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As a result of the widespread move to team-based organizations
in industry, managers are often asked to lead and motivate not only
individuals but also teams as a whole (Cohen & Bailey, 1997;
Hackman, 2002; Kozlowski & Bell, 2003). Practical wisdom sug-
gests that the pendulum has swung from managing individuals to
managing teams, defined as two or more individuals who share
common task objectives, perform interdependent tasks, and are
mutually accountable for collective task outcomes (Kozlowski &
Bell, 2003). Focusing leadership and motivation efforts more on
teams, rather than individuals, raises important questions, such as
how such efforts affect individual performance as well as the

potential trade-offs that may occur when managing both individ-
uals and teams (Chen & Kanfer, 2006; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999).

Perhaps owing to these same trends in industry, researchers have
primarily focused their efforts at the team level of analysis without
considering important individual-level processes in team contexts
(Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Kozlowski & Bell, 2003). With few
exceptions (e.g., Chen & Bliese, 2002; DeShon, Kozlowski,
Schmidt, Milner, & Weichmann, 2004; Hofmann, Morgeson, &
Gerras, 2003), researchers have yet to consider the dynamic inter-
play between the individuals within a team and the team as a whole
despite consistent calls for this type of research. For example,
Cohen and Bailey (1997) urged researchers to consider levels in
organizations seriously when studying teams, as performance at
one level may influence, or even conflict with, performance at
another. Kozlowski and Bell (2003) stated that most research on
team motivation simply assumes that knowledge on leading indi-
viduals extends to the team level and that we need a true multilevel
theory of team leadership and motivation. Further, research has yet
to systematically consider the top-down effects of contextual fac-
tors on individual functioning in teams as well as bottom-up
influences of individuals on teams (Kozlowski & Bell, 2003).

Accordingly, the main purpose of our study was to extend
previous research and answer these theoretically and practically
relevant calls for multilevel team leadership and motivation re-
search. We do so by examining team leader behaviors and em-
ployee motivation simultaneously at both the individual and team
levels of analysis. In particular, we develop and test a multilevel
model of leadership and motivation through the lens of employee
empowerment, a motivational concept that, over the last two de-
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cades, has grown in prominence for both researchers and practi-
tioners (Kirkman & Rosen, 1997, 1999; Spreitzer, 1995; Thomas
& Velthouse, 1990). Although empowerment has also been treated
as a structural construct (e.g., Mills & Ungson, 2003), our focus is
on psychological empowerment. At both the individual and team
levels, psychological empowerment has been conceptualized as a
multidimensional construct consisting of (a) impact (i.e., degree to
which employees feel their work affects their organization), (b)
competence (i.e., perceived ability to accomplish work-related
tasks), (c) meaningfulness (i.e., intrinsic caring about work tasks),
and (d) choice (i.e., perceived self-determination or autonomy at
work) (Kirkman & Rosen, 1997, 1999; Thomas & Velthouse,
1990). In short, empowered individuals and teams are motivated to
perform well because they believe they have the autonomy and
capability to perform meaningful work that can impact their orga-
nization.

Although empowerment shares similar meaning at the individ-
ual and team levels, at the individual level the focus is on indi-
viduals’ perceptions regarding how empowered they are person-
ally, whereas at the team level the focus is on shared perceptions
among team members with respect to their team’s collective level
of empowerment. Although team members’ perceptions of indi-
vidual empowerment are likely to be at least partially based on
how empowered their team is, there could be important individual
differences in perceptions of individual empowerment in teams
(Chen & Kanfer, 2006). In particular, team leaders may differ in
the extent to which they empower their team as a whole and also
choose to empower individual members differently.

Yet with one recent exception (Seibert, Silver, & Randolph,
2004), researchers have yet to study empowerment at multiple
levels of analysis. As such, we do not yet have answers to practical

questions such as whether there are trade-offs or tensions when
managers attempt to empower both individuals and teams. As
Kirkman and Rosen (1999) stated, “research could help determine
the specific impact of empowerment at multiple levels of analysis
and thus identify optimal levels of empowerment at both the
individual and team levels” (p. 70). Thus, we extend previous
empowerment research by examining the phenomena at multiple
levels of analysis and, in doing so, help to broaden empowerment
theory across levels and provide managers who lead both individ-
uals and teams with guidance on enhancing their leadership effec-
tiveness through effective empowerment practices.

Finally, we also begin to explore plausible boundary conditions
that affect the generalizability of empowerment theory across
levels of analysis. In particular, an exploratory aspect of our study
examines the extent to which the multilevel relationships we
delineate may hold in teams of varying levels of interdependence
(i.e., the extent to which team members need to mutually interact,
communicate, and coordinate to accomplish their tasks; Saavedra,
Earley, & Van Dyne, 1993). Although many authors have sug-
gested team interdependence is an important characteristic that
could affect the management and functioning of teams (e.g., Gully,
2000; Kozlowski & Bell, 2003), little research has examined
whether leaders should manage teams with different levels of
interdependence differently or fine tune their actions according to
such team task characteristics.

Literature Review and Hypotheses

We summarize the general model and specific hypotheses tested
in this study in Figure 1. In general, we propose that leader–
member exchange (LMX) and leadership climate positively influ-
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Figure 1. Multilevel model of empowerment in teams. H � hypothesis.
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ence performance and do so partially through empowerment. How-
ever, we also propose that LMX relates more directly to individual
than team empowerment, whereas leadership climate relates more
directly to team than individual empowerment. Furthermore, we
consider possible influences that cross levels, including direct,
mediated, and moderating cross-level effects among individual-
and team-level variables. Finally, we explore whether the proposed
relationships hold across different levels of team interdependence.

Individual-Level and Team-Level Relationships

Although empowerment has been identified as an important
predictor of performance at both the individual and team levels
(Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Spreitzer, 1995), research has yet to
examine empowerment simultaneously at the individual and team
levels of analysis, instead studying empowerment either at the
individual or team level. As such, it remains to be seen whether the
same leadership practices shown to empower individuals also
empower teams, and vice versa, or whether team leaders need to
use different practices to most effectively empower their members
personally and collectively. The only multilevel study on empow-
erment to date, Seibert et al. (2004), focused on team-level em-
powerment climate, which, as we discuss below, is a predictor of
empowerment and not empowerment itself. Seibert et al.’s study
did not directly measure team empowerment and did not consider
individual and team predictors of empowerment. Moreover,
individual-level and team-level studies of empowerment have
identified different aspects of leadership as predictors of individual
and team empowerment (e.g., Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Liden,
Wayne, & Sparrow, 2000).

Individual-level research has shown that employees who de-
velop better relationships with their leader (i.e., higher LMX) feel
more empowered and, in turn, are more motivated to perform
effectively (Chen & Klimoski, 2003; Liden et al., 2000). LMX is
defined as the quality of the social exchange between leaders and
followers, characterized by mutual trust, respect, and obligation
(Gerstner & Day, 1997). Given that leaders can develop relation-
ships of different quality with different team members, LMX has
been considered an individual-level construct capturing individu-
als’ perceptions regarding the quality of their personal relationship
with their team leaders (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Hofmann et al.,
2003). Accordingly, LMX is characterized as a discretionary stim-
ulus (cf. Hackman, 1992) that exerts a direct influence on individ-
ual motivation in teams (Chen & Kanfer, 2006).

As shown in Figure 1, the motivational influence of LMX on
individual performance is posited to occur at least in part through
individual empowerment. Although there is also evidence that
leaders develop better relationships with members who have per-
formed better previously (Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell, 1993), there
is support to our expectation that LMX and empowerment influ-
ence performance. In particular, in a longitudinal study, Chen and
Klimoski (2003) found that newcomers who developed better
relationships with their team leaders and team members subse-
quently performed better, as mediated by newcomer empower-
ment. In addition, there are ample longitudinal and experimental
studies supporting the causal influence of self-efficacy (captured
by the competence dimension of empowerment) on performance
(see Bandura & Locke, 2003). Note that our study focuses on team
leaders’ ratings of members’ performance. Given we did not

consider other mechanisms through which LMX might relate to
ratings of performance, such as the extent to which a leader likes
a team member, we expected individual empowerment to only
partially mediate between LMX and individual performance.

At the team level, Kirkman and Rosen (1997) proposed a model
that generalizes empowerment from individuals to teams. Their
model proposes that team empowerment is highly similar to indi-
vidual empowerment in terms of its underlying dimensions, pre-
dictors, and outcomes. As such, empowerment has been concep-
tualized as a multilevel construct, or a construct that shares similar
meaning and functions similarly across levels (Chen, Mathieu, &
Bliese, 2004). Indeed, work by Kirkman and colleagues has pro-
vided initial support for the generalizability of empowerment
across levels and has demonstrated the positive influence of team
empowerment on team effectiveness (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999;
Kirkman, Rosen, Tesluk, & Gibson, 2004; Kirkman, Tesluk, &
Rosen, 2001).

However, rather than focusing on LMX, team-level research has
focused on the role of leader empowering behaviors directed
toward the team as a whole as a predictor of team empowerment
(Kirkman & Rosen, 1999). Such empowering behaviors include,
for example, encouraging the team to set its own goals and
self-manage its tasks and involving the team in decisions that
affect members. Unlike LMX, empowering leadership behaviors
focus on actions the leader takes to increase the motivation of the
team as a whole rather than the quality of the relationship between
a manager and a particular subordinate (cf. Chen & Bliese, 2002;
Gavin & Hofmann, 2002). The set of empowering leadership
behaviors identified by Kirkman and Rosen (1999; called “external
team leader behavior”) is highly similar to the notion of empow-
erment climate developed by Seibert et al. (2004). According to
Seibert et al. (2004), empowerment climate represents “a shared
perception regarding the extent to which an organization makes
use of structures, policies, and practices supporting employee
empowerment” (p. 334). In fact, Zohar (2000) has shown that team
leaders help develop shared climates in teams through recurring
practices that translate formal policies and procedures. Thus, to
integrate Kirkman and Rosen’s and Seibert et al.’s work, we use
the term leadership climate to refer to ambient leadership behav-
iors (cf. Hackman, 1992), which are directed at the team as a whole
and have the potential of developing shared, team-level empow-
erment (i.e., our focus is on empowering leadership climate).

Kirkman and Rosen’s (1999) study showed that team empow-
erment partially mediated the relationship between leadership cli-
mate and team performance. Thus, both the individual-level and
team-level portions of our model suggest that empowerment helps
to explain the relationship between leadership and performance.
However, we argue that leadership is manifested differently at the
individual and team levels. At the individual level, leadership is
conceptualized as the personal relationship that leaders develop
with each team member (i.e., LMX), which can vary across team
members, whereas at the team level, leadership is conceptualized
as a climate variable that is shared among all team members. This
differentiated, multilevel view of leadership in teams diverges
from the assumption noted earlier that “leadership effects ‘average
out’ across group members” (Kozlowski & Bell, 2003, p. 367).
That is, the integration of dyadic (member-focused) and average
(team-focused) views of leadership is an important departure of the
present study from previous team research. Although we propose
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that team leaders use different practices to empower individual
members and teams, in line with prior research we expect that the
functional effects (Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999) of such practices
(i.e., empowerment and performance) will be similar at the indi-
vidual and team levels.

Hypothesis 1: Empowerment partially mediates the positive
relationship between leadership and performance at both the
individual and team levels of analysis.

Cross-Level Relationships

A second important aspect of our multilevel model pertains to
the cross-level influences between individual- and team-level vari-
ables. Following open systems theory (Katz & Kahn, 1978), we
argue that the individual-level and team-level phenomena of lead-
ership, empowerment, and performance are highly related. More
specifically, we propose that to better understand how empower-
ment develops and operates at each level we need to consider the
empowerment phenomenon across levels (Chen & Kanfer, 2006;
Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Indeed, the cross-level effects we
delineate have the potential to explain additional variance in both
individual- and team-level components of the model.

We generally expect that each component of the model (lead-
ership, empowerment, and performance) is positively related to its
cross-level counterpart. First, leadership climate is likely to posi-
tively relate to LMX. Leaders who create a more motivating
climate are expected to also develop positive relationships with
their employees, as team members may be more likely to trust and
respect leaders who delegate authority and help the team self-
manage (Hackman, 2002). Also, team members who have better
relationships with their leader are more likely to perceive the
climate developed by their leader as positive. In other words, it is
likely that leaders who do a better job empowering the team as a
whole also do a better job empowering individual team members,
and vice versa. Providing support for this theoretical expectation,
Hofmann et al. (2003) found that safety climate developed by
leaders was positively related to LMX.

Second, we expect that individual and team empowerment are
positively related. It is difficult to empower one individual team
member to do his or her own tasks without empowering others to
do their tasks, given the typically high interdependence among
individuals in teams. Also, according to social learning principles
(Bandura, 1997), motivation can be contagious—individual team
members may be more motivated to perform their own tasks when
other members share enthusiasm to perform their tasks. For in-
stance, individuals may be more confident to perform their own
roles (i.e., have high competence beliefs) when they believe mem-
bers of their teams are capable of performing well. Likewise, team
members may be more likely to feel they are performing mean-
ingful tasks when others on their team feel similarly. In other
domains, researchers have argued that affect can transfer from one
team member to another, resulting in positive correlations between
individual and team affect (Kelly & Barsade, 2001). In line with
this expectation, research has detected positive relationships be-
tween the competence dimensions of empowerment across lev-
els—that is, between self-efficacy and collective efficacy (see
Chen & Kanfer, 2006).

Third, we also expect that individual and team performance are
positively related. It is likely that high performance norms develop

in more effective teams, which in turn drive better performance at
the individual level, and that over time individuals who do not
perform according to team norms will depart the team or organi-
zation (Schneider, Smith, & Sipe, 2000). Moreover, in interdepen-
dent teams, individual performance may be related to team per-
formance, given that each member’s behavior is highly dependent
on other members’ behavior. Indeed, as noted by Ployhart (2004),
human resources management models often assume that individual
performance aggregates to affect work unit and, eventually, orga-
nizational performance. In support, Chen (2005) found a positive
relationship between individual and team performance.

Detecting these three cross-level relationships would help to
explain the interplay between individual and team processes that
influence leadership, empowerment, and performance. Moreover,
these cross-level relationships together with the expected
individual- and team-level relationships lead us to formally hy-
pothesize several mediated cross-level effects, linking leadership
climate to individual empowerment and team empowerment to
individual performance. Specifically, through its expected influ-
ences on team empowerment and LMX, higher leadership climate
is likely to also promote individual empowerment. In addition,
higher team empowerment is likely to enhance individual perfor-
mance through its anticipated impact on team performance and
individual empowerment. Thus, collectively these direct and me-
diated cross-level effects not only link the individual- and team-
level models of empowerment but further help account for addi-
tional variance in individual empowerment and performance
beyond what would be explained in individual-level predictors
alone.

Hypothesis 2: LMX and team empowerment mediate the
positive influence of leadership climate on individual empow-
erment.

Hypothesis 3: Individual empowerment and team perfor-
mance mediate the positive influence of team empowerment
on individual performance.

In addition to the cross-level direct and mediated effects, we
also expect that team-level variables, particularly leadership cli-
mate and team empowerment, will influence individual-level re-
lationships in the model (i.e., cross-level interactions). Such cross-
level interactions would suggest that individual-level relationships
among leadership, empowerment, and performance differ depend-
ing on levels of leadership climate and team empowerment, hence
strengthening the dependence of individual empowerment on
team-level phenomena (cf. Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Cross-level
interactions would also help address the question of potential
trade-offs between levels discussed in our introduction.

First, leadership climate is likely to moderate the positive
influence of LMX on team members’ individual sense of em-
powerment. Although leadership climate develops a shared
sense of team empowerment among team members, members
with more positive LMX are more likely to believe further that
the leader would also empower them personally more relative to
other members, given their particularly high levels of mutual
trust and respect. On the other hand, in the absence of leader-
ship climate, high LMX may be insufficient to produce high
levels of individual empowerment. Thus, leadership climate
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constitutes a “situational affordance” that strengthens the pos-
itive effect of individual motivators, such as LMX, on individ-
ual motivation, resulting in a more conducive context for LMX
to enhance individual empowerment (Chen & Kanfer, 2006).
Supporting this expected cross-level interaction, Hofmann et al.
(2003) found that LMX had more positive impact on safety-
related motivation when safety climate was higher.

Hypothesis 4: Leadership climate moderates the influence of
the quality of LMX on individual empowerment, such that the
influence of LMX becomes more positive as leadership cli-
mate becomes more positive.

Second, we expect that team empowerment attenuates or
weakens the positive impact of individual empowerment on
individual performance. In interdependent teams, the perfor-
mance of each member on his or her role in the team is a
function of not only individual-level processes but also team-
level processes, which can either facilitate or hinder individual
functioning in teams (Chen & Kanfer, 2006). Because team
empowerment triggers effective team processes (Chen & Kan-
fer, 2006), it can supplement or compensate for lower individ-
ual empowerment and motivation by reducing the difficulty or
complexity of individual tasks in the team. For instance, in
more empowered teams, the individual tasks of each member
are simplified as a result of increased backup behaviors among
members and improved team communication and coordination
(see Mathieu, Gilson, & Ruddy, 2006). Thus, we expect that
when team empowerment is high, individuals will perform at
high levels irrespective of individual empowerment. In contrast,
we expect individual empowerment to more positively relate to
individual performance when team empowerment is low.

Hypothesis 5: Team empowerment moderates the influence of
individual empowerment on individual performance, such
that the influence of individual empowerment becomes less
positive as team empowerment becomes more positive.

Potential Impact of Team Interdependence on
Relationships in the Model

The logic underlying our hypotheses is based, in large part, on
the interdependent nature of teams. Therefore, team interdepen-
dence might be a critical boundary condition for the relationships
we delineate. Although the importance of interdependence in
team-level phenomena has long been recognized (e.g., Saavedra et
al., 1993), there have been repeated (and largely unanswered) calls
to examine whether team effectiveness models generalize across
different levels of interdependence (e.g., Gully, 2000; Kozlowski
& Bell, 2003), and research on team empowerment has rarely
considered the possible moderating effects of team interdepen-
dence (Kirkman et al., 2004, is a recent exception).

Given the limited amount of previous team and multilevel
research that considers team interdependence (Kozlowski & Bell,
2003) and owing to the large number of paths included in our
model, we chose to examine the role of team interdependence in an
exploratory manner, rather than delineate explicit hypotheses re-
garding its impact on the model. However, we generally expected

that the multilevel model, and Hypotheses 1–5, would be better
supported in high- rather than low-interdependent teams for three
reasons. First, members of more interdependent teams interact
more closely with each other and thus are more likely to share
perceptions of team empowerment; that is, measures of team
empowerment are likely to be more meaningful and valid in more
interdependent teams (cf. Chen et al., 2004; Kozlowski & Klein,
2000). Second, and related to the first point, cross-level effects are
more likely to occur in interdependent teams, where individual and
team experiences, perceptions, and behaviors are more tightly
coupled (Kozlowski & Bell, 2003). Finally, empowerment is a
more critical precondition for effective performance in highly
interdependent teams, where employees need to have greater dis-
cretion regarding how and when to accomplish their work (Kirk-
man & Rosen, 1997). In fact, the increased need to empower
employees in organizations is often attributable to the proliferation
of team-based, interdependent work structures (e.g., Kirkman &
Rosen, 1999; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990). Thus, exploring the
following research question can help test the boundaries of our
multilevel model of leadership, empowerment, and performance.

Research question: Does team interdependence affect multi-
level relationships among leadership, empowerment, and per-
formance?

Method

Sample

The sample consisted of 445 members from 62 teams in 31
stores of a Fortune 500 home improvement company located
throughout the United States, as well as 62 team leaders and 31
managers, who completed surveys during regular work hours. The
sample represented a 75% response rate. Average team member
age was 37, and 64% were male; 50% were White, 25% were
African American, 22% were Hispanic, and 3% were either Asian
or Native American. In each store we sampled two types of
teams—one freight team and one receiving team; 312 employees
belonged to the 31 freight teams (range � 4 to 22 respondents per
team) and 133 employees belonged to the 31 receiving teams
(range � 2 to 8 respondents per team). Both teams worked mostly
at night toward a common goal of stocking and preparing the store
for each day’s business. Each team had an internal team leader
responsible for managing team members, and in each store the
freight and receiving team leaders reported to the same manager,
who was a part of the store’s management team. However, pre-
study interviews we conducted with 15 managers responsible for
designing, staffing, and managing the performance of these teams,
as well as on-site discussions with over 20 team leaders and team
members, indicated clearly that the freight teams were more inter-
dependent than the receiving teams.

In each store, receiving teams were responsible for ordering,
accepting, and recording incoming merchandise arriving at the
stores, whereas freight teams were responsible primarily for main-
taining a sufficient number of products on store shelves, recording
product inventories, and more generally preparing the store for its
opening every day. Members of the receiving teams worked fairly
independently of one another, with each member assigned unique
responsibility for receiving merchandise from different providers
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(i.e., work in these teams can be characterized as pooled, or low,
interdependence; cf. Saavedra et al., 1993). In contrast, members
of the freight teams were more interdependent. Team members met
daily as a team to decide which areas of the store had to be stocked
and how to distribute the work among members so that areas of the
store that required more work were adequately staffed. Moreover,
members of the freight teams were cross-trained to be able to
maintain different areas in the store (e.g., timber, paint, home
appliances). The level of interdependence in the freight team
reflected reciprocal, or high, interdependence (cf. Saavedra et al.,
1993), because different sets of team members interacted with each
other to a different extent at different times. Thus, in each store the
nature of work in the freight teams was more interdependent than
in the receiving teams.

Measures

Leadership and empowerment. Team members completed
measures of LMX, leadership climate, individual empowerment,
and team empowerment (1 � strongly disagree; 7 � strongly
agree). We used an 8-item LMX measure (e.g., “I would charac-
terize the working relationship I have with my team leader as
extremely effective”), which Bauer and Green (1996) modified
from the original LMX–7 measure developed by Scandura and
Graan (1984). Leadership climate was measured using a 14-item
scale developed by Kirkman and Rosen (1999) (e.g., “Our team
leader gives my team many responsibilities”).

Team members also completed Spreitzer’s (1995) 12-item indi-
vidual empowerment measure (e.g., “I am confident about my
ability to do my job”) and Kirkman et al.’s (2004) 12-item team
empowerment measure, shortened from an original 26-item mea-
sure (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999) (e.g., “My team believes it can be
very productive”). Given that we focused on overall empower-
ment, and in line with prior research (Chen & Klimoski, 2003;
Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Spreitzer, 1995), the four empowerment
dimensions (impact, competence, meaningfulness, choice) were
collapsed into an overall individual empowerment scale and an
overall team empowerment scale. Note that the referent of the
LMX and individual empowerment measures was the individual
team member, whereas the referent of the leadership climate
measure was the internal team leader, and the referent of the team
empowerment measure was the team.

Performance. The internal freight and receiving team leaders
were asked to rate the individual performance of each of their team
members using a role performance measure developed by Wel-
bourne, Johnson, and Erez (1998; 1 � needs much improvement;
5 � excellent). We used only the 12 items capturing the task role
(e.g., “Quantity of work output”), team role (e.g., “Making sure
his/her work team succeeds”), and organizational role (e.g., “Do-
ing things to promote the company”), given other roles captured by
the scale (innovator and career) were less applicable to this con-
text. Scores on the three role dimensions were highly related
(average r � .80, p � .05), and so the 12 items were averaged into
an overall individual performance scale.

In each store, the external manager who oversaw the freight and
receiving team leaders rated the performance of the freight team
and the performance of the receiving team using a 5-item team
performance measure adopted from Kirkman and Rosen (1999)
(e.g., “Completes its tasks on time”; 1 � strongly disagree; 7 �

strongly agree). Note that team leaders were highly familiar with
the individual performance of each team member, and the manag-
ers who oversaw both teams were highly familiar with the perfor-
mance of these teams in their store.

Controls. In addition to the substantive measures, we included
individual- and team-level control measures. At the individual
level, we controlled for employees’ tenure in their teams (i.e.,
number of months in their position), given the documented impact
of experience on job performance (McDaniel, Schmidt, & Hunter,
1988). We also controlled for individuals’ perceived organiza-
tional support using Eisenberger, Cummings, Armeli, and Lynch’s
(1997) eight-item measure (e.g., “My organization cares about my
opinion”). Perceived organizational support focuses on broader
organizational support, as opposed to support provided by specific
team leaders (as captured by the LMX and leadership climate
measures), and thus, controlling for perceived organizational sup-
port can help to better support the unique influences of LMX and
leadership climate. Controlling for perceived organizational sup-
port can also help remove some single-source biases (e.g., respon-
dents’ desire to appear consistent; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, &
Podsakoff, 2003), particularly between measures collected from
team members. At the team level, we controlled for team size,
given it varied substantially across teams. In particular, larger
stores with a higher volume of sales had larger teams. Thus,
controlling for team size also at least partially controlled for store
differences such as size and volume of sales.

Confirmatory Factor Analyses

We conducted a series of confirmatory factor analyses in LIS-
REL to examine whether the LMX, leadership climate, individual
empowerment, and team empowerment measures, all of which
were collected from the same source (team members), captured
distinct constructs. These tests were conducted at the individual
level, because the team-level sample size was much lower. How-
ever, given that individual perceptions (rather than shared team
perceptions) of leadership climate and team empowerment are
likely to be more highly related to LMX and individual empow-
erment, as compared with respective cross-level relationships in-
volving these variables, these individual-level tests are more con-
servative. To maintain favorable indicator-to-sample-size ratio, we
used four indicators for each of the four constructs; we used scores
on each of the four empowerment dimensions as separate indica-
tors of individual and team empowerment, and randomly created
four parcels of items for the LMX and leadership climate con-
structs.

Results showed that the hypothesized four-factor model fit the
data well, �2(98, N � 416) � 340.52, comparative fit in-
dex (CFI) � .97, root-mean-square error of approximation
(RMSEA) � .08. Relative to the hypothesized model, an alterna-
tive model in which indicators of the two leadership variables were
set to load on a single construct fit the data significantly worse,
��2(1, N � 416) � 836.35, p � .05, CFI � .91, RMSEA � .16,
as did a second alternative model, in which indicators of the two
empowerment variables were loaded on a single factor, ��2(1,
N � 416) � 274.95, p � .05, CFI � .95, RMSEA � .11. These
results support the discriminant validity of the LMX, leadership
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climate, individual empowerment, and team empowerment mea-
sures.1

Aggregation Tests

To support the aggregation of leadership climate and team
empowerment ratings, we calculated intermember reliability
(ICC1 and ICC2) and tested whether average scores differed
significantly across teams (indicated by an F test from a one-way
analysis of variance [ANOVA] contrasting team means on each
variable). ICC1 indicates the proportion of variance in ratings due
to team membership, whereas ICC2 indicates the reliability of
team mean differences (Bliese, 2000). For leadership climate, we
obtained good support for aggregation using both the freight team
data (ICC1 � .18; ICC2 � .68), F(30, 281) � 3.45, p � .05, and
the receiving team data (ICC1 � .25; ICC2 � .59), F(30, 102) �
2.46, p � .05, which was expected because members of the same
team interacted with and rated the same team leader, irrespective
of team interdependence.

Unlike leadership climate, for team empowerment we found
good support for aggregation using the high-interdependent freight
team data (ICC1 � .15; ICC2 � .65), F(30, 281) � 2.84, p � .05,
but not using the low-interdependent receiving team data (ICC1 �
.03; ICC2 � .11), F(30, 102) � 1.12, ns. Moreover, a one-way
ANOVA showed that the average within-team variance (which
indicates lack of agreement; Bliese, 2000) in team empowerment
perceptions was significantly lower in freight teams (M � 0.74;
SD � 0.59) than in receiving teams (M � 1.39; SD � 1.39), F(1,
60) � 3.84, p � .05. These results support the notion that the
freight teams were more interdependent than the receiving teams,
as more highly interdependent members are more likely to interact
with each other and thus share perceptions of team empowerment.
Even though results did not support the aggregation of team
empowerment in receiving teams, we still examined team empow-
erment in these teams for comparison purposes.2

Analyses

We conducted all analyses on the full sample data (combined
across freight and receiving teams), as well as separately on freight
team and receiving team data. Individual-level analyses of the full
sample data involved three levels: individual (Level 1), team
(Level 2), and store (Level 3), whereas team-level analyses of the
full sample data involved only two levels (team and store). For
analyses conducted on separate freight and receiving team data,
individual-level tests included two levels (individual and team),
whereas team-level tests were single level (given there was only
one freight and one receiving team per store). Following Bliese
(2002), multilevel analyses were conducted using random coeffi-
cient modeling (RCM; also referred to as hierarchical linear mod-
eling; Gavin & Hofmann, 2002) in the Nonlinear and Linear
Mixed Effects program for S-PLUS and R (Pinheiro & Bates,
2000).

RCM provides the correct parameter estimates and significance
tests for multilevel and nonindependent data by estimating within-
team and between-team variances and covariances separately, and
by using the correct standard errors for both within-team (i.e.,
individual-level) and between-team (i.e., team-level) effects (see
Bliese, 2002). For instance, RCM allows for accurate and simul-

taneous estimation of (a) the individual-level effect of LMX on the
within-team portion of individual empowerment, (b) the cross-
level effect of leadership climate on the between-team portion of
individual empowerment, and (c) the cross-level effect of leader-
ship climate on the within-team effect of LMX on individual
empowerment (i.e., the cross-level interaction effect of Leadership
Climate � LMX on individual empowerment). These analyses can
also be extended to include more levels, such as in the three-level
tests of individual-level outcomes in the full sample, in which case
the variances and covariances are broken down into three (as
opposed to just two) different levels. When analyzing the single-
level tests (i.e., tests of team-level outcomes in the separate freight
team and receiving team data), we used ordinary least squares
regression. To facilitate comparability of individual- and team-
level results, we standardized all measures within their respective
levels such that parameter estimates essentially reflected standard-
ized (�) coefficients (Chen, Bliese, & Mathieu, 2005). Standard-
ization of variables also meant that the variables were in effect
grand-mean centered (Gavin & Hofmann, 2002).

Results

The individual- and team-level descriptive statistics, internal
consistency reliability, and correlations are provided in Table 1.
There are three noteworthy results. First, the highly interdependent
freight teams and the low-interdependent receiving teams differed
significantly ( p � .05) on members’ team tenure: Members of the
receiving teams were in their teams on average almost 1 year
longer than members of freight teams. Second, the size of the
receiving teams was significantly ( p � .05) smaller than the size
of the freight teams—a difference of about seven members. We
consider the possible implications of these differences in the

1 The correlations between team means for LMX and leadership climate
(r � .87, p � .05) and team means for individual empowerment and team
empowerment (r � .57, p � .05) were high. However, our confirmatory
and aggregation analyses provided support for the discriminant validity of
these four measures. Moreover, we used team means for leadership climate
and team empowerment and used individual-level scores for LMX and
individual empowerment in our analyses. The correlations between team
means of leadership climate and individual LMX scores (r � .42, p � .05)
and team means for team empowerment and individual empowerment
scores (r � .20, p � .05) were substantially lower.

2 The ICCs for individual empowerment were much lower than those for
team empowerment in both the freight teams (ICC1 � .02, ICC2 � .16),
F(30, 281) � 1.19, ns, and the receiving teams (ICC1 � –.10, ICC2 �
–.61), F(30, 102) � 0.62, ns), supporting the distinct levels at which these
two measures reside. The negative ICC values obtained in receiving teams
are indicative of substantial within-team (i.e., individual-level) variability,
relative to between-team variability, in individual empowerment (see
Bliese, 2000). Although less pronounced, aggregation statistics were also
lower for LMX relative to leadership climate in both the freight teams
(ICC1 � .08, ICC2 � .45), F(30, 281) � 1.82, p � .05, and the receiving
teams (ICC1 � .22, ICC2 � .55), F(30, 102) � 2.24, p � .05. For
individual performance, significant ICCs were detected in both the freight
teams (ICC1 � .25, ICC2 � .77), F(30, 281) � 4.43, p � .05, and the
receiving teams (ICC1 � .33, ICC2 � .68), F(30, 102) � 3.09, p � .05,
which were expected, as the same team leader rated members in each of the
teams (i.e., the individual performance data exhibited nonindependence, as
expected; cf. Bliese, 2000).
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Discussion section. Finally, as we elaborate below when discuss-
ing the hypotheses tests, several relationships were substantially
different in the freight and receiving teams.

Overview of Hypotheses Tests

The multilevel hypotheses tests are summarized in Tables 2, 3,
and 4. To allow for examination of the research question, pertain-
ing to the potential impact of team interdependence on Hypotheses
1–5, each test was conducted on the full sample and then sepa-
rately using freight team and receiving team data. Furthermore, in
analyses of the full sample we also controlled for team type and
then tested whether team type moderated the hypothesized rela-
tionships (for brevity, we report only results of team type as a
moderator in the text). Table 2 summarizes individual-level RCM
tests and team-level ordinary least squares regression tests of
Hypothesis 1 following the hierarchical mediation procedures out-
lined in Baron and Kenny (1986). Table 3 shows the hierarchical
cross-level RCM tests of Hypotheses 2–5, which again followed
Baron and Kenny’s procedures. Hypotheses 4 and 5 were tested by
adding the cross-level interaction terms after partialing out the
main effects (see Table 3). Finally, because recent research sug-
gests the Baron and Kenny mediation test is too conservative and
that indirect effects can still be significant when Baron and Ken-
ny’s criteria are not fully met (MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman,
West, & Sheets, 2002), we also tested the mediation hypotheses
(Hypotheses 1–3) using Sobel’s (1982) test of indirect effects,
which MacKinnon et al. found to provide better balance between
Type I and Type II errors (see Table 4). We used the partialed
estimates and standard errors from Tables 2 and 3 in the Sobel
tests.

Tests of Hypothesis 1

Hypothesis 1 predicted that empowerment partially mediates the
positive relationship between leadership and performance at both
the individual and team levels of analysis. As shown in the upper
portion of Table 2, in analyses of the full sample and both types of

teams, LMX and perceived organizational support positively pre-
dicted individual empowerment, and months in position and LMX
positively predicted individual performance. However, although
individual empowerment positively predicted individual perfor-
mance in the full sample and high-interdependent freight teams, it
was not a significant predictor in the low-interdependent receiving
teams. In addition, as shown in Table 4, the indirect relationship
LMX had with individual performance through individual empow-
erment was significant in the full sample and in the freight teams
but not in the receiving teams. Additional moderated analyses of
the full sample data showed that after adding the Team Type �
LMX interaction term in a third step, team type significantly
moderated the influence of LMX on individual performance (� �
–.23, p � .05), but it did not moderate the influence of individual
empowerment on individual performance (� � .13, ns). Thus,
individual empowerment partially mediated the relationship be-
tween LMX and individual performance, albeit it did so more
strongly in high-interdependent freight teams than in low-
interdependent receiving teams.

At the team level, results showed that leadership climate was
positively and significantly related to team empowerment in the
full sample and in both high-interdependent freight teams and
low-interdependent receiving teams (lower portion of Table 2).
Also, in high-interdependent freight teams, the positive relation-
ship leadership climate had with team performance became non-
significant when team empowerment was introduced; team em-
powerment was significantly, positively related to team
performance; and the indirect relationship leadership climate had
with team performance through team empowerment was signifi-
cant (see Tables 2 and 4). In contrast, in analyses of both the full
sample and low-interdependent receiving teams, neither leadership
climate nor team empowerment were significantly related to team
performance, and the indirect relationship leadership climate had
with team performance through team empowerment was nonsig-
nificant. Additional analyses of the full sample detected team type
as a significant moderator of both the leadership climate 3 team
performance (� � .55, p � .05) and the team empowerment 3

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Variable
Data

source

Freight teams Receiving teams

1 2 3 4 5M SD M SD

Individual level
1. Months in position CR 12.34 8.54 23.44 28.67 — �.15 .19 �.03 .17
2. Perceived organizational support TM 4.19 1.35 4.06 1.33 �.02 (.85) .32* .37* .20*

3. Leader–member exchange TM 4.88 1.46 4.74 1.59 �.04 .49* (.93) .31* .46*

4. Individual empowerment TM 5.69 0.88 5.76 0.94 .01 .44* .43* (.88) .19*

5. Individual performance ILD 3.57 0.87 3.81 0.82 .17* .09 .20* .21* (.97)
Team level

1. Team size CR 12.55 6.40 5.42 1.91 — .01 .03 �.10
2. Leadership climate TM 4.87 0.63 4.67 0.89 �.14 (.93) .38* �.31
3. Team empowerment TM 5.51 0.51 5.55 0.62 �.14 .52* (.91) �.28
4. Team performance ELD 5.06 1.35 5.21 1.18 .09 .54* .61* (.97)

Note. Internal consistency reliability estimates (alphas) are on the diagonal. Relationships below the diagonal are from high-interdependent freight teams
(n � 312 individuals in 31 teams); relationships above the diagonal are from low-interdependent receiving teams (n � 133 individuals in 31 teams). CR �
company records; TM � team members; ILD � internal team leader; ELD � external leaders or managers.
* p � .05.
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team performance (� � .66, p � .05) relationships. Thus, mirror-
ing the individual-level results, team empowerment partially me-
diated the relationship between leadership climate and team per-
formance in high- but not low-interdependent teams.

In sum, with regard to Hypothesis 1, team interdependence did
indeed impact the relationships proposed in our model in that
Hypothesis 1 was supported in high- but not in low-interdependent
teams. However, team interdependence was a more substantial
moderator at the team level than at the individual level, as team
type moderated both the leadership and empowerment estimates at
the team level but only the leadership estimate at the individual
level.

Tests of Hypotheses 2 and 3

Hypothesis 2 stated that leadership climate positively relates
to individual empowerment through its positive relationships
with team empowerment and LMX. As shown in the upper
portion of Table 3, leadership climate significantly and posi-
tively predicted LMX in the full sample and in both the separate

freight team and receiving team data. Although leadership
climate did not significantly relate to individual empowerment
(middle portion of Table 3), team empowerment significantly
and positively related to individual empowerment, albeit only in
the full sample data. In addition, in the full sample, leadership
climate had a significant indirect effect on individual empow-
erment through its positive relationships with both team em-
powerment and LMX (see Table 4). Leadership climate had a
significant indirect effect on individual empowerment through
LMX, but not team empowerment, in high-interdependent
freight teams, and it did not indirectly predict individual em-
powerment in low-interdependent receiving teams. Additional
analyses of the full sample (in which team type was added as a
moderator) failed to detect any significant moderating effects
on leadership climate’s influence on the mediators (LMX and
team empowerment) and on individual empowerment, or on the
influences of the mediators on individual empowerment. Thus,
Hypothesis 2 received support in the full sample, and there was
no evidence that team interdependence affected the indirect
influences of leadership climate on individual empowerment.

Table 2
Individual-Level and Team-Level Mediation Analyses of Performance (Hypothesis 1)

Step and variable

Full sample Freight teams Receiving teams

� SE � SE � SE

Individual-level tests

DV � individual empowerment
1. Months in position .02 .04 .03 .05 .02 .08

Perceived organizational support .31* .05 .31* .06 .29* .09
Team typea �.12 .10
Leader–member exchange (LMX) .24* .05 .28* .06 .19* .09

DV � individual performance
1. Months in position .15* .04 .16* .05 .18* .07

Perceived organizational support .00 .05 �.03 .06 .10 .08
Team typea �.24 .15
LMX .26* .05 .23* .06 .37* .08

2. Months in position .14* .04 .16* .05 .18* .07
Perceived organizational support �.03 .05 �.08 .06 .09 .08
Team typea �.23 .14
LMX .23* .05 .18* .06 .36* .08
Individual empowerment .11* .05 .16* .06 .02 .07

Team-level tests

DV � team empowerment
1. Team size �.05 .15 �.06 .14 .08 .60

Team typea �.11 .29
Empowering leadership climate .44* .12 .56* .18 .36* .17

DV � team performance
1. Team size .15 .15 .17 .16 �.28 .52

Team typea �.38 .22
Leadership climate .19 .10 .74* .21 �.25 .14

2. Team size .15 .15 .20 .14 �.27 .52
Team typea �.38 .23
Leadership climate .20 .12 .43 .21 �.19 .16
Team empowerment �.01 .11 .55* .19 �.16 .16

Note. DV � dependent variable.
a 1 � Receiving/low interdependence; 2 � Freight/high interdependence.
* p � .05.
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Hypothesis 3 stated that team empowerment positively relates to
individual performance through its positive relationship with team
performance and individual empowerment. In the first step of
cross-level analyses of individual performance (lower portion of
Table 3), neither leadership climate nor team empowerment were
significant predictors in the full sample or in either type of team.
In the second step of these analyses, individual empowerment was
significantly related to individual performance in the full sample
and in freight teams (but not in receiving teams), and team per-
formance was related to individual performance only in freight
teams. Further, the indirect relationships that team empowerment
had with individual performance through individual empowerment
and team performance were nonsignificant in the full sample and
in both team types (Table 4). Finally, none of these relationships
were significantly moderated by team type. Thus, Hypothesis 3

was not supported, and results did not significantly differ between
high- and low-interdependent teams.

Tests of Hypotheses 4 and 5

To test Hypotheses 4 and 5, we entered the cross-level interac-
tion terms in a third and final step of the cross-level tests shown in
Table 3. Hypothesis 4 stated that leadership climate would mod-
erate the relationship between LMX and individual empowerment,
such that the relationship would be stronger when leadership
climate is stronger. In analyses of individual empowerment, the
cross-level Leadership Climate � LMX interaction term was sig-
nificant and positive in the full sample and nonsignificant and of
similar direction and magnitude in the freight and receiving teams.
Additional analyses failed to find a significant moderating effect

Table 3
Cross-Level Analyses of Individual-Level Outcomes (Hypotheses 2, 3, 4 and 5)

Step and variable

Full sample Freight teams Receiving teams

� SE � SE � SE

DV � LMX
1. Months in position .03 .04 �.02 .05 .07 .07

Perceived organizational support .41* .04 .45* .05 .32* .07
Team size �.03 .05 �.04 .05 .09 .07
Team typea .02 .12
Leadership climate (H2) .34* .04 .26* .05 .48* .07

DV � individual empowerment
1. Months in position .03 .05 .04 .05 .03 .08

Perceived organizational support .42* .04 .45* .05 .35* .09
Team size �.06 .06 �.06 .05 �.01 .08
Team typea �.03 .13
Leadership climate (H2) .04 .04 .02 .05 .07 .08

2. Months in position .03 .04 .04 .05 .04 .08
Perceived organizational support .28* .05 .29* .06 .25 .10
Team size �.03 .05 �.04 .05 �.03 .08
Team typea �.04 .12
Leadership climate (H2) �.10 .05 �.10 .06 �.07 .10
LMX (H2) .28* .05 .30* .06 .22* .11
Team empowerment (H2) .12* .05 .11 .06 .13 .09

3. Leadership Climate � LMXb (H4) .13* .05 .11 .08 .15 .08
DV � individual performance

1. Months in position .15* .04 .16* .05 .18* .07
Perceived organizational support �.01 .05 �.04 .06 .11 .08
Team size .04 .11 �.01 .11 .11 .11
Team typea �.28 .19
Leadership climate .06 .08 .04 .13 .03 .13
LMX .25* .05 .22* .06 .35* .09
Team empowerment (H3) .10 .08 .10 .12 .03 .13

2. Months in position .14* .04 .15* .05 .17* .07
Perceived organizational support �.05 .05 �.08 .06 .09 .09
Team size .01 .11 �.07 .11 .12 .11
Team typea �.23 .19
Leadership climate .06 .08 �.04 .13 .06 .13
LMX .22* .05 .16* .06 .35* .09
Team empowerment (H3) .06 .08 �.05 .13 .05 .13
Individual empowerment (H3) .11* .05 .16* .06 .02 .07
Team performance (H3) .14 .08 .31* .14 .12 .12

3. Team � Individual Empowermentb (H5) �.10 .05 �.12* .06 �.06 .10

Note. DV � dependent variable; LMX � leader–member exchange; H � hypothesis.
a 1 � Receiving/low interdependence; 2 � Freight/high interdependence. b Main effect variables were in-
cluded in this model, although their estimates are not reported.
* p � .05.
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for team type for this interaction, suggesting the interaction effect
was similar irrespective of team interdependence. As shown in
Figure 2, in the full sample, LMX related more positively to
individual empowerment as leadership climate increased, support-
ing Hypothesis 4.

Hypothesis 5 stated that team empowerment would moderate
the relationship between individual empowerment and individual
performance, such that the relationship would be weaker when
team empowerment is higher. In analyses of individual perfor-
mance, the cross-level Individual Empowerment � Team Empow-
erment interaction term was significant in the high-interdependent
freight teams but not in the full sample or in low-interdependent
receiving teams. Although team type did not significantly moder-
ate this cross-level interaction, it was supported in high-
interdependent but not in low-interdependent teams. As shown in
Figure 3, in freight teams, as hypothesized, the relationship be-
tween individual empowerment and individual performance was
more positive at lower rather than higher levels of team empow-

erment, and individual performance remained high when team
empowerment was high irrespective of levels of individual em-
powerment. These results support Hypothesis 5, albeit only in the
high-interdependent teams.

Auxiliary Analyses

To help strengthen the validity of the hypothesized model, we
conducted several additional team-level analyses. First, in RCM
analyses of the full sample, after controlling for team size and team
type, both leadership climate (� � .47, p � .05) and average levels
of individual empowerment in teams (� � .48, p � .05) uniquely
predicted team empowerment, whereas average levels of LMX in
teams did not (� � –.23, ns). Similar results were obtained in
separate analyses of the freight team and receiving team data.
These results suggest that leadership climate predicted team em-
powerment more strongly than LMX and that individual and team
empowerment were positively related.

Table 4
Tests of Indirect Effects (Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3)

Path

Full sample Freight teams Receiving teams

Indirect
effect z

Indirect
effect z

Indirect
effect z

Individual-level indirect paths
LMX 3 Ind. empowerment 3 Ind. performance (H1) .03 1.97* .04 2.07* .00 0.26

Cross-level indirect paths
Leadership climate 3 LMX 3 Ind. empowerment (H2) .10 4.65* .08 3.57* .11 1.90
Leadership climate 3 Team empowerment 3 Ind. empowerment (H2) .05 1.96* .06 1.52 .05 1.11
Team empowerment 3 Ind. empowerment 3 Ind. performance (H3) .01 1.55 .02 1.44 .00 0.23
Team empowerment 3 Team performance 3 Ind. performance (H3) .00 �0.08 .17 1.70 �.02 �0.58

Team-level indirect paths
Leadership climate 3 Team empowerment 3 Team empowerment (H1) .00 �0.09 .31 2.06* �.06 �0.81

Note. LMX � leader–member exchange; Ind. � individual; H � hypothesis.
* p � .05.
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Figure 2. Leader–Member Exchange � Leadership Climate effect on
individual empowerment (based on full sample data).
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Second, using RCM we regressed team performance simulta-
neously on team size, team type, leadership climate, team empow-
erment, and average levels of LMX, individual empowerment, and
individual performance in teams. In both the full sample and the
low-interdependent receiving team data, none of the predictors
were statistically significant. However, in the high-interdependent
freight team data, results indicated that both team empowerment
(� � .61, p � .05) and average levels of individual performance
in teams (� � .29, p � .05) uniquely and positively predicted team
performance, whereas none of the other predictors were statisti-
cally significant. Also, in the full sample, team type again mod-
erated the influence of team empowerment on team performance
(� � .70, p � .05) but not the influence of average individual
performance in teams on team performance (� � .15, ns). These
results indicate that team empowerment and individual perfor-
mance accounted for unique variance in team performance and that
these relationships held more strongly in high-interdependent
teams.

Finally, to test the possibility that common-source variance
affected the relationship between leadership climate and team
empowerment, we retested this relationship after obtaining lead-
ership climate scores from half of the members within each team
and team empowerment scores from the other half of members
within each team. Using these split-sample data and after control-
ling for team size, leadership climate remained a significant pre-
dictor in the freight teams (� � .36, p � .05) but not in the
receiving teams (� � .11, ns) or in the full sample (� � .17, ns).
Thus, when separating out the sources from which leadership
climate and team empowerment were collected, the conclusion that
leadership climate significantly and positively related to team
empowerment held in high- but not in low-interdependent teams.

Summary

In sum, results provided support for most hypotheses and the
overall model in high-interdependent teams, but somewhat weaker

support was obtained in low-interdependent teams. Differences
across high- and low-interdependent teams were particularly pro-
nounced for results involving individual and team performance.
The results are summarized in Figure 4, where significant paths for
each type of team are provided.

Discussion

Taken together, our findings lead us to draw several conclu-
sions. First, we provide empirical evidence for the viability of an
integrative multilevel model of leadership, empowerment, and
performance in teams. Specifically, our findings offer a more
detailed account of the multilevel mechanisms by which leader
behaviors affect individual and team performance. Second, our
results support and extend empowerment theory across the indi-
vidual and team levels, as well as demonstrate the cross-level
interplay between individual and team empowerment. Finally, our
findings suggest that team interdependence potentially represents
an important boundary condition affecting the meaning and func-
tion of empowerment across levels.

Theoretical Implications

Our first implication underscores the importance of taking a
multilevel view of leadership, motivation, and performance in
teams. Indeed, we detected several direct, indirect, and interactive
cross-level relationships between team-level variables and individ-
ual empowerment and performance, beyond individual-level vari-
ables. One of the key findings of our study is that different aspects
of leadership, namely LMX and leadership climate, were related to
empowerment at the individual and team levels of analysis. Al-
though leadership climate did not directly relate to individual
empowerment, it did relate indirectly to individual empowerment
(through team empowerment and LMX) and further positively
moderated the LMX–individual empowerment relationship. This
suggests that team leaders’ efforts to empower their members
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Figure 4. Summary of results. Solid arrows reflect paths supported in high-interdependent freight teams;
dashed arrows reflect paths supported in low-interdependent receiving teams. a Path supported only in the full
(combined) sample.

342 CHEN, KIRKMAN, KANFER, ALLEN, AND ROSEN



personally (particularly through developing personal relationships
with members) are more likely to be effective when they also work
at developing an empowering climate that encompasses the team
as a whole. Of interest, these results held even after controlling for
perceived organizational support, which suggests that team leaders
play a major role in empowering employees beyond the positive
impact of broader organizational support. Our results are in line
with a recent theory of motivation in teams developed by Chen and
Kanfer (2006), according to which ambient stimuli (e.g., leader-
ship climate) and discretionary stimuli (e.g., LMX) differentially
and synergistically influence individual and team motivational
states, such as psychological empowerment. These results high-
light the unique and complementary means by which team leaders
can empower individual members and teams simultaneously.

The second implication is that our study helped generalize
empowerment theory across levels of analysis. Although research-
ers have begun to examine the generalizability of empowerment
models across levels of analysis (e.g., Kirkman & Rosen, 1999;
Seibert et al., 2004), to our knowledge this is the first study to
explicitly integrate models of individual and team empowerment.
First, extending previous work, our findings indicate that empow-
erment positively relates to performance and helps explain rela-
tionships between leadership variables and performance simulta-
neously at both the individual and team levels. Second, the finding
that individual and team empowerment are positively related is
particularly encouraging, as it suggests that empowering teams
does not come at the expense of empowering individuals, and vice
versa. That is, there does not seem to be any inherent trade-off
between empowering individuals and teams. Third, we found that
high levels of team empowerment could compensate for low levels
of individual empowerment. Thus, team empowerment can help
reduce the need to empower each individual member in the team.
Finally, the finding that individual empowerment positively pre-
dicted individual performance, which in turn aggregated to influ-
ence team performance (albeit only in high-interdependent teams)
is promising, as it suggests that empowering individuals in teams
can help facilitate team effectiveness beyond team empowerment.
Because the bulk of empowerment research has been carried out at
either the individual or the team level of analysis, our research
breaks new ground by identifying the unique and complementary
natures of both individual and team empowerment. An important
implication of these findings is that researchers need to account for
the influence of empowerment at both the individual and team
levels to more fully explain variance in employee and team per-
formance.

Finally, although it was a more exploratory aspect of this study,
we found somewhat different results in freight and receiving
teams, which suggests that team interdependence may serve as an
important boundary condition for multilevel relationships involv-
ing leadership, empowerment, and performance (cf. Kozlowski &
Bell, 2003). In particular, even though leadership related to em-
powerment similarly across levels irrespective of team interdepen-
dence, individual and team empowerment predicted performance
(and helped link between leadership and performance) only in
high-interdependent teams. Moreover, although not significantly
moderated by team type, we found that in high-interdependent (but
not in low-interdependent) teams, team empowerment moderated
(negatively) the positive influence of individual empowerment on
individual performance, and individual performance related posi-

tively to team performance. Although only a few results differed
significantly across low- and high-interdependent teams when
using team type as a moderator, it is important to keep in mind that
dichotomous moderators are notoriously low on power (Aguinis,
Beaty, Boik, & Pierce, 2005). Indeed, overall, the results—
particularly those involving performance—were more supportive
of the multilevel model of relationships in high-interdependent
teams, which concurs with the notion that team interdependence is
a critical boundary condition affecting the validity of team effec-
tiveness theories and models (e.g., Gully, 2000). Nonetheless,
inferences pertaining to differences in team interdependence were
limited by the fact that we did not directly manipulate or measure
team interdependence, and given there were potentially other dif-
ferences associated with freight and receiving teams. We consider
these issues more fully in the Limitations and Research Directions
section below.

Practical Implications

Our study indicates that managers should use somewhat differ-
ent strategies to empower individual team members and teams as
a whole. To empower individual team members, team leaders
should ensure they develop high levels of mutual trust and respect
with their team members. To empower teams as a whole, team
leaders should ensure they delegate enough autonomy and respon-
sibility to all members in their team, involve the team in decision
making, and encourage the team to self-manage its performance to
the extent possible.

The cross-level relationship we detected between individual and
team performance suggests further that an optimal level of team
effectiveness can be achieved when managers empower members
personally and collectively. Thus, team leaders should realize that
the individuals within the team matter, and should pay attention to
motivating and empowering both individual members and teams.
However, our findings suggest that team leaders should first and
foremost focus on empowering their teams, given that team em-
powerment can simultaneously enhance individual empowerment
and performance and reduce the possible negative effects of low
individual empowerment on performance in teams. The lesson
here is that team leaders do not, at least according to our findings,
have to manage tensions or trade-offs between motivating the
individual team members and motivating teams as a whole. Mo-
tivating and empowering the team will not, as some have surmised
(Kirkman & Rosen, 1999), drain individual empowerment and
thus weaken individual or team performance. Thus, when it comes
to empowerment in team-based organizations, more appears to be
better.

Although tentative and in need of replication, our findings
involving team interdependence also suggest that managers should
lead employees who work in less interdependent teams differently
than those working in more interdependent teams, a rather novel
suggestion among the more general popular press books on team
leadership (cf. Hackman, 2002). In particular, although developing
an empowering leadership climate may affect individual empow-
erment similarly in interdependent and noninterdependent teams,
such a climate is unlikely to facilitate team effectiveness in less
interdependent teams. In contrast, when individuals perform more
interdependent tasks, it is particularly important for managers to
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empower both individuals and teams, given that empowerment
enables and motivates them to perform well on such tasks.

Limitations and Research Directions

This study has several limitations, which highlight important
avenues for future research. First, our operationalization of team
interdependence was limited because we did not quantify differ-
ences in task interdependence and because there might have been
other differences between the freight and receiving teams. Indeed,
the freight and receiving teams differed on team size and member
tenure in their positions. However, all else being equal, members
of larger teams and those who worked together for shorter periods
are less likely to share the same perceptions of team empower-
ment. Yet as expected, we still obtained higher intermember agree-
ment in the larger freight teams whose members had smaller team
tenure. Additionally, our analyses controlled for differences in
both team size and members’ tenure in their positions. Although
there could be other factors on which the teams differed that we
did not measure (e.g., they used different technology and equip-
ment to accomplish their work), factors other than team interde-
pendence are less likely to explain the difference in within-team
agreement in perceptions of team empowerment. Furthermore, our
interviews with numerous subject matter experts in the company
helped confirm the distinct levels of interdependence in these
teams, and our results were generally supportive of such a distinc-
tion. Thus, although more research is needed to replicate and
confirm our findings, our initial results suggest that team interde-
pendence can be an important boundary condition affecting the
generalizability of multilevel models of leadership, empowerment,
and performance.

In addition, the lower ICC values for team empowerment could
explain the finding that team empowerment did not predict team
performance in receiving teams. However, we argue that the low
ICC values were symptomatic of low interdependence in these
teams, which tends to lead to fewer interactions among members
and hence lower consensus among members in their perceptions of
team-related phenomena, such as team empowerment (Chen et al.,
2004; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Moreover, even though ICC
values were substantially higher for leadership climate and indi-
vidual performance in receiving teams, these measures still did not
predict team performance, consistent with the team interdepen-
dence explanation. At the individual level, smaller sample size is
another potential alternative explanation for the different results
obtained in receiving teams relative to freight teams. However, we
still detected several significant results at the individual level in the
receiving teams, and the key difference in results was that involv-
ing the mediating role of individual empowerment in the LMX–
individual performance relationship. Thus, there are reasons to
believe that team interdependence, and not other factors, explains
the different results obtained in the freight and receiving teams.

Beyond team interdependence, two other design-related issues
that need further investigation include the common-source vari-
ance inherent in the leadership–empowerment relationships and
the cross-sectional nature of this study. The findings that LMX
predicted individual empowerment over and above perceived or-
ganizational support and that leadership climate predicted team
empowerment over and above average LMX in teams and when
using the split-sample analyses in the freight teams suggest that the

leadership–empowerment relationships were not adversely af-
fected by common-source variance. Still, our findings could be
strengthened by using alternative methods and distinct sources for
capturing the focal variables. Using different measurement ap-
proaches and sources is also important when examining relation-
ships between similar (multilevel) constructs across levels (see
Chen et al., 2004). Although we used different measures of em-
powerment and leadership at the individual and team levels, our
findings would be strengthened by also relying on different
sources to measure these constructs at different levels, as we did
with our performance measures. Finally, the cross-sectional nature
of this study precludes us from making causal inferences. Future
experimental research would clearly help strengthen the inferences
drawn from our study.

We also encourage researchers to expand the nomological net-
work of empowerment by including additional predictors and
outcomes. For instance, on the predictor side it would be interest-
ing to more thoroughly compare the relative influences of individ-
ual differences (e.g., need for achievement, skills, or ability) and
leadership practices on empowerment, which would allow for
better integration of staffing and managerial strategies (Chen &
Kanfer, 2006). Also, given that empowerment only partially me-
diated between leadership and performance in interdependent
teams at each level, researchers should also expand our model by
considering specific processes that could explain these relation-
ships, such as planning and coordinated effort (Mathieu et al.,
2006), or the quality of exchanges among team members (cf.
Seers, 1989). Finally, although our initial findings are encourag-
ing, they are based on a sample of service teams at low organiza-
tional levels. Thus, it is important to extend the generalizability of
our findings to other kinds of teams and different organizational
contexts, such as teams in high-tech and virtual organizations,
where empowerment might be an even more important driver of
performance (e.g., Chen & Klimoski, 2003; Kirkman et al., 2004).

Conclusion

Researchers and practitioners alike have debated the merits of
empowerment programs in organizations. In contrast to the oft-
heard team empowerment slogan “There is no I in teams,” our
research indicated that scholars and practitioners should not over-
look individual members in empowered teams. Results of this
study provide support for the usefulness of a multilevel conceptu-
alization of these processes and show the criticality of such models
for a full delineation of how leadership and empowerment influ-
ence performance in highly interdependent teams. Our findings
should encourage future team researchers to include both
individual- and team-level constructs in their models of team
performance. It is only by explicitly considering both levels that
researchers will begin to construct more complete and accurate
pictures of team performance. In other words, there are always Is
in teams.
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