
.00 (0%)
.01 (3%)

.00 (1%)
.02 (5%)
.00 (1%)
.01 (2%)

.02
−.06
.10
−.01

.30**

.10 (26%)

.08 (22%)

Dom
.00
.00
.02
.00

(0%)
(0%)
(3%)
(0%)

Sample 3
Uniq (%)
.00
.00
.01
.00

(0%)
(0%)
(1%)
(0%)

.05
.11†
.23**
.04

.03 (5%)
.03 (5%)
.08 (14%)
.00 (0%)

.00 (0%)
.01 (1%)
.03 (5%)
.00 (0%)

β

Dom
(1%)
(0%)
(0%)
(1%)

Uniq (%)

.08*
.02
.05
.03

.01
.00
.00
.01

.00
.00
.00
.00

(0%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0%)

.17***
.03
.19***
.15***

.06 (10%)
.03 (5%)
.06 (10%)
.03 (5%)

.02 (3%)
.00 (0%)
.03 (4%)
.02 (3%)

.13†

.02 (5%)

.01 (2%)

−.22†
.00
.46***

.04 (7%)
.03 (5%)
.11 (19%)

.01 (1%)
.00 (0%)
.04 (7%)

−.07
.14**
.15*

.03 (4%)
.05 (7%)
.04 (6%)

.00 (0%)
.01 (1%)
.00 (0%)

.08

.02 (5%)

.00 (1%)

−.11
−.07
.08
.17†

.01
.01
.02
.03

.00
.00
.00
.01

−.09

.02 (0%)

.00 (0%)

.03 (4%)
.04 (6%)

.01 (2%)
.00 (0%)

.03
.04
.07
.09
.03
.37**

.02 (5%)
.02 (5%)
.01 (3%)
.01 (3%)
.01 (3%)
.15 (38%)
.39 (.35)
10.4** (13, 215)

.00 (0%)
.00 (0%)
.00 (1%)
.01 (2%)
.00 (0%)
.10 (27%)

.00
−.09
−.01
.07
.15*
.23*

(2%)
(2%)
(3%)
(5%)

.01 (2%)
.02 (3%)
.02 (3%)
.02 (3%)
.05 (8%)
.06 (10%)
.59 (.56)
10.76** (21, 143)

(0%)
(0%)
(0%)
(1%)

.00 (0%)
.00 (0%)
.00 (0%)
.00 (0%)
.01 (2%)
.02 (3%)

.14**
.03
.13**
.03
.03
.00
−.02
.22***

.06 (9%)
.04 (6%)
.02 (4%)
.00 (1%)
.01 (1%)
.07 (10%)
.62 (.60)
29.44** (20, 365)

.01 (1%)
.00 (0%)
.00 (0%)
.00 (0%)
.00 (0%)
.01 (2%)

Predictors bolded if signiﬁcant beta weight and general dominance and unique weights > .01. β = Standardized beta; Dom = general dominance (% of average
variance contributed as proportion of total explained variance); Uniq = unique eﬀect (% of unique variance in total explained variance).
Transform = Transformational leadership; LMX = Leader-member exchange; Emo Stab = Emotional Stability; Core Self = Core self-evaluations.
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .00.

Discussion
The aim of this study was to address limitations in the existing
literature on PE by examining the contribution of a myriad of
variables, including the role of organizational features, leadership perspectives, and individual diﬀerences.

Role of organizational practices and leadership
When isolating the overlap between HIWP and PE, results
support dominant and unique eﬀects of knowledge followed
by power with rewards and information adding relatively little
beyond the other resources. Rewards and information may be
experienced as external inducements coercing behavior in the
direction of management whereas knowledge and power better support growth, agile decision making, and internalization
of the organization’s mission.
Bootstrapped tests in conjunction with CA revealed moderately sized joint eﬀects unique to the overlap between
power and knowledge. Schoen, DeSimone, and James (2011)
call attention to joint variance eﬀects between predictors as
substantive explanatory components to be further explored.
The authors oﬀer an example of intellectual ability and
achievement orientation predicting academic performance,
where nearly half of the overall predictive eﬀect (R2 = .42) is
unique to each construct and the other half is shared. The
authors suggest the overlap be conceptualized as a “selfreinforcing development system” (p. 677) where those high
in ability who put forth eﬀort toward goal accomplishment are

more likely to experience success which promotes pursuit of
more diﬃcult goals and increasing knowledge acquisition.
In terms of the joint eﬀects for power and knowledge
sharing, this ﬁnding parallels the importance of expertise to
power and inﬂuence (Yukl & Falbe, 1991). It seems one
resource tends to not fully function without the other,
which is akin to the Foucauldian argument power and
knowledge are codetermined because something must be
known before it can be controlled, regulated, or governed
(i.e., Townley, 1993). Elaborating on joint eﬀects can aid
theory building by understanding how organizational practices operate both in isolation and uniﬁcation. For instance,
one might posit a joint mediator – perhaps ability to deliver
results – accounting for the overlapping eﬀects of knowledge and power on PE, or, conversely, design instruments
to better distinguish their unique eﬀects. This combined
sharing of knowledge and power may even take on its
own identity, such as employee authority, which signiﬁes
a sharing of expertise and legitimacy to advance successful
projects.
Results for leadership suggest PE diﬀerences are a joint
function of similar processes across LMX, TL, and empowering leadership. This ﬁnding aligns with arguments many
leadership theories share similarities in inﬂuence processes,
behaviors, and mediators (Yukl, 2012). Indeed, across all the
socio-structural domains, leadership shows the largest predictive redundancy suggesting most leadership theories and
measures can be consolidated, and is supported by empirical overlap across leadership scales (Banks et al., 2018).
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At the same time, empowering leader behaviors and LMX
emerged as more unique than TL with empowering actions
explaining nearly all of PE’s variance in study 2 whereas
a reciprocal exchange slightly dominated other predictors in
study 3. We speculate two reasons for varied eﬀects. First,
sample 2 consisting of early career college students whereas
sample 3 were mid-career adults. Lee et al. (2017) show less
experienced samples beneﬁted more from empowering leadership, whereas working adults may be more motivated by
a leader who signals their willingness to put extra eﬀort into
the relationship. These diﬀerences may account for the greater
dominance of empowering leadership and larger overall leadership eﬀects in study 2 (R2 = .43 vs. .28). A second possibility
is the use of diverse measures across studies, with more
focused and recently developed scales being used in study
3. However, meta-analyses suggest disparate measures of LMX
and empowering leadership produce few diﬀerential eﬀects
(Dulebohn, Bommer, Liden, Brouer, & Ferris, 2012; Lee et al.,
2017). When diﬀerences do arise, motivational eﬀects tend to
be larger for the newer scales (Lee et al., 2017), the opposite of
our results. Hence, the scales are less likely a source of
between-study moderation.
Across situational sources of PE, knowledge, power,
empowering leadership, and LMX oﬀer the most incremental
value. The common theme is an emphasis on promoting
competence which mirrors the central role of self-eﬃcacy
and delegation in the empowerment process (Conger &
Kanungo, 1988). Eﬀective empowerment practices continuously expand workers’ capacity to create results and overcome
problems in local tasks, situations, and systems. If seeking to
engender PE with popular management interventions, organizations should allocate resources to enactive mastery experiences, promote self-directed decision making, and create
opportunities for personal growth.
Perhaps more insightful is the less inﬂuential role of TL and
other high involvement work practices. The results suggest these
constructs – as measured across studies – are redundant with job
alterations, personality, and more individualized, eﬃcacyenhancing practices and thus add little to our understanding of
employee agency. Further, results have implications for the veracity of a “full range leadership theory” (Avolio et al., 1999). TL may
not fully capture the enabling eﬀects it purports to target, with
omissions in behaviors encouraging autonomous goal setting
and decision making (Sharma & Kirkman, 2015). Instead, the
larger circle for empowering leadership (Figure 1) relative to TL
suggests empowering leadership may represent a “full” leadership model with elements of TL embedded within the empowerment process.

Central importance of job characteristics
One notable ﬁnding is a variety of JC were the only situational
factor to explain large, unique, and dominant amounts of
variance across studies and measures. This ﬁnding reinforces
the central role of distinct task assessments (Thomas &
Velthouse, 1990) and the importance of diﬀerentiating job
characteristic dimensions within various approaches to work
design (Edwards, Scully, & Brtek, 2000). Most empowerment
interventions are rooted in social or incentive models of
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motivation (e.g., participative decision making, reward sharing) yet ﬁndings suggest the locus of PE is primarily within the
job rather than organizational or managerial practices. Hence,
job design is perhaps a simpler mechanism for PE, given it
uniﬁes the “thinking and controlling” part of the work with the
actual “doing” of the work (Lawler, 1992, p. 28). Of the speciﬁc
job components, task signiﬁcance was always highly empowering while feedback had larger eﬀects for study 2 but variety
and identity became more important for study 3. The robust
importance of task signiﬁcance indicates employees are more
likely to be empowered by a job that matters to the lives of
others. This eﬀect dovetails with the centrality of meaning as
a mediator between work events and positive outcomes
(Humphrey et al., 2007) and arguments empowerment begins
with personally important issues and goals (Cattaneo &
Chapman, 2010). Leaders can facilitate PE by structuring
work so employees’ day to day activities directly interface
with, contribute to, and impact benefactors.
Extending this ﬁnding, task signiﬁcance had large joint
eﬀects with variety and feedback, perhaps reﬂecting the
scope and success of one’s eﬀorts in impacting others. For
instance, compare the role of teacher with teacher aide. Both
may describe their position as helping students, but the former has a larger number of tasks (e.g., lecturing, curriculum
design, advising) that likely increases the quantity and depth
of student contact. As a result, variety may feed into task
signiﬁcance by giving employees more opportunities to form
connections and have inﬂuence with benefactors. The thirdorder eﬀect suggests employees have results of how they
have inﬂuenced others. In the teacher example, receiving
notes or tokens of appreciation from students can be especially uplifting as compared to feedback purely on teaching
eﬀectiveness. Doing more and feeling successful in impacting
others may explain how these intersections are partially
responsible for the empowering eﬀects of jobs.
The diﬀerentiated importance of task feedback compared
to variety and identity across samples may be attributed to
career maturity. Drawing from a dynamic career perspective
(Fried, Grant, Levi, Hadani, & Slowik, 2007) and the career
phases of professionals (Hall, 1996), the early career sample
may be more empowered by feedback because it aids preparation for advanced roles whereas mid-career professionals
are ready for independent involvement and may be motivated
by an enlarged role which recognizes their value and allows
them to make an impact. Two studies by Katz (1978a, 1978b))
show stronger job design-satisfaction relations during middle
career stages than early and late stages. Our results extend
this logic to PE and suggest diﬀerent characteristics are
empowering at diﬀerent career stages.
Task identity was consistently ranked a less dominant predictor across studies (and had the same general dominance
weight as feedback in study 3) and was excluded from the
largest second-order and third-order commonality eﬀects,
suggesting it adds little beyond the various pairings of the
other three JC. We oﬀer two speculations for this result. First,
identity has less implication for skill development whereas the
other JCs provide motives and opportunities to improve
oneself. Second, identity’s empowering eﬀects may be
delayed as time must pass for impact to be fully realized; by
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contrast, the eﬀects from the other three characteristics may
be experienced immediately and have greater motivational
saliency.
Overall, the important role of JCs harkens back to PE being
an extension of Hackman and Oldham’s (1980) psychological
states (i.e., meaningfulness, knowledge of results, and felt
responsibility). These states are theorized to arise from work
which fully engages the individual through interesting and
engrossing roles. While ﬂatter and distributed organizational
systems indirectly inﬂuence jobs via organizational structure,
such resources have little impact if the scope, status, and
breadth of their current job is not altered to be more valuable,
varied, or needed within the organizational sphere. True
empowerment necessitates bottom-up design of meaningful
work beyond the eﬀects of leadership and organizational
practices. Job enrichment aligns with only certain structural
empowerment recommendations, such as expanded task
identity and meaning via organizational ownership or autonomy via authority. At the same time, many popular recommendations for workforce empowerment are far removed
from job design and may be less consequential for PE, such
as participative decision making, incentives, parallel decision
structures, accountability, managerial guidance, and information sharing. Indeed, we could not ﬁnd a single case study or
experimental intervention on empowerment which attempted
to connect employees with benefactors (i.e., task signiﬁcance).
This is an unfortunate omission given task signiﬁcance was
consistently an important driver of PE.

The role of person
Even with an increasing number of covariates across samples,
one or more aspects of personality played an important role.
Surprisingly, several leadership constructs and involving work
practices – often touted as central routes to empowerment –
had subsidiary or parallel roles relative to job and person
factors. The exclusion of personality from empowerment models may be an oversight leading to omitted variable biases in
model testing. Conscientiousness, emotional stability, and
extraversion were signiﬁcantly correlated with PE in all three
samples. When comparing all predictors, only extraversion had
a signiﬁcant, dominant, and unique eﬀect within the working
adult sample. In the employed college sample, agreeableness
emerged as more important. This pattern aligns with Hogan’s
(1983) getting along and getting ahead framework: employed
students may be more empowered by cooperating and ﬁtting
in (agreeableness), whereas working adults may be more
empowered by advancing ahead of others (extraversion).
Interestingly, CSE had consistent, medium eﬀects on PE, independent of the Big Five and job, leader, and organizational
attributes. Aligned with self-enhancement theory, self-image
aﬀects how people experience a sense of control regardless of
context. Those considering themselves worthy bring a “positive
frame” to their situations, shaping beliefs about the meaning and
malleability of their roles. The discrepancy between CSE and the
Big Five supports McAdam’s (2013) contention that the Big Five
captures general behavioral tendencies but does not account for
interpretive schemes or self-appraisals. CSE, however, directly
concerns the degree to which people generally see themselves

as capable, situations as manageable, and future as attainable.
Those low on CSE may be convinced of the futility of their work
or eﬀort when they encounter institutional impediments;
whereas, those high on CSE identify meaning in their roles and
surmount obstacles. Results also supports the importance of
integrating personality traditions into a layered model wherein
trait and social cognitive constructs are combined to gain
a better understanding of human behavior (e.g., Caprara,
Alessandri, & Eisenberg, 2012).
Interventions for CSE can target improvements in global selfappraisals by reorienting towards personal aspirations and altering
self-evaluations rather than directly altering the job. Examples
include designing organizational processes to consistently
enhance an employee’s self-evaluations, or oﬀering interventions
which provide unusually dramatic, memorable examples of high
task assessments (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990). Drawing from the
literature on eﬀective self-esteem interventions (e.g., DuBois & Flay,
2004), a company desiring to make employees ready for empowerment could implement programs altering employee’s selfconcepts in a manner which provide a sound basis for healthy,
sustainable self-evaluations. Ideally, these programs cultivate
behaviors that produce realistic (i.e., based on objective evidence)
and adaptive self-views (e.g., emphasizing activities that are predictive of long-term adjustment in society). An intervention should
simultaneously oﬀer cognitive reframing, mastery experiences in
applied exercises, and the negotiation or identiﬁcation of better
ﬁtting roles to provide corresponding alterations in the triadic
interplay between self, behavior, and environment (Bandura,
1986). Targeting corresponsive alterations in all elements can
produce lasting changes in self-views.

Theoretical and practical implications: central role of
purposeful mastery
At its core, empowerment is about gaining inﬂuence and enacting change. Drawing from theories of empowerment identity
and self-concordance (Drury, Evripidou, & van Zomeren, 2015),
the larger eﬀects of CSE, JC, empowering leadership, and knowledge relative to other leadership and organizational practices
speaks to a common theme of mastery, personal ascension, and
realizing personal potential. The most dominant PE sources
(enriched jobs, high CSE, empowering leaders and knowledge)
suggest the central role of the employees in developing and
unleashing their raw talent rather than relying on institutionalized sources of power. Enriched jobs and empowering leaders
encourage risk-taking whereas high CSE and knowledge sharing
provide the personal capacity needed to initiate attempts to
change one’s own activities and strategies. Through their own
actions, employees come to see themselves as agents of their
own transformation (Sheldon, 2014).
This supposition aligns with Pratto’s (2016) distinction
between social power and ecological empowerment. She argues
the interdependence theory of power – wherein one is powerful
because they are less dependent on others – is logically ﬂawed
because it suggests power requires both freedom and dependence within relationships. Rather than being a “capacity to
inﬂuence,” power is understood as the “capacity to allow” with
recent ﬁndings indicating power derives from freedom rather
than control (Lammers, Stoker, Rink, & Galinsky, 2016). Similarly,

EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF WORK AND ORGANIZATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY

Drury et al. (2015) argues empowerment is a deeply personal
transformation in self-understanding arising from a realization
change is possible and one’s standing is negotiable. The experience of power arises from enacting one’s own identity rather
than controlling resources.
From these perspectives, the ability of employees to pursue
personalized work goals becomes a primary route to PE. This
explains why CSE and JC are more salient drivers than organizational practices and most leadership constructs. The latter
derive more strongly from the external vision of the business
and its leadership whereas the former more intimately reﬂect
the thinking and actions of the individual as manifested in selfdirected actions. Smart businesses realize their employees can
make better decisions about the best path forward. The personalization is also reﬂected in the stronger eﬀects for empowering leadership and knowledge practices which are oriented
towards helping employees deﬁne and choose which problems
to tackle and solve. The solution to successful PE is to hire
highly competent people with a strong sense of capability
and to design jobs with enough complexity to enable selfexpression. Of course, possibilities for attaining personal goals
depend on the social context, what an employee sees as possible, and what others tolerate or prevent in realization of
diverging interests. Such constraints guarantee practices to
engineer empowerment through information sharing, distributed rewards, employee participation, and strong leadership can
support PE by expanding the action space. At the same time,
these eﬀects primarily work by setting the stage for the more
critical factors of self-worth and expanded job responsibilities.
We suggest three strategies organizations could adopt to
build JC, CSE, and knowledge to empower the workforce. First,
designing work to require boundary spanning (i.e., establishing
links and managing interaction with parties in the external
environment; Ancona, 1990) can empower by opening access
to numerous roles across the company, giving agency on
behalf of a constituent group, and leading to gains in responsibility and unique knowledge (e.g., Azambuja & Islam, 2018).
Working across structural boundaries legitimizes the employee’s role to broader audiences and enables others to advance
their agendas, serving the dual aim of conveying one’s worth
(higher CSE) and impacting the business (higher JC). Second,
the business could shift to an expertise model of functioning in
line with an adhocracy culture of the competing values framework (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). Businesses, such as 3M,
Google, and Cray, adopt this mentality to quickly develop
new products and ways of doing things. These companies
select specialized, competent workers who choose their own
trainings and pick projects ﬁtting their interests. The companies reinforce this expertise by crafting a vision of possibility,
using action learning, and support risk-taking on challenging
projects while also encouraging learning from mistakes.
Finally, a hybrid intervention promoting self-esteem within
job crafting could provide a bottom-up approach to PE in
which employees are coached to make regular win’s through
small alterations to structural resources, diminished hindrances, increased social resources, or more challenges. The
small wins idea originates from the positive action program
for self-esteem (Allred, 1995) and the progress principle
(Amabile & Kramer, 2011) where a positive self-concept
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grows through incremental but frequent gains in competence
for targeted domains. The job crafting dimensions arise from
Tims, Bakker, and Derks (2012) scale on the ways employees
self-initiate change to align jobs with their own preferences
and passions.

Limitations and future research
Explanations for causal relationships should be treated with caution due to the cross-sectional design. Future research needs
a longitudinal or experimental design to conﬁrm, modify, or reject
the proposed ordering and, ideally, expand understanding of how
personality and work Another concern is common method variance; however, Siemsen, Roth, and Oliveira (2010) showed that
analyses, including multiple predictors assessed with the same
method, naturally control for shared method variance given that
multivariate eﬀects are estimated from each predictor’s unique
(i.e., not shared) contribution. Moreover, commonality and dominance analyses are designed exclusively to overcome problems of
multicollinearity in parsing the eﬀects of numerous predictors.
A third issue is the covariates do not comprehensively represent
all structural antecedents (Seibert et al., 2011) nor are necessarily
equivalent across studies. While this strengthens the generalizability of the eﬀect, replication using a standardized battery of empowering organizational features is needed. A more deﬁnitive analysis
would also consider variables situated across multiple levels of
analysis and assess whether broader interventions have stronger
eﬀects at the organizational- and team- as opposed to individuallevel. Finally, current ﬁndings should be replicated by measuring
the four CSE traits separately to model the shared variance among
the trait indicators, and to appropriately weigh the asymmetrical
contributions of trait indicators to CSE. In a related vein, future
research should attempt to demarcate whether the empowering
eﬀects of CSE are due to a healthy sense of self or narcissistic sense
of superiority. Literature disentangling self-esteem from narcissism
oﬀer methods for such investigations, such as testing if CSE and
narcissism have diﬀerential eﬀects on persistence during egothreatening tasks, quality of interpersonal interactions at work, or
responses to critical feedback (Brummelman, Thomaes, &
Sedikides, 2016).
Future research could build on the large eﬀects of CSE and JC to
explicate individual mechanisms for self-empowerment. This
approach shifts the focus from studying employees as passive
objects for managements’ own purposes via structural empowerment and towards understanding how subordinates come to
liberate themselves from organizational dependencies. Building
on the proposition that personalized goals and mastery undergird
most diﬀerences in PE, we propose comparing numerous selfregulatory and social-cognitive mediators focused on personal
expansion. CSE mediators may include knowledge gains, developing strategic relationships, pursuit of more challenging and selfconcordant goals, and additional interpretive styles (Cattaneo &
Chapman, 2010; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990). Mechanisms for JC
might include need satisfaction, formulating more elaborate task
strategies, constructive problem solving, facets of job crafting (e.g.,
reducing stressful aspects of the job), the freedom to rapidly
handle problems, and, like CSE, gains in knowledge. While current
ﬁndings support that positive self-concepts and JC are strongly
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associated with PE, future models could expand current results by
including a larger set of tactics people use to self-empower.
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Conclusion
This study is among the ﬁrst to compare multiple dispositional
and situational sources of PE, including the predictive eﬃcacy
of two prominent personality frameworks. The eﬀectiveness of
PE initiatives will reliably arise through job enrichment and
improved workforce CSE, with eﬀects from other sources likely
varying by the developmental stage of the sample. These
ﬁndings diverge from common recommendations to remove
barriers, alter organizational structures, or improve leadership
(Conger & Kanungo, 1988), all of which appear more distal to
person and work characteristics in driving empowerment cognitions. To the degree broader organizational initiatives (e.g.,
lean production, structural empowerment) inﬂuence PE, such
eﬀects are likely mediated through cross-inﬂuence eﬀects on
work characteristics and global self-appraisals. These ﬁndings
suggest moving beyond the dichotomy of structural and psychological empowerment to consider a trichotomy augmented
by dispositional basis to self-empowerment. This perspective
may inspire the development of theories linking personality
and JC to enabling organizational beliefs through environmental change.

Notes
1. Following Liden et al. (2000), we exclude the task autonomy scale
from analyses as Spreitzer (1995) derived the self-determination scale
directly from Hackman and Oldham’s autonomy items (e.g., “I can
decide on my own how to go about doing my work” versus “The job
allows me to decide on my own how to go about doing my work”).
This semantic confound substantially inﬂates the JC-PE association
(see Tables S1b-S1c) and suggests construct redundancy in task
autonomy and self-determination.
2. We note the Seibert et al. (2011) meta-analysis included a positive
self-evaluations trait category. However, this category had a k of 9
relative to the k of over 100 for the various contextual antecedents
which supports the arguments personality has largely been
ignored. Upon examination of the references, this category only
included 2 CSE studies with the remainder targeting disparate
constructs such as motivation to lead, need for achievement, and
self-consciousness. Hence, aggregated eﬀects are not isolated
solely to self-evaluative traits. Finally, not a single study in the
meta-analysis includes the Big Five personality framework.
3. Small negative commonalities were set to 0 to correctly draw
diagrams.
4. For comprehensiveness, we repeated analyses using an overall JC
score including task autonomy and provide results in supplementary Table 3. As noted earlier, item redundancy leads to
a substantially large eﬀect for JC with task autonomy included
(GD = .19, 29%, study 2; GD = .24, 35% study 3). The uniqueness
coeﬃcients explained 16%-22% across samples, with the added
10%-12% being drive solely by task autonomy.
5. Since associations may have been inﬂated by item overlap with PE
scales, all dominance analyses were re-run removing general selfeﬃcacy items from CSE scale. While eﬀects decreased, all conclusions remain the same with and CSE (Sample 1 = 27%, Sample
2 = 8%, Sample 3 = 9%) retaining larger GD weights.
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