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With an increasingly turbulent environment, heiglete levels of competition, and
unpredictable technological change, more and maeganizations are encouraging their
employees to be creative. Considerable evidenceates that employee creativity can
substantially contribute to organizational innowati effectiveness, and survival (Amabile,
1996; Madjar, Oldham, & Pratt, 2002; Shalley, Zh&QIldham, 2004). Not surprisingly, the
field of organizational behavior has witnessedrammdasing interest in understanding factors
that promote employee creativity. One factor thas been suggested as being particularly
important is empowerment (e.g., Amabile, 1983, 1&feitzer, 1995).

Drawing on leadership theories, empowerment thepad creativity theories, the
major purpose of this dissertation was to develwgp @mpirically test an integrative process
model linking empowerment approaches with creativilore specifically, this model
integrates leadership theories and empowermentrifisedo explore how empowering
leadership influences both psychological empowetmaed job structural empowerment. It
also examines how psychological empowerment andsjalxtural empowerment influence
employee creativity via the mediating effect of éoype creative process engagement and
intrinsic motivation. Finally, it investigates howertain personal characteristics (e.g.,
domain-relevant skills, openness to experience, amdactivity) and a contextual
factor—leader encouragement of creativity—work a®darators to affect employee
creativity.

Using survey data from a large information techgglacompany in the People’s
Republic of China (PRC), the theoretical model waamined though structural equation
modeling and hierarchical regression analyses. if@sd indicated that empowering
leadership was positively related to psychologerapowerment, which was fully mediated
by creative process engagement in influencing eyegl@reativity. In addition, empowering
leadership also had a direct impact on job stratt@émpowerment, whose impact on
creativity was mediated by intrinsic motivation editty and also indirectly through its
influence on creative process engagement. Furéselts showed that leader encouragement
of creativity interacted with psychological empoment to further motivate employees to
engage in the creative process. Moreover, employeeactive characteristics strengthened
the positive influence of creative process engageraed intrinsic motivation on creativity.
Implications for theory and practice and futuresggsh direction are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Due to the hypercompetitive global environment #relrapid pace of technological
advancement, the central role of organizationalowation and effectiveness in the
long-term survival of organizations provokes conéd interest among researchers, social
scientists and practitioners. Considerable evidande&ates that employee creativity is
essential and can fundamentally contribute to orgdional innovation, effectiveness, and
survival (Amabile, 1996; Shalley, Zhou, & Oldhan02). Not surprisingly, the field of
organizational behavior has witnessed an increagedest in understanding factors that
promote employee creativity (for a complete revisge Shalley et al., 2004). Among those
factors several researchers have identified empuoesmtras one of the most important and
powerful influence (e.g., Amabile, 1983, 1988; AnkabConti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron,
1996; Shalley & Gilson, 2004; Shalley et al., 208#jn & Zhou, 2003; Spreitzer, 1995;
Tierney, Farmer, Grane, 1999; Woodman, Sawyer, iGgr1993).

Major Purpose of Current Study

Empowerment has been studied primarily from twdedént points of view. One
approach, the psychological empowerment approaah, (Eonger & Kanungo, 1988;
Spreitzer, 1995) refers to a process of psychodgiate as manifested in four cognitions:
meaning, impact, competence/self-efficacy, and -detérmination (Spreitzer, 1995).
Another approach, the job structural view (e.g.nt€g 1977; Leach, Wall, & Jackson,
2003; London, 1993) focuses heavily on job desigd eoncentrates on five core job
characteristics (task variety, task identity, tasgnificance, autonomy, and feedback)

(Hackman & Oldman, 1980) leading to employeesimsic motivation. Recently however,



Menon (2001) suggested the leadership approach esmpowering process, should not be
ignored when investigating the functions of psyolgatal and job structural empowerment.
All three approaches are not mutually exclusiveheg they provide a comprehensive
perspective of the empowerment phenomenon. Theadijrit purpose of this dissertation is
to explore how the leadership approach—primarilguging on empowering leader
behaviors as organizational contextual variablestdénce both psychological
empowerment and job structural empowerment.

In addition, although there are abundant argumentbe literature suggesting that
psychological empowerment and job structural empowat are critical to employee
creativity through their effects on employees’ iméic motivation (see Amabile, 1996;
Spreitzer, 1995), empirical studies have been ®ingty absent for directly testing the
mediating role of intrinsic motivation between bgitychological empowerment and job
structural empowerment and creativity (Shalleylet2®04). Thus, this dissertation aims to
address and fill this gap. Furthermore, accordiagAmabile’s (1983) componential
conceptualization of creativity, intrinsic task nvation is a necessary, but not sufficient,
condition for creative outcomes. Engagement intoregrocess has an equal, if not more
important, role in influencing individual creatibehaviors. Several researchers emphasize
the value of understanding creative process engagenvherein individuals come to
develop creative ideas, and they call for more eiogi studies addressing this issue
(Drazin, Glynn, & Kazanjian, 1999; Mumford, 2000haHey et al., 2004). Thus, the
empirical investigation of the mediating role ofeative process engagement between

psychological empowerment and employee creativégomes another purpose of this



dissertation.

Overall, there are three major purposes of thisediation. First, it integrates
leadership theories and empowerment theories tdomxgow empowering leadership
influences psychological empowerment and job stumatt empowerment. Second, it
examines how psychological empowerment and jobcttral empowerment influence
employee creativity via the mediating effect of éomype creative process engagement and
intrinsic motivation. Last, it investigates how tén personal characteristics (e.g.,
individual differences such as domain-relevant Iskilopenness to experience, and
proactivity) and a contextual factor—leader encgamaent of creativity—work as
moderators in the whole process to affect emplayeativity.

Potential Contributions

By exploring those relationships among empoweraagler behaviors, empowerment
(both psychological empowerment and job structarapowerment), intrinsic motivation,
creative process engagement, individual differenaed employee creativity as described
above, the current study contributes to the litgeatn several major ways. First of all, this
is the first research, to the author’s knowledgecdnnect empowering leadership with
both psychological and job structural empowermerdrie study. Specifically, empowering
leadership is defined in this dissertation as leda@bavior consisting of four components:
(1) enhancing the meaningfulness of work, (2) fasteparticipation in decision making,
(3) expressing confidence in high performance, &ay providing autonomy from
bureaucratic constraints. By definition, empoweriegdership is an important leader

behavior in considering its influence on followengsychological and job structural



empowerment. Surprisingly, theoretical and empirstadies examining the links between
empowering leadership and empowerment have beerafelvfar between. As a result,
empirically investigating how empowering leader ddbrs are associated with
psychological empowerment and job structural empowat becomes potentially
meaningful in helping researchers understand thpoamring process in the leadership
literature.

Second, several scholars (e.g., Mainemelis, 200damfdrd, 2000; Shalley et al.,
2004) have suggested that future research shools fmore on understanding the factors
that lead to employee creative outcomes. The exegtiocess, as a result, holds substantial
promise because it encompasses any problem-soappgoach that individuals use to
search their memory and surroundings to arrive iiérdnt alternatives and generate
potential responses (Perry-Smith, 2006). Until nowly one study (Gilson & Shalley,
2004) attempted to offer an initial empirical lo@k what might influence employee
engagement in creative process. However, they &tas: examining the antecedents of
the creative process, and not on whether this igeegrocess might consequently affect
employee creativity. Thus, the current study bred¢fes gap by developing a construct
designated creative process engagement—which iisediein this dissertation as employee
involvement or engagement in creativity-relevanbgesses, including (1) problem
identification, (2) information searching and enioggd and (3) ideas and alternatives
generation—and investigating its mediating effeetween psychological empowerment
and employee creativity. In addition to this cdmition, this dissertation also contributes to

the creativity literature by empirically examinittge mediating role of intrinsic motivation.



There is a great need for empirical support for riexliating role of intrinsic motivation
between different conceptions of empowerment anpl@yee performance although such
mediation effect has been extensively discussear¢tieally in the literature (see Shalley
et al., 2004).

Finally, this dissertation explores several moderatariables (e.g., personality,
contextual variables) that are important to creégtiMumford and Gustafson (1988)
indicate that creativity can be conceptualized asyadrome including: motivational
variables, cognitive process to generate -creativgcomes, individual abilities,
personalities, and contextual variables. Shallel@itlson (2004) and Shalley et al. (2004)
also suggest that employee creativity is a functioh the employee’s personal
characteristics, contextual characteristics, ardrteractions among these factors. Thus, |
examine the functions of several individual differze factors, namely domain-relevant
skills, openness to experience, and proactivityd ame contextual factor—leader
encouragement of creativity.

Individual difference variables such as abilitiesl personalities are central factors in
Amabile’s componential conceptualization of creiagiv Although both psychological
empowerment and job structural empowerment maydirectly affect employee ability
and personality, studying their moderating roletdbates to the creativity literature by
specifying how certain personal characteristics aafluence the effects of intrinsic
motivation and creative process engagement on egm@lareativity. Besides individual
difference variables, leader encouragement of ieiBatis a contextual factor moderates

the effect of employee psychological empowermenti@ative process engagement. The



logic is that leaders usually do not empower fobosvto do whatever they want. Certain
directions from leaders are important to encoufatiewers to engage in a creative process.
Thus, by exploring the moderating role of leaderisouragement of creativity, | add more
value to the connection between empowerment lilezadnd creativity literature.

Overall, investigating a model of relationships agdeadership, empowerment,
intrinsic motivation, creative process engagemerdividual differences, and employee
creativity, this study adds unique value to leakiprsheory and empowerment theory by
elucidating how empowering leader behaviors areatedl to both job structural
empowerment and psychological empowerment. It edsdributes to creativity theory by
exploring the mediating roles of creative procasgagement and intrinsic motivation, and
the interactions between personal characteristicoaganizational contexts. | present a key
definition summary in Table 1 in the following page

Overview of Chapters

In Chapter 2, | integrate leadership theory, empowat theory, and creativity
theories and present the theoretical basis fordmvelop the overall model for this study.
Empowering leadership and its relationships witthbesychological empowerment and
job structural empowerment are discussed and deeeléirst. Then, creativity as a major
construct is discussed, followed by the developnwnthe mediating roles of creative
process engagement and intrinsic motivation betwgsythological empowerment, job
structural empowerment, and employee creativitffeBant moderators are discussed in the
different stages as the overall model developsnTsgecific hypotheses are proposed.

In Chapter 3, | describe the methods used in thidys largely focusing on data



collection procedure, the measures and the analyiocedures. Chapter 4 provides the

results of the dissertation model and alternativedets. Chapter 5 concludes this

dissertation with a discussion of the major findirgg this study, its potential contributions,

managerial implications, limitations, and futureearch directions.

TABLE 1
Key definitions

Variable Name

Definitions

Empowering
leadership

Derived from Ahearne , Mathieu, & Rapp’s (2005) cgptualization of
empowering leader behaviors, empowering leadeishdpfined as four
components: (1) enhancing the meaningfulness dkwaj fostering
participation in decision making, (3) expressingfatence in high
performance, and (4) providing autonomy from buceatic constraints.

Psychological
empowerment

Based on Spreitzer (1995), psychological empowetisatefined as a
process of psychological state as manifested indognitions: meaning
impact, competence, and self-determination. Meaoamgerns a sense
of feeling that the work is personally importamhpact represents the
degree to which employees feel or perceive that behaviors make a
difference on work outcomes. Competence referslfeefficacy or the
belief in ability to successfully perform taskslfQketermination
indicates the freedom of employees to choose hew¢harry out their
tasks

Job structural
empowerment

Based on Hackman & Oldham (1976), job structurgb@werment is
characterized by five core job characteristicsk(iagiety, task identity,
task significance, autonomy, and feedback). Tasletyaentails the
degree to which a job requires the use of a numbeifferent skills and
talents of the employee. Task identity indicatesdbgree to which the
job requires completion of a whole piece of workdmyng a task from
beginning to end with a visible outcome. Task digance concerns the
degree to which the job has a substantial impat¢hetives of other
people. Autonomy refers to the degree to whichbgpjmvides
substantial freedom. Feedback involves the degreich the job
provides clear information about performance levels

Intrinsic motivation

Based on Utman (1997), introtivation refers to the extent to
which an individual is inner-directed, interestadr fascinated with the
task, and engages in it for the sake of the tasifit

Creative process
engagement

Based on Amabile (1983) and Reiter-Palmon andsI([2904), creative
process engagement is defined as employee invohtetnengagement
in creative-relevant cognitive processes, includitigoroblem

!

identification, (2) information searching and eniogg and (3) ideas anc




alternatives generation.

Leader encouragemen
of creativity

tDefined as a leader’s emphasis that an individwaltput should be
creative (both novel and useful) or that an indinaldshould actively
engage in certain activities (e.g., opportunityidgbn, information
gathering, and alternative generation) that mag teacreative
outcomes.

Creativity

Based on Amabile (1983), Shalley, Gilsand Blum (2000), and Zhou
and Shalley (2003), creativity involves productioanceptualization, or
development of novel and useful/appropriate idpas;esses, or
procedures by an individual or by a group of induals working
together in any job.

Domain-relevant skills

Based on Amabile (1983), dowrelevant skills refer to knowledge of
the area in which an individual is working and tekevant skills with
which individuals creatively process informationarder to produce
novel and useful responses.

Openness to experien

c8ased on Barrick and Mount (1991) and McCrae amnst&C.997),
openness to experience refers to the extent tahwhdividuals are
imaginative, artistically sensitive, intellectuahalytical, independent
thinkers, and amendable to new ideas and uncomvethiperspectives.

Proactivity

Based on Bateman & Crant (1993), priodygt a dispositional construct]
is defined as a person’s relatively stable tendeadyfluence

environmental change.




CHAPTER 2: THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND
HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

In this chapter, | draw from leadership theoriegy.(eArnold, Arad, Rhoades, &
Drasgow, 2000; Sims and Manz, 1996; Yukl, 2002)p@werment theories (e.g., Conger &
Kanungo, 1988; Spreitzer, 1995; Thomas & Velthod€80), and creativity theories (e.qg.,
Amabile, 1983, 1988; Shalley, 1991; Shalley et 2004) to develop an overall research
framework for this dissertation. The Hypothesizedddl is depicted in Figure 1.

L eader ship Behaviors

Yukl (2002) treats leadership as an influence mecé&hat is, leadership consists of
patterns of behavior that influence other entitseeh as individuals and teams. It is
common to conceptualize leadership as a typolodnctwdefines patterns or clusters of
leader behaviors (Yukl, 2002). Leadership typolediave changed and evolved over the
past few decades. From origins in the Ohio Statddeship behaviors (e.g., Consideration
and Initiating Structure)--articulated by a groddiio State researchers (Fleishman, 1973;
Judge, Piccolo, & lllies, 2004)--to the currentlgndinant transactional-transformational
paradigm identified by Bass and his colleagues $B4881, 1998; Bass & Avolio, 1990),
researchers have explored and articulated typaabet could clearly delineate classes or
patterns of leader behavior. Although there is on€e" best” typology, the more we can
capture the conceptual representations of leager#die more effectively real leaders can
behave in practice (Pearce, Sims, Cox, Ball, Sth@elith, & Trevino, 2003).

Numerous empirical studies of the relationshipswbeh leader behaviors and

outcomes at the individual, team, and organizatitavel (e.g., performance) have been
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conducted based on the transactional-transformadtiparadigm. Clearly, this typology of
leadership is the dominant paradigm today. Howedespite its popularity, this two-factor
theory of leadership has been criticized for ovepdifying a complicated phenomenon (Yukl,
1989) and cannot adequately account for many @hpects of the leadership phenomenon
(Pearce et al., 2003; Sims & Manz, 1996; Yukl, 20@r example, Judge and colleagues
(2004) objected to the omission of earlier stageleadership theory by deploring the fact
that initiating structure (directiveness) had beeaatforgotten” aspect of leadership theory.
Moreover, Pearce and colleagues (2003) extendetrdhsactional-transformational model
of leadership by deductively developing four théice¢ behavioral types of leadership based
on their historical analysis of the leadershipréitare. These types are: directive leadership,
transactional leadership, transformational leadprsind empowering leadership. In this
dissertation, | especially focus on empowering éeshlip as a contextual organizational
variable.

Empowering Leadership

Empowering leadership emphasizes the developmeiatloivers’ self-management or
self-leadership skills, encourages thought, seifares, participative goal setting, and
teamwork (Manz & Sims, 1987). Consequently, empawgerleadership supports
subordinates in becoming effective self-leaders alecapable of creativity, initiative, and
the ability to act on their own volitions (Pearceat, 2003). From these characteristics,
empowering leadership is closely related to botlofeer psychological empowerment and
job structural empowerment. This is because empogeleaders provide followers
autonomy and feedback, build their confidence, lagigp them perceive the importance and
meaningfulness of their job. All of these are majraracteristics of psychological
empowerment and job structural empowerment. Howelempite this theoretical justification,

no study has investigated the relationship betwaepowering leadership and job structural

11



empowerment. Further, only one theoretical study ane empirical study, to the author’s
knowledge, have ever conceptualized or empirictdsted the link between empowering
leadership and follower psychological empowermbinZhang and Sims’s (2005) theoretical
piece, they suggest that although both are pobitiredated to empowerment, empowering
leadership has a stronger influence than transtoommel leadership on follower
psychological empowerment. This is because empagdedadership primarily emphasizes
the energizing perspective of empowerment, whilenesoimportant components of
transformational leadership are not related to emgpment per se (e.g., sacrifice personal
interests for the sake of the group needs). Inudysbf the pharmaceutical field, Ahearne,
Mathieu, and Rapp (2005) found that there is atpesrelationship between empowering
leader behaviors and follower self efficacy, whishonly one aspect of psychological
empowerment according to the definition statediearThe very limited amount of research
on relationships between empowering leadershipeg@ér psychological empowerment or
job structural empowerment critically constrainsr aunderstanding of this important
leadership behavior. Thus, in this dissertatiaggdecially focus on empowering leadership as
an organizational context in order to empiricallyamine its effects on psychological
empowerment and job structural empowerment.

Ahearne et al. (2005) demonstrate that empowegaddrship involves the process of
implementing conditions that increase employee g@ron of job meaning and enhance
feelings of self-efficacy and control (e.g., papative decision making), removing
conditions that foster a sense of powerlessnegs fireaucracy), and allowing the freedom
or autonomy to be as flexible as circumstancesamarDerived from Ahearne et al.’s (2005)
conceptualization of empowering leader behaviorg)p@vering leadership, in this
dissertation, is defined by four components: (lhaging the meaningfulness of work, (2)

fostering participation in decision making, (3) exgsing confidence in high performance,
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and (4) providing autonomy from bureaucratic causts.
Major Approachesto Empower ment Research

There has been a growing interest in the study mpasverment among both
management researchers and practitioners (Congéardungo, 1988, Kirkman & Rosen,
1999; Liden, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2000; Manz and $Si®93; Seibert, Silver, & Randolph,
2004; Spreitzer, 1995). Widespread interest in emgpment comes at a time when global
competition and profound change require employgiaiive and innovation (Drucker, 1988).
In response to increasing global competition, maagpanies have undergone dramatic
structural changes, transforming from traditionaréwrchical management to empowered
work team structure to improve the overall flextyiland efficiency of the organization
(Arnold et al., 2000).

Essentially, academic literature on empowerment lganclassified into two major
conceptions based on the underlying emphases ofethearch: 1) the psychological or
motivational approach; and 2) the job structurgrapch (Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Leach
et al., 2003; Mathieu, Gilson, & Ruddy, 2006; Men2@01; Spreitzer, 1995).

The Psychological Approach

In the psychological approach, empowerment is coedized as experienced
psychological states or cognitions. Conger and Kgou(1988) defined psychological
empowerment as “a process of enhancing feelingsetfefficacy among organizational
members through the identification of conditionattfoster powerlessness and through their
removal by both formal organizational practices antbrmal techniques of providing
efficacy information” (p.474). Thomas & VelthouseE900) extended this approach by stating
that empowerment is associated with “changes inniteg variables (called task
assessments), which determine motivation in wotkgr$67). Based on the approaches of

Conger and Kanungo (1988) and Thomas & Velthou®9Q), Spreitzer (1995) defined
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empowerment as a process of psychological stateaagested in four cognitions: meaning,
impact, competence, and self-determination. Smedifi meaning concerns a sense of
feeling that the work is personally important. Irapaepresents the degree to which
employees feel or perceive that their behaviors enakdifference on work outcomes.
Competence refers to self-efficacy or the beliefability to successfully perform tasks.
Self-determination indicates the freedom of empésy& choose how they carry out their
tasks (Spreitzer, 1995).

Thus, psychological empowerment is seen as “anliegabrather than a delegating
process” that enhances employee task initiationpardistence (Conger & Kanungo, 1988,
p.474), and it is often regarded as a consequenod atructural empowerment (e.g., Leach
et al., 2003; Spreitzer, 1995). Psychological engrovent is essential because the potential
value of empowerment will be realized only if the@oyees can actually experience or feel
empowerment (e.g., they are in the psychologiedésif empowerment).

The Job Structural Approach

In the job structural approach, job structural emanent focuses heavily on job
redesign or job characteristics (Hackman & Oldha8i/6), which offer employees greater
autonomy in, and control over, their jobs (Leaclhalet 2003). Drawing on need hierarchy
concepts and expectancy theory, job characterishiesry (Hackman & Oldman, 1980)
proposes that five core job characteristics (taakiety, task identity, task significance,
autonomy, and feedback) lead to employee intrimsativation. Task variety entails the
degree to which a job requires the use of a nurobatifferent skills and talents of the
employee. Task identity indicates the degree takvithe job requires completion of a whole
piece of work by doing a task from beginning to ewith a visible outcome. Task
significance concerns the degree to which the jab & substantial impact on the lives of

other people. Autonomy refers to the degree to Wwilagob provides substantial freedom.
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Feedback involves the degree to which the job pies/clear information about performance
levels.

Job structural empowerment is conceptually diffefezm psychological empowerment.
The former focuses on informational effects on pesperceptions of empowerment, while
the later emphasizes motivational effects (Waghegna, Locke, and Schweiger (1997).
Wagner and his colleagues (1997) suggest that tbeifisance of job structural
empowerment “might lie not in its power to motivamployees but rather in its ability to
facilitate cognitive growth and awareness throudje transfer of knowledge among
individuals who might not otherwise share inforraati (p.50). Herzberg (1966) indicates
that “job design promotes psychological growth \ihicvolves knowing more, seeing more
relationships in what we know, being creative, gesffective in ambiguous situations” (p.70).
And Spreitzer (1995) concludes that jobs that agh Im core job characteristics of skill
variety, task identity, task significance, autononayd feedback contribute directly to
perceptions of psychological empowerment.

In essence job structural empowerment focuses ork vasrangements or job
characteristics that lead to changes in employeegepgon of the workplace and work roles.
Note that both psychological empowerment and jaluctiral empowerment have an
“autonomy” dimension. In order to avoid redundanicyemoved the autonomy dimension
from job structural empowerment because SpreitZ@9%) suggested that all four dimensions
of psychological empowerment contribute to an ove@nstruct of empowerment and each
dimension provides important information contrilogti to this construct. Thus, in this
dissertation, | focused on four core job charasties (task variety, task identity, task
significance, and feedback) derived from job chidstics theory as a reflection of job
structural empowerment.

Linksamong L eader Behaviors and Different Empower ment Constructs
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Overall, different empowerment constructs have rthigiferent emphases. Bartunek
(1995) suggests that we should not treat the asctsof empowerment as having a single
definition since empowerment might have differergamings in different situations. Indeed,
Menon (2001) concludes that leadership approachuldhbe studied together with the
different conceptions of empowerment because theynat mutually exclusive; rather they
provide a more comprehensive picture of the empawat phenomenon if studied together.

Empowering leadership and Psychological Empowerment

As discussed above, relatively little research ¢@ssidered the relationship between
empowering leadership and psychological empowerntamtrently, only one study has ever
tested this relationship empirically (Ahearne et, &#005) and it demonstrates that
empowering leadership is positively associated wéli-efficacy. However, examining only
one aspect of psychological empowerment limited dbetribution of this study. In fact,
theoretically there are many reasons to expecteimgowering leadership may influence all
four dimensions (meaning, impact, competence/$btfaey, and self-determination) of
psychological empowerment.

First, as defined earlier, empowering leader beairaviencompass four major
components: (1) enhancing the meaningfulness ofkw(®) fostering participation in
decision making, (3) expressing confidence in lpghformance, and (4) providing autonomy
from bureaucratic constraints. Overall, empoweriteadership emphasizes follower
self-influence and self-management by encouragmgl@yees to act on their own instead of
following instructions. Such an emphasis incredsdlewer feelings of self-determination
because of the active role assumed in processds asigarticipative goal-setting and
decision-making. These processes result in peeglenf) they have greater control or impact
on their job and environment, thus promoting thesseof job meaning and impact. Further,

the ultimate goal of empowering leadership is tdp Hellowers establish self-leadership
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(Manz & Sims, 1990; Sims & Manz, 1996) by providiagtonomy, expressing confidence,
and fostering participation. These leader behavimrs only boost follower feelings of
self-determination, but also enhance their seitafly, that is the belief in the ability to
successfully perform tasks (Bandura, 1986). Theeefempowering leadership influences
follower self-control by increasing perceptiongad meaning, personal impact, self-efficacy,
and self-determination. Thus, it is reasonableatotbat the impact of empowering leadership
on followers could be explained by psychologicapemiermemn Stately formally, | propose:
Hypothesis 1: Empowering leadership is positivellated to employee perceptions of
psychological empowerment.

Empowering Leadership and Job Structural Empowetmen

Hackman and Oldham (1976) proposed job charagtetistory to explain conditions
in which employees would be intrinsically motivatadhen performing a job. Although
formal job descriptions may have direct affects employees’ perceptions of core job
characteristics, leaders’ influence on such peigeptthrough leadership behaviors can not
be ignored. This is because job perceptions dodepend exclusively on objective job
characteristics, but instead on information pofrdsn the social context available to workers
when these judgments are made (Griffin, Batemaryn@/a& Head, 1987; Salancik & Pfeffer,
1978). Leaders, as central characteristics of theak context, usually serve as relevant
information points influencing how followers pereeitheir jobs (Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006).
As a result, leader behaviors may cause employepsrteive their jobs differently without
having any influence on objective job charactersstiGriffin (1981) was among the first to
verify this argument. He found that followers in arperimental group reported higher
ratings of core job characteristics three montheraheir managers reported the extent to
which they exhibited behaviors intended to influefab perceptions, even when there were

no tangible changes to their actual jobs. Thusjdedehaviors may have more important
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influences on followers’ job perception than obieetob descriptions.

Empirical work has tested and supported the pasltnks between leadership and core
job characteristics. However, all previous stud@sised on the impact of transformational
leadership on job characteristics (e.g., Bono &géud2003; Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006;
Shamir, House, & Aurther, 1993). As | discussedhie previous section, transformational
leadership is not the only leadership behavior th#fects follower perception of
empowerment. Empowering leadership has its impagisychological empowerment as well
(Zhang & Sims, 2005). Thus, there are reasons peaxthat empowering leadership may
influence core job characteristics. By definitioempowering leader behaviors are
conceptualized in four aspects: (1) enhancing tleammgfulness of work, (2) fostering
participation in decision making, (3) expressingqifadence in high performance, and (4)
providing autonomy from bureaucratic constraintdl & these dimensions have direct
implications for core job characteristics (e.g.sktadentity, significance, autonomy, and
feedback). Leaders who try to enhance the mearimega of work may enhance followers’
perceptions of task significance. Leaders who foptgticipative decision-making provide
more autonomy and opportunities for followers tofgen the task from beginning to end
(task identity). When leaders express confidendagh performance, followers may receive
more feedback on their jobs and view their jobsnawe significant. Stated formally, |
propose:

Hypothesis 2: Empowering leadership is positivellated to employee perceptions of

job structural empowerment.

Job Structural Empowerment and Psychological Empansat

The job characteristics model (Hackman & Oldman76)9represents a theory of
intrinsic motivation and its motivating nature Hseen well established both theoretically and

empirically (Griffin, 1987; Liden et al., 2000). &Hive core job characteristics (skill variety,
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task identity, task significance, autonomy, anddbsek) lead to intrinsic motivation and

outcomes such as job satisfaction and work effentgs through the mediation of three
critical psychological states: experienced meanimgiss of the work, experienced

responsibility for outcomes for the work, and knedde of the actual results of the work
activities (Hackman & Oldman, 1976). Thomas andhdise (1990) draw parallels between
psychological empowerment (meaning, competencéds&rmination, and impact) and the
critical psychological states in the job charaste&zs model. More specifically, meaning can
be identified with experienced meaningfulness; iobgan be identified with knowledge of

result; and self-determination can be identifiedhwexperienced responsibility. Thus, the
connections between the critical psychologicalestaind three of the four empowerment
dimensions suggest that core job characteristingibote directly to employee perception of
psychological empowerment (Liden & Arad, 1996).

Empirical findings support this notion to a greatemt Studies by Gagne, Senecal, and
Koestner (1997) and Karimer, Seibert, and Lider@@Qrovide initial empirical evidence
that there is a positive relationship between dote characteristics and psychological
empowerment. More recently, in a field investigataf 337 employees and their immediate
supervisors, Liden et al. (2000) concluded thadigdkat are high in core job characteristic of
skill variety, task identity, task significance,dafeedback are positively related to perception
of psychological empowerment. In another study erarg newcomers’ role performance,
Chen and Klimoski (2003) also found job charactEsswith high motivating potential
positively influence newcomer sense of psycholdgoapowerment.

Derived from the theoretical and empirical argursatdgscribed above, jobs that require
a variety of skills, are accomplished from begignio end with a high degree of personal
discretion, have significant impact on others, anovide performance feedback are more

likely to be perceived by people as meaningfuletndance individual’s self efficacy, and to
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give individuals a sense of self-determination patsonal influence. All in all, | propose:
Hypothesis 3: Employees’ perception of job strugituempowerment is positively
related to their perceptions of psychological em@onaent.

Summary of Section 1

In this section, | explored the links among empomgeteadership and two conceptions
of empowerment. Simply put, empowerment as a pdggiual state represents employees’
cognitions about themselves and their work enviremtmand empowerment as a delegation
influences on employees’ perceptions of their jblaracteristics. Leader behaviors describe
the mechanisms or organizational contexts by wiuognitions and job perceptions are
affected. Therefore, for the sake of clarity itimportant to systematically explore the
interrelationships among leadership behaviors affdrent conceptions of empowerment
(Menon, 2001).

Creativity

With increasingly turbulent environments, heighténkevels of competition, and
unpredictable technological change, more and maeganizations are encouraging their
employees to be creative. Considerable evidenceates that employee creativity can
substantially contribute to organizational innowatiand effectiveness (Amabile, 1996;
Shalley et al., 2004), and allow organizationsdspond to opportunities and competitions
quickly and efficiently (Oldham, 2002).

Definition of Creativity

Over the past two decades, many theories of cigathave been proposed. For
example, Amabile et al. (1996) define creativity‘ee production of novel and useful ideas
in any domain” (p.1155). Oldham and Cummings (1986éjine creative performance as
“products, ideas, or procedures that satisfy twaddmns: (1) they are novel or original and

(2) they are potentially relevant for, or useful &m organization” (p. 608). Shalley (1991)
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defines individual creative behavior in terms oéVeéloping solutions to job-related problems
that are judged as novel and appropriate for theatson (p.179). Woodman et al. (1993)
define organizational creativity as “the creatidnaovaluable, useful, new product, service,
idea, procedure, or process by individuals workiogether in a complex social system”
(p.293).

Taken together, the most generally accepted deimidf creativity is that it involves
production, conceptualization, or development ofveloand useful/appropriate ideas,
processes, or procedures by an individual or byoapof individuals working together in
any job (Amabile, 1988; Madjar, Oldham, & Pratt,020 Shalley, Gilson, & Blum, 2000;
Zhou & Shalley, 2003). Ideas are considered ndubkly are unique and considered useful if
they can contribute value to the organization (Blga¢t al., 2004). It is not enough to be
merely unique or original to be considered creatigefulness is very critical because bizarre
ideas may also be novel but are immoral or hightpractical for implementation in the
organization (Shalley & Perry-Smith, 2001).

Note that creativity is different from innovatio@reativity is the production of novel
and useful ideas at the individual level, wherea®vation refers to the implementation of
creative ideas at the organizational or unit Ié@ehabile et al., 1996; Oldman & Cummings,
1996). Thus, creativity can be conceptualized fastastep or a subset of the broader domain
of innovation (West & Farr, 1990; Woodman et a@93).

Necessary Conditions for Creativity

Researchers have identified a rich variety of comol as important for creativity.
Shalley and colleagues (2004) conducted a systematiew of and integrated existing
empirical research that examines the personal antextual characteristics that enhance or
stifle employee creativity in the workplace. Ovéraldividuals tend to exhibit high levels of

creativity when they have good personality, e.ghhiatings of Creative Personality Scale
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(Zhou & Oldham, 2001), or openness to experiencais{F 1998, 1999; Scratchley &
Hakstian, 2000). Broadly, contextual charactersstiglso matter. Individuals tend to
demonstrate high creativity levels when their job @omplex (e.g., Tierney & Farmer, 2002,
2004), when their supervisors show supportive, camtolling behaviors (e.g., Amabile,
Schatzel, Moneta, & Kramer, 2004; Shalley & Gils@904; George & Zhou, 2001), and
when their work is evaluated in a developmental,rfmi a judgmental fashion (e.g., Shalley
1995; Zhou & Oldham, 2001). Although no consisteainclusions are drawn, other
contextual factors, such as supportive coworkens, time deadlines, absence of contingent
financial reward, and the presence of producticaigg@lso contribute to individual creativity
(for a complete review, see Shalley et al., 2004).

Among these factors, based on Amabile’s (1983) aomaptial conceptualization of
creativity, researchers conclude three intra-irthiiad factors in particular as necessary for
employee creativity at work: domain-relevant skillantrinsic motivation, and
creativity-relevant process (Amabile, 1983; 1983aley, 1991, 1995; Simon, 1985).
Domain-relevant skills refer to knowledge of theaithin which an individual works and
the relevant skills with which individuals creatiygrocess information in order to produce
novel and useful response. Knowledge and skillseesgmt an individual’s ability to recognize
and deal with potential problems given a large amhofiinformation (Shalley, 1991).

Intrinsic motivation refers to the extent to whiem individual is inner-directed,
interested in or fascinated with the task, and gagan it for the sake of the task itself
(Utman, 1997). Amabile (1983) suggests that althoany individual’s personality, abilities,
and knowledge are important, whether these faatars result in creativity depends on
intrinsic motivation. This is because intrinsic mation can increase a person’s tendency to
exert great effort, engage in risk-taking, and besistent when facing difficulties, which may

facilitate the development of creative ideas (Zhad Shalley, 2003). According to cognitive
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evaluation theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985), any sociakontextual factor that diverts people’s
attention from the task itself (e.g., the presentaeward) may detrimentally influence
creativity. Thus, intrinsic task motivation is wigebelieved to be critical to creativity in
organizations and research has reported positisecetions between intrinsic motivation
and employee creativity on a task (e.g., Amabi#x,9] 1987, 1996; Taggar , 2002)

Finally, for a creative response to emerge, anviddal must engage in certain
activities such as problem identification, envir@mtal scanning, data gathering,
unconscious mental activity, solution generatiod eamaluation, and solution implementation
(Simon, 1966; Shalley, 1991). Amabile (1983, 19&d)ed this a creativity-relevant process.
Considerable theoretical work (e.g., Amabile, 1999umford & Connelly, 1991,
Reiter-Palmon & lllies, 2004; Stein, 1967) summeasizhat the creativity-relevant process
involves several important components such as oppidy/ problem identification,
information or resources gathering, ideas and rdteres generation, and ideas evaluation
and modification. This creativity-relevant procésgtermine(s) the flexibility with which
cognitive pathways are explored, the attentionmiteeparticular aspects of the task, and the
extent to which a particular pathway is followedpursuit of a solution” (Amabile, 1996: 95).
Taggar (2002) found that creative-relevant procegssitively related to individual creativity.
If cognitive processing is interrupted, then catiomformation will not have been accessed or
used in problem-solving, which results in low craty (Shalley, 1995). Amabile (1983,
1988) concludes that such factors as cognitivee styg¢ important for taking new perspectives
on problem solving; knowledge of heuristics is imtpat for generating novel ideas; and a
working style conducive to persistence can inflgeimcividuals’ engagement and application
of the creativity-relevant process. Thus, basedAarabile (1983) and Reiter-Palmon and
lllies (2004), | defined creative process engagdmenthis dissertationas employee

involvement or engagement in creative-relevant gognprocesses, including (1) problem
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identification, (2) information searching and enomyl and (3) ideas and alternatives
generation.

Intrinsic motivation is believed to be critical weative process engagement (e.g.,
Amabile, 1983). Such mechanism can be explainedabk engagement (Kanfer, 1991).
When individuals are intrinsically involved in thevork, they are more likely to devote all of
their attention, effort, and time to engage in ithebs. This engagement makes them more
persistent and more likely to think about the peofid encountered in their jobs carefully and
thoroughly, collect a wide variety of relevant inftation, and consider different alternatives.
Consequently, intrinsic motivation inspires indivads to engage in creative process, thus
promoting a higher level of creativity (Shalley, 98 Shalley et al., 2000). Stated formally,

Hypothesis 4: Intrinsic motivation is positivelyjlaged to creative process engagement.

Empowerment and Creativity

Among factors that promote employee creativity atky psychological empowerment,
the autonomy dimension in particular, has beentifileth by many researchers as important
(Amabile et al., 1996; Spreitzer, 1995). Autonorayan important determinant of creativity
because the increased control over tasks boostsidadls’ intrinsic motivation, thus
significantly inspiring creativity (Amabile et al1996; Jung & Sosik, 2002). In addition,
autonomy provides employees with flexibility, whielso contributes to creative behaviors
(Thomas & Velthouse, 1990). Zhou (1998) found tingividuals who work in a high task
autonomy work environment generate the most creatieas. Consistent with this view,
Damanpour (1991) reported that centralization (latkautonomy and empowerment) is
negatively related to organizational innovation.

In sum, consistent findings exist for the positnatationship between psychological
empowerment and creativity. However, it is impottém notice that all previous studies,

except Jung et al. (2003), tend to focus on thereuhy dimension of psychological
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empowerment as an influence on employee creatwityrganizational innovation. Although
Jung et al. (2003) adopted Spreitzer’s (1995) thorension psychological empowerment
measure to examine the role of empowerment on wg@onal innovation; they
unexpectedly found a significant but negative refeghip between empowerment and
innovation. They pointed out that their sample aiwinese subjects was relatively high in
power control, which would weaken the empowermediféce on followers’ innovation.
Another plausible reason for the negative relatigmss that the high correlation between
empowerment and support for innovation simultangoascurred in the model, confounding
the positive relationship between empowerment ambvation. Thus, further empirical
investigation is necessary. Indeed, Spreitzer (12996) concludes that the four dimensions
(meaning, competence, self-determination, and impgantribute to an overall construct of
psychological empowerment and each element providpsrtant information contributing
to the construct. Consequently, using the integrasure of psychological empowerment is
critical to further strengthen the positive linktlween psychological empowerment and
employee creativity.

Similar to psychological empowerment, job strudtilemnpowerment has long been
considered an important contributor to employeeatovgy (West & Farr, 1990). When
employees work on complex jobs characterized b hegels of task variety, task identity,
significance, autonomy, and feedback, they are nliGety to experience high levels of
intrinsic motivation, which in turn, can help themevelop creative ideas. This is because
enriched jobs increase employee enthusiasm in theirk and this enthusiasm and
excitement foster creativity (Shalley et al., 2004)

Results from previous studies largely support tihgument above. For example,
Hatcher, Ross, and Collins (1989) pointed out §icgnit and positive relationships between

employee self-report of job characteristics andrtiaber of creative ideas they submitted to
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an organizational suggestion program. Also, Oldhamid Cummings (1996) found that
employees (171 individuals from two manufacturiagilities) produced the most creative
work when they worked on complex and challengiragjdConsistently, Tierney and Farmer
(2002, 2004) concluded there are positive and fsogmit relationships between supervisory
ratings of creativity and objective measures of leyge job complexity.

Empowerment and Three Necessary Conditions forti®iga

The primary purpose of this dissertation is to explthe mechanisms through which
different conceptions of empowerment influence eywpé creativity. To this point, it is clear
that both psychological empowerment and job strattempowerment are positively related
to creativity. In addition, according to creativitiieories (Amabile, 1983, 1988; Shalley,
1991), domain-relevant skills, intrinsic task matien, and creative process engagement
represent the three most important conditions falividual creativity. Consequently, the
guestion that arises is how psychological empowetna@d job structural empowerment
work through these major components to affect eggaareativity.

Based on their review of creativity literature, f¢yaand colleagues (2004) suggested
that creativity is the function of the employee'srgonal characteristics, contextual
characteristics, and also the interactions amoegetitharacteristics. In addition, they posit
that each contextual characteristic influencestsfigathrough its effect on certain personal
characteristics, e.g., intrinsic motivation, tofpem a work assignment. Although the results
from many studies are consistent with this ratienééw studies actually measured intrinsic
motivation and tested whether it empirically meesathe context-creativity relationship
(Zhou & Shalley, 2003). Thus, as | mentioned atlibginning, exploring the mediating role
of intrinsic motivation between psychological emgoment, job structural empowerment,
and creativity is one of the aims of this dissevtat

At the same time, intrinsic motivation, despite itsportance, is not a sufficient
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condition for individual creativity at work. Creaél process engagement, another necessary
condition for employee creativity, deserves moterdaion because more and more scholars
have suggested its value in understanding the gsdag which individuals come to develop
creative ideas (Drazin et al., 1999; Mumford, 200Mntil recently, very limited empirical
research sets foot in this area and what exisisolides some preliminary direction (e.qg.,
Gilson & Shalley, 2004; Kazanjian, Drazin, & Glyr2000). Thus, examining the mediating
role of creative process engagement between pygileal empowerment and creativity can
infuse new blood into the creativity literature.

As a result, in the next two sections, | especifdbjus on the mediating role of creative
process engagement and intrinsic motivation betwegychological empowerment, job
structural empowerment, and creativity. Note thates both conceptions of empowerment do
not necessarily result in increased domain-relevakills or abilities, | treat this
intra-individual condition as a moderator, whichllwe discussed in the last section of
Chapter 2.

Mediating Role of Creative Process Engagement

Derived from the problem-solving literature, creati process encompasses any
problem-solving approach that individuals use @rae their mind and surroundings to come
up with different alternatives and generate pogmgsponses (Amabile, 1983; Perry-Smith,
2006). Based on the work of Amabile (1983) and &dtalmon and lllies (2004), creative
process engagement is defined in this dissertasoemployee involvement or engagement in
creativity-relevant processes, including (1) prablelentification, (2) information searching
and encoding, and (3) ideas and alternatives geoera

High levels of engagement in problem identificatir@guire problem solvers to spend
considerable time attempting to understand the reatf the problem from multiple

perspectives and identifying the goals, procedureggstrictions needed to solve the problem.
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Guided by the construction of the problem, indiatiu search for a wide variety of
information from multiple internal and external soes (e.g., personal memories, others’
experiences, documentation, Internet, etc.) anddmand retain the information for future
use. Then, individuals connect and synthesizertfeemation gathered from different sources
to generate several creative solutions to the problidentified in the first stage. It should be
noted that the effortful creativity-relevant progsekes not operate in an isolated consecutive
manner, but instead a more cyclical approach ocdiamford, Mobley, Uhlman,
Reiter-Palnon, & Doares, 1991). This cognitive psx associated with creative
problem-solving is more divergent in nature. Seiaglior information may begin before the
problem identification process is completed, andbf@m solvers may return to previous
processes if they reach a dead-end when generdéag and alternatives.

Currently, mainstream research in the creativitgréiture has deemed creativity as an
outcome (e.g., novel and useful ideas). Howeverrsé scholars (e.g., Mainemelis, 2001;
Mumford, 2000; Shalley et al., 2004) have suggesitatia substantially promising direction
for creativity research is to treat creativity agracess. That is, it is important to understand
the factors that contribute to employee creatiVvity.a result, in this section of the dissertation,
| primarily focus my attention on developing a pss model of creativity by connecting
psychological empowerment with creative processagament, and subsequent creative
outcomes. This is the first study, to the auth&nswledge, to examine the mediating role of
creative process engagement on employee creatimison and Shalley (2004) is the only
research that attempts to offer an initial empirieok at what might influence team
members’ engagement in the creative process. Hawdhiey focused on examining
antecedents of the creative process, not on howrtaive process itself can consequently
affect levels of employee creativity. As well, theégfined team creative process as “members

working together in such a manner that they linkasl from multiple sources, delve into
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unknown areas to find better or unique approaches fgroblem, or seek out novel ways of
performing a task (p 454). Clearly, this definitioh creative process focuses primarily on
idea generation. However, as | discussed earlieative process is not limited to idea
generation. Indeed, problem identification and rinfation searching and encoding has also
been identified as important components of a arggtielevant process. These elements are
captured by the “creative process engagement” Maridefined in this study. Thus, this
dissertation contributes to the creativity literatlby investigating the creative process more
comprehensively for the first time.

Note the reason that | examine the effect of psipghocal empowerment, but not job
structural empowerment, on creative process engageis that psychological empowerment
reflects a series of mental operations that aredaacognitionsabout the self in relation to
work role (Spreitzer, 1995). The four dimensionspefchological empowerment portray a
proactive mind-set of an individual. Amabile (198388) suggests that creativity-relevant
process involves cognitive styles and knowledgéhairistics for generating novel ideas,
which determine how a particular pathway is followand the flexibility with which
cognitive pathways are explored in pursuit of aigsoh. Thus, an individual’'s psychological
empowerment should have a direct impact on his esr dognitive process. But for job
structural empowerment, core job characteristiesl l® changes in employees’ perceptions
of their workplace and work roles, which are notessarily related to their cognitive
processes and knowledge of heuristics in generategtive ideas. Thus, in this dissertation,
| only focus on the mediating effect of creativegess engagement between psychological
empowerment and employee creativity.

Psychological empowerment and Creative Process g@gmant

Creativity is a choice that can be made by indiglduo engage in producing creative or

novel ideas (Drazin et al.,, 1999). Such engagemeptesents a process in which an
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individual behaviorally, cognitively, and emotiolyahttempts to produce creative outcomes
(Kahn, 1990). Individuals may choose different lsvef creative engagement when
performing a task. Simple solutions that may nonbeel and useful can be proposed when
people minimally engage in the process. On therdthed, when an individual chooses to
engage in a full manner—that is, he or she triadeatify the problem to a greater extent, get
as much information as possible, and generate mdewes and alternatives, good solutions
that are both novel and useful are more likelygdgpnduced. Consequently, individuals have
the choice to decide whether or not to engage @neative process, which has long been
indicated as vital for performance and creativéyg(, Hackman & Morris, 1975; Drazin et al.,
1999). Taggar (2002) found that creativity-relevardcess is positively related to individual
creativity. If cognitive processing is interruptébden critical information will not have been
accessed or used in problem-solving, which resulisw levels of creativity (Shalley, 1995).
Thus, creative process engagement is importantubec&é can be conceptualized as a
necessary first step or prerequisite for creativecemme and subsequent innovation (Scott,
1995; Woodman et al., 1993).

Based on previous research, one conclusion retatedeativity is that psychological
empowerment is an important factor promoting emgédoycreativity. This is because
autonomy or self-determination, the central ide@agfchological empowerment according to
Deci and Ryan’s (1991) self-determination theomgvples individuals with flexibility and
boosts their intrinsic motivation, thus significgninspiring creativity (Amabile et al., 1996;
Jung & Sosik, 2002). Following the same logic, $uame that psychological empowerment
also has an important influence on a person’s ngtiess to engage in a creative process.
Research suggests that for idea exploration, erapbbyeed to feel that they have some
autonomy, which allows them to allocate their tiared determine how their work is to be

done. When employees feel that they have a cateagree of control over job execution, they
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are free of extraneous concerns and are more liketgke risks, to explore new cognitive
pathways, and to be playful with ideas (Amabilalet 1996). They also like to focus on an
idea or a problem longer and persistently. Stubeege found that creative ideas tend to be
identified later in the process of idea generatibme first ideas generated tend to be routine
and less creative (Runco, 1986). As a result, effiely and persistently engaging in this
exploration process will increase the likelihood ofeative performance (Oldham &
Cummings, 1996).

Most previous studies have focused on the effecaudbnomy on idea exploration.
Although short of empirical support, theoreticallgther dimensions of psychological
empowerment may also influence creative processagargent. For example, when
employees perceive that the value of their jobgassistent with their personal beliefs,
attitudes, and values (meaningfulness), they may lgaeater interest in being involved in
these work activities and changing these activities order to accomplish the task
successfully, employees will spend more time urtdating the problem encountered from
multiple perspective, searching for a wide varietynformation from multiple sources, and
generating a significant number of alternativesbgnecting diverse sources of information.
Research indicates that individuals who spend ntione engaging in creativity-relevant
processes produce more original and higher qusdiliytions (Reiter-Palmon & llllies, 2004).
In addition, when employees believe that they hlheeability to perform a task successfully
(competence) and have control over desired outcdimeagh their behaviors (impact), they
are highly motivated and are more likely to digointheir assignments, shift through
information to generate more creative ideas, andsdepotential solutions that move away
from established ways of doing things. All thesdndeors facilitate employee creativity.
Accordingly, stated formally,

Hypothesis 5: Psychological empowerment is positivelated to creative process
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engagement, which in turn is positively relatecgtoployee creativity. In sum, creative
process engagement mediates the relationship betpsgchological empowerment
and employee creativity.

Mediating Role of Intrinsic Motivation

Psychological Empowerment and Intrinsic Motivation

Psychological empowerment was defined as a prooéspsychological state as
manifested in four cognitions: meaning, impact, petence, and self-determination; whereas
intrinsic motivation was defined as an individuadgerience of interest and enjoyment when
performing a work task, without this performancéngecontrolled by external contingencies,
such as rewards and punishments (Conger & Kanub@@88; Spreitzer, 1995; Thomas &
Velthouse, 1990). Based on this definition, Thoraad Velthouse (1990) argue that the four
aspects of empowerment are “presumed to be a pabxdause of intrinsic task motivation
and satisfaction” (p.668). Consistently, Deci anglaiR (1991) argue that feelings of
competence and self-determination are centraltt;aic motivation, and they exist prior to
the experience of intrinsic motivation. Accordirgtheir self-determination theory (Deci &
Ryan, 1987), these feelings must be fulfilled irdesrto experience intrinsic motivation
(Gagne et al., 1997). In addition, Thomas and deitle (1990) also point out that intrinsic
motivation at work is different from intrinsic mwe#tion during leisure activity because
intrinsic task motivation must encompass a sensepwfpose, and these feelings of
meaningfulness and impact provide such a senseuqgfope that leads to intrinsic task
motivation.

The available evidence demonstrates the links l@twesychological empowerment
and intrinsic motivation. For example, Reeve andciD@996) found that feelings of
competence directly and positively influence inditmmotivation. Koestner, Ryan, Bernieri,

and Holt (1984) indicate that feelings of autonomlgo positively relate to intrinsic
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motivation. Also, Gagne et al. (1997) demonstréuat there are positive and significant
relationships between meaningfulness, impact atrth&c task motivation. Thus, findings
from previous studies suggest there is a positielationship between psychological
empowerment and intrinsic motivation.

As discussed above, intrinsic task motivation iglely believed to be critical to
creativity in organizations and research existsh@npositive association between intrinsic
motivation and employee creativity on a task (eAgnabile, 1979; 1987, 1996; Shalley &
Oldham, 1997; Taggar, 2002). For example, in agruntw study, 120 scientists engaged in R
& D projects indicated that intrinsic motivationasmore important determinant of creative
performance than any other characteristic (Amakil&ryskiewicz, 1987). This is because
when individuals are intrinsically involved in thevork, they are more likely to devote all of
their attention and effort to their jobs, which raakem more persistent and more likely to
consider different alternatives, thus leading tghler levels of creativity (Shalley, 1995;
Shalley et al., 2000). The key mechanisms for emjplg the performance effects of intrinsic
motivation can also be explained by task engageificntfer, 1991). Task engagement not
only increases work quality over time, but alsalfe&tes people to acquire more task-related
skills, which is one of the three most importanhaitions of individual creativity (Amabile,
1983; Shalley, 1991), thereby leading to higheelgwf creativity. All in all, | propose:

Hypothesis 6: Psychological empowerment is pogitivelated to intrinsic motivation,

which in turn is positively related to employeeatreity. In sum, intrinsic motivation

mediates the relationship between psychological cevepment and employee
creativity.

Job Structural Empowerment and Intrinsic Motivation

Job design has long been considered an importetar feafluencing employee intrinsic

motivation and creative performance at work (Am@bil988; West & Farr, 1990). Job
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characteristics theory (Hackman & Oldman, 1980)jes a framework that explains how
job characteristics influence worker motivation. éOof the central predictions of job

characteristics theory is that more complex andlemging jobs (i.e., those characterized by
high level of task identity, task significance, kagariety, autonomy, and feedback) are
expected to support and encourage higher levelengbloyee intrinsic motivation and

creativity than simple and routine jobs.

A literature review on job characteristics theorgypdes ample support for the notion
that jobs regarded as challenging, important, antbremous are more intrinsically
motivating (Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006). For examplesing the Job Diagnostic Survey, Aldag,
Barr, and Brief (1981) indicate that job charadtcs are associated with enhanced intrinsic
motivation, satisfaction, and involvement, as wad diminished absenteeism, and role
conflict. In addition, Fried and Ferris’ (1987) raeinalysis of over 200 studies reports
positive correlations between the five core job rabgeristics and intrinsic motivation,
ranging from .22 to .52. Johns, Xie, and Fang (13920 indicate that intrinsic motivation
effects in particular rely on characteristics tbiate perceived meaningfulness in one’s job.
In a more recent study, Piccolo and Colquitt (20d€&nonstrate that employees’ perceptions
of core job characteristics are positively relat@dheir intrinsic motivation, which in turn is
positively related to task performance and orgaiaral citizenship behaviors.

Many researchers posit that contextual factors,(glyg characteristics) affect creativity
through their effects on employee intrinsic motiwat(e.g., Amabile, 1996; Shalley et al.,
2004) that increases employee tendency to be auaod persistent in job tasks (Zhou &
Shalley, 2003). Thus, individuals are likely to f@st creative when they experience high
levels of intrinsic motivation—that is, when theyeaexcited about the job itself and
interested in engaging in it. Cognitive Evaluattbeory (Deci & Ryan, 1985) can be used to

explain the expected effects of job characteristicsntrinsic motivation. The theory points
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out that all contextual characteristics have infational and controlling aspects. The relative
salience of the two determines whether a contefaicébr has a positive or negative effect on
people’s intrinsic motivation. For job charactadst when the informational aspect is salient,
that is, the job is characterized by high levetasfk identity, task significance, task variety,
autonomy, and feedback, employees perceive thatjdbe per se provides relevant
information about their personal competence andetreelittle external pressure to achieve
things in prescribed ways. In this situation, erngpks feel supported and encouraged,
resulting in enhanced intrinsic motivation and ®guent creativity. On the contrary, when
jobs require few skills, do not provide any autoyoand feedback to employees who
perform the task, and are not important at all,dbtwetrolling aspect of job characteristics is
more salient. In this situation, individuals mayt i@ motivated because their thoughts,
feelings, and actions are being constrained byadbatself. Employees do not feel they are
allowed the flexibility to try new ways of doingitiys and leewya for taking risks. As a result,
they have low levels of intrinsic task motivati@md thereby exhibit low levels of creativity.
Derived from previous research, | propose:

Hypothesis 7: Job structural empowerment is paditivelated to intrinsic motivation,

which in turn is positively related to employeeatreity. In sum, intrinsic motivation

mediates the relationship between job structurgd@merment and employee creativity.

Moderating Role of L eader Encouragement of Creativity

Psychological empowerment can motivate peopletioedg engage in creative process,
which in turn leads to more creative outcomes. eeadan play an active role in encouraging
process by directing their followers as to whaheeded for their job and what is valued by
the organization. In a study of 400 project teaRiato and Prescott (1988) indicated that a
clearly stated mission by the team leader enak®@s tmembers to focus more on new idea

development and subsequent successful innovattmardle of the leader in this process can
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be explained by goal-setting theory (Locke & Lathdr@90), which is considered to be an
extremely effective motivational technique. Goatevide clear objectives toward which
people can direct their energies and increase #tntion and effort. Goals can also direct
people’s attention by influencing what people ptgrdion to, how hard they work, and how
long they persist on a task (Shalley & Gilson, 2004us, if leaders clearly specify creativity
as a goal or mission, followers will direct thefteation, effort, and energies toward that goal
by being actively involved in the creative proceShalley (1991, 1995) also found that
assigned creativity goals effectively enhance enyg®e’ creative performance, whereas
assigned performance goals (e.g., production dyanéctually detract from, creative
performance. Thus, a clear direction from leadbéet emphasizes creativity will inspire
employees to be creative in performing tasks.

From a theoretical perspective, goal-setting iseffective motivational technique;
however, in real business settings few managemndidy assigna creative goal to their
followers, especially in an empowered environmargtead, most leaders are more likely to
reiterate what is really important and desired by the orgation, thus forming a leader
climate. In addition, previous studies (e.g., S$halll991, 1995) examined the assigned
creative goal only in experimental settings. Thuasthis dissertation, in order to test this
important notion in a real business setting, | pg@ a new construct designated leader
encouragement of creativity, define a leader’s emphasis that an individual’s output
should be creative (both novel and useful) or #atindividual should actively engage in
certain activities (e.g., opportunity definitionpnformation gathering, and alternative
generation) that may lead to creative outconTd®e significance of the moderating role of a
leader’s encouragement of creativity lies in itdigbto connect empowerment literature and
creativity literature. This is because several isgiduggest that when individuals know the

importance of creativity in their jobs they are mdikely to actually be creative (e.g, Speller
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& Schumacher, 1975; Carson & Carson, 1993).

The notion of leader encouragement of creativityesived from the organizational
climate for innovation (Siegel & Kaemmerer, 1978)udies have offered empirical support
for the effect of a climate for innovation on ingival creative behaviors (e.g., Amabile &
Gryskiewicz, 1989; Scott & Bruce, 1994). While clita for innovation is a cognitive
interpretation of an organizational situation (Jamdames, & Ashe, 1990), leader
encouragement of creativity is a cognitive intetatien of a leader’s orientation toward
creativity. Thus, it represents the signals empsyeeceive regarding a leader’s expectation
for behavior and for potential outcomes of behaviemployees use this information to
formulate and respond to expectations by regulatweg behaviors (Scott & Bruce, 1994).
Since employees interact directly and more ofteth wieir leaders, it is meaningful to have a
climate construct at the leadership level. Indemgpervisors usually act as agents of the
organization. In this dissertation | seek to untderd how empowering leader behaviors and
leader support of empowerment operate as inpuisfiwence empowerment, employees’
creative process, and subsequent creative outcdmeshaving this lower level “climate”
construct is consistent with the main theme of shisly.

In sum, when employees perceive that their leaderoriented toward creativity and
encourage engagement in activities leading to imeautcomes they are more likely to
actively be involved in such activities. Hence régict that employees’ perceptions of leader
encouragement of creativity actually strengthenattfiect of psychological empowerment on
creative process engagement. Stated formally,

Hypothesis 8: Leader encouragement of creativigngfthens the relationship between

psychological empowerment and creative processgemgant.

Individual Differences

A great amount of literature has indicates thattivay is affected by a variety of
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individual difference characteristics (e.g., peeddayp knowledge and skills) (e.g., Rodan &
Galunic, 2004; Tierney & Farmer, 2002). This is dgse these factors influence the extent to
which people apply different strategies that maylitate creative idea production (Shalley et
al., 2004). For example, employees with certainlsskinay be especially effective at
recognizing problems, searching new informationgenerating creative ideas, which may
enable them to produce more creative outcomes., Thukis section, | will discuss three
important individual difference characteristics—domrelevant skills, openness to
experience, and proactivity—that theory suggedtaance employee creativity, but have not
been empirically examined.

Domain-relevant skills

As discussed earlier, domain-relevant skill is oofe the three most important
intra-individual components that are necessaryndividual creativity (Amabile, 1983, 1988;
Shalley, 1991). Domain-relevant skills refer to whedge of the area in which an individual
is working and the relevant skills with which indluals creatively process information in
order to produce novel and useful responses. Krdgelend skills represent an individual’s
ability to recognize and deal with a potential peoib given a large amount of information
and a person’s knowledge and skills can be coredire basis from which any performance
must proceed (Amabile, 1983; Shalley, 1991). Dornalavant skills include familiarity with
the factual knowledge of the domain in questionhsas facts, principles, or opinions and
techniques required by a given domain. It is imfi@edo be creative in one area unless one
knows something about this domain and possessésdheiques that are necessary for doing
a specific task. In addition, specific domain-ra@et/talents also contribute greatly to creative
performance. For example, a composer’s talentseto In imagination all the instruments
playing together is critical for producing creatiseores (Amabile, 1983). Domain-relevant

skills can be considered as the set of cognitivavpays, which may be large or small, for
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solving problems or performing given tasks. Theyéarthe set of cognitive pathways, the
more varied are the alternatives for generatingetbimg new and for developing a new
combination using current information and knowle@mabile, 1983).

Hence, domain-relevant skills may strengthen thstpe link between creative process
engagement and employee creativity. This is bechasemuch an individual knows about
one area indicates a larger set of cognitive paghveaor she possesses. As a result, when an
individual has more extensive, diverse, and wedboized knowledge structures, then it is
easier to correctly and more deeply identify thebpgms existing in this domain, to have
more efficient strategies for searching for reléviaformation and storing it in memory, and
to link information in diverse area more creativehyus leading to more creative outcomes
that are both novel and useful. Just as with thflsience on creative process engagement,
domain-relevant skills may also strengthen thetp@siink between intrinsic motivation and
employee creativity. The logic is that the neces&aowledge or skills of the job may give
intrinsically motivated people the focus for theiforts, energies, and persistence when
developing creative ideas, thus making this prooes® efficient. In sum, | propose:

Hypothesis 9a: Domain-relevant skills strengthea thlationship between creative

process engagement and employee creativity.

Hypothesis 10a: Domain-relevant skills strengthiea telationship between intrinsic

motivation and employee creativity.

Openness to Experience

A large body of literature indicates that an indial’'s personality is one of the most
important factors that affect employee creativayg(, Feist, 1998, 1999; Shalley et al., 2004).
The relatively robust Five-Factor Model of persatygbosits that personality traits consist of
five broad dimensions: neuroticism, extraversigrermess to experience, agreeableness, and

conscientiousness (Norman, 1963; Costa & McCra®2)19Prior research indicates that,
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among the five categories, openness to experieae®den most consistently associated with
employee creativity (Feist, 1999; George & ZhowQ20McCrae & Costa, 1997; Shalley et
al., 2004). For example, Feist (1998) found thatrmess to experience has the strongest
relationship with creativity in samples of artistsd scientists. Furthermore, Scratchley and
Hakstian (2000) found a positive and significa@tienship between openness to experience
and creativity as rated by managers.

As a personality trait, openness to experiencecatds the extent to which individuals
are imaginative, artistically sensitive, intellemifu analytical, independent thinkers, and
amendable to new ideas and unconventional perspediBarrick & Mount, 1991; Costa &
McCrae, 1992). Thus, people high in openness termeuce are those who are broad minded,
untraditional, and curious. Conversely, those low tbe openness dimension tend to be
traditional, not analytical, and use less imagovatiThese characteristics provide sufficient
reasons to believe that employee openness to exgerias a personality dimension will
positively influence the link between creative @ss engagement and creativity. People who
are high on openness to experience usually hawveadér range and depth of experience,
which allows them to have greater access to atyavieinformation and ideas, and thus be
more likely to develop and think about new ideaat thallenge the status quo and lead to
new ways of doing things. In addition, open induats are more flexible and efficient in
searching information and connecting new or uneelahformation to find solutions given
the wider range of experiences possessed (McCatesa, 1997). Therefore, openness to
experience strengthens the positive influence ehtore process engagement on employee
creativity. Following the same logic, the curiosdiyaracteristic inspires open individuals to
seek out unfamiliar situations, allowing for greaéecess to new information, knowledge,
and experience. Since this curiosity resides wifhg@ople and is not triggered by external

stimulus such as good evaluation or reward, it teoas individual’s intrinsic task motivation,
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thus leading to greater creativity. Thus, opennesgxperience may also strengthen the
positive influence of intrinsic motivation on emploreativity. In sum, | propose:

Hypothesis 9b: Openness to experience strengthensetationship between creative

process engagement and employee creativity.

Hypothesis 10b: Openness to experience strengthenglationship between intrinsic

motivation and employee creativity.
Proactivity

Another creativity-related personality factor thas engaged more attention from
researchers and practitioners alike is proactivilyis is because as work becomes more
dynamic and decentralized, companies increasimjyan employees’ personal initiative and
proactive behaviors to identify and solve problg@sant, 2000). Proactivity, a dispositional
construct, is defined as a person’s relatively lstabndency to influence environmental
change (Bateman & Crant, 1993). This definitioni¢ates that people are not always passive
recipients of environmental constraints on theihawors; rather, they can actively and
directly initiate and create favorable conditions.

Bateman and Crant (1993) suggest that a proactevsopality is positively related to
problem-solving and coping. This is because mooagiive individuals are more likely to
take initiative, make changes, act to solve probleand actively pursue possibilities that
may advance their interests and careers. Theseeagthaviors may make it easier for
proactive persons to act on their intentions ancbaplish their goals. In contrast, less
proactive people do not like to manipulate the emuent; instead they let things happen
and then passively adapt to changes (Allen, WeRdoffitt, 2005; Crant, 2000). Numerous
studies have established the positive relationshgisveen proactivity and individual job
performance (Crant, 1995), career success in tefnsalary increase and number of

promotions, job satisfaction (Seibert, Crant, Krainil999), leadership effectiveness (Crant
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& Bateman, 2000; Deluga, 1998), team performancek(ian, & Rosen, 1999), and
organizational innovation (Parker, 1998). Park&9@) found that, at a glass manufacturing
setting, proactive personality was significantlydapositively related to the use of
communication briefings to distribute strategicommhation and voluntary membership in
continuous improvement groups. Consequently praicthad a positive impact on an array
of organizational practices and innovations.

As stated above, individual creativity is relatedat process that begins with problem
recognition, followed by information searching aedcoding, and generation of ideas.
Clearly, individual proactivity is closely relatetb these processes. People with high
proactivity are inclined to take initiative in inguing current circumstances or creating new
ones. They usually like to challenge the status hyaactively identifying opportunities,
seeking information, and acting on them. Thus rthelive copying style in both positive and
negative contexts affords them more opportuniteesdentify problems in their jobs and
generate good solutions to those identified proble@n the contrary, people with low
proactivity intend to passively adapt to presemtdititons and wait for opportunities to come
to them, thus failing to identity problems and seiany opportunities. Consequently,
proactivity helps individuals to engage in creatprecess more efficiently and productively
and to produce more creative outcomes. In addipomactive employees take an active role
in their approach toward work. This orientation enders a host of affective and cognitive
processes that facilitate optimal task engagenahganerate excitement about the task, thus
fostering intrinsic motivation. Therefore, thosetlwihigh proactivity take action and
persevere until meaningful change occurs (CranQ0ROwhich further strengthens the
positive influence of intrinsic task motivation oreativity. In sum, | propose:

Hypothesis 9c: Proactivity strengthens the relaom between creative process

engagement and employee creativity.
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Hypothesis 10c: Proactivity strengthens the retetigp between intrinsic motivation
and employee creativity.
Chapter Summary

In this Chapter, drawn from leadership theoriespewerment theories, and creativity
theories, | developed the overall research framkvi@rthis dissertation. Firstly, | integrated
leadership behaviors with both psychological empavesit and job structural empowerment
and proposed that empowering leadership influerogsloyees’ perception of job structural
empowerment and psychological empowerment. Secohdlyiewed the creativity literature
and pointed out that intrinsic motivation and creatprocess engagement serve as two
fundamental predictors of creativity. Thirdly, bprmecting empowerment literature and
creativity literature, 1 examined the relationsHiptween psychological empowerment, job
structural empowerment and employee creativity, sppekifically focused on how creative
process engagement and intrinsic motivation worknadiators between the two conceptions
of empowerment and employee creativity. LastlynJeistigated three important individual
differences variables, namely domain-relevant skdpenness to experience and proactivity
and a contextual variable—leader encouragementredtigity that may moderate the
relationships among creative process engagemetrinsic motivation, and employee
creativity.l present a summary of the study hypotheses ireTalnh the next page.

The next Chapter (Chapter Ill) explicates the meéshemployed in this dissertation. It
describes the research setting and participanégifsgs the data collection procedures, and
discusses the measures and analytical techniquel®yed to interpret the data collected for

this study.
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TABLE 2
Summary of Study Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1. Empowering leadership is positivetyated to employee perceptions of
psychological empowerment.

Hypothesis 2: Empowering leadership is positivediated to employee perceptions of job
structural empowerment.

Hypothesis 3: Employees’ perception of job struat@mpowerment is positively related to
their perceptions of psychological empowerment.

Hypothesis 4: Intrinsic motivation is positivelylated to creative process engagement.

Hypothesis 5: Psychological empowerment is podytiveelated to creative process
engagement, which in turn is positively relatedetoployee creativity. In sum, creative
process engagement mediates the relationship hetwsgchological empowerment and
employee creativity.

Hypothesis 6: Psychological empowerment is poditivelated to intrinsic motivation, which
in turn is positively related to employee creativih sum, intrinsic motivation mediates the
relationship between psychological empowermenteangloyee creativity.

Hypothesis 7: Job structural empowerment is paditivelated to intrinsic motivation, which
in turn is positively related to employee creaivih sum, intrinsic motivation mediates the
relationship between job structural empowermentangloyee creativity.

Hypothesis 8: Leader encouragement of creativigngithens the relationship between
psychological empowerment and creative processgemgant.

Hypothesis 9a: Domain-relevant skills strengthem rilationship between creative process
engagement and employee creativity.

Hypothesis 9b: Openness to experience strengthen®lationship between creative process
engagement and employee creativity.

Hypothesis 9c: Proactivity strengthens the relatmm between creative process engagement
and employee creativity.

Hypothesis 10a: Domain-relevant skills strengthdre trelationship between intrinsic
motivation and employee creativity.

Hypothesis 10b: Openness to experience strengthensrelationship between intrinsic
motivation and employee creativity.

Hypothesis 10c: Proactivity strengthens the refeigp between intrinsic motivation and
employee creativity.
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODS

In this Chapter, | describe the research settinghith this dissertation was conducted,
the data collection procedures, the measures &vahables in the hypothesized conceptual
model, and the analytic techniques that were uséelst the hypotheses.

Research Setting and Data Collection Procedure

The hypothesized model was tested with data froenhisadquarters of a large-scale
information technology company in the People’s Rdiguof China (PRC). The Human
Resource Department provided the contact informatoy the employees and their direct
supervisors. Those included were professional seeehployees from three types of jobs
(described further below) in which creativity wasportant. It has been suggested by many
scholars (e.g., Dillman, 2000; Roth & BeVier, 1998t top management support is
important for gaining the attention of participaatsl, therefore, increasing the response rate.

Data were collected from web-based surveys. Inror@eninimize the possibility of
social desirability biases and encourage honegibrses, confidentiality of the completed
surveys was guaranteed. All respondents were irddrthat the company would not have
access to their individual responses. A consultapprt would be based on the overall results
from the survey. Therefore, participants providataddirectly from their computers. All data
were then directly downloaded into an Excel datap#sereby eliminating data entry errors
that may occur with paper and pencil surveys. 8tidiave suggested that, compared to
traditional paper and pencil methods, web-basedegsar not only provide measurement
equivalence, but also decrease social desiraltéitglencies (Donovan, Drawsgow, Probst,
2000; Stanton, 1998).

Participants and Response Rate
Since our data were collect from China, the erduevey was translated from English

into Chinese and then back translated into Engbstnsure equivalency of meaning (Brislin,
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1980). The unit of analysis for this dissertatioaswthe individual employee. Data were
collected from two sources. Ratings on employeattiiéy and leader encouragement of
creativity were collected from the direct superwsof participants. Data on the other
variables were collected from participants themsglv

Based on the contact information obtained from K department, | sent an email
along with an URL survey link to 670 professionavdl employees in jobs that allow for
significant creativity, such as software developersengineers. | received 498 usable
responses, for a 74.3% response rate. Upon regtipinployee responses, | sent another
email with a new URL survey link to 219 direct snpsors of those who responded. |
received useful responses from 164 direct supawjigor a 74.9% response rate. Finally, |
was able to match 367 usable responses from bo#ictdsupervisor and employee. The
number of employees evaluated by each supervisnedvdrom one to six, with most
supervisors rating two or three employees.

The average age of the participants was 30.47 yeighsa standard deviation of 4.75
years. The average organizational tenure was F@2sywith a standard deviation of 2.88
years. For those 367 respondents, 63.2% were mdl@&8% were female. A total of 68%
of these employees had obtained a bachelors de@d, of the participants had a
masters-level degree, and 1% of the participandsahBh.D. degree. Participants comprising
the final sample worked across three types of j8b& D (48%) such as software engineers
or new product developers, strategic marketing (A34ch as new market analyzers,
employees who are in charge of advertising, or eygds who are in charge of sales
promotions, and functional divisions (9%). The job$ all participants required a
considerable degree of creativity.

M easures

All the variables were measured by subject respnsethe questions on a 5-point
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Likert-type scale: “To what extent do you agreehwtite following statement? (1=strongly
disagree; 2=somewhat disagree; 3=neutral, 4=sonteddgree; 5=strongly agree)”. The
specific measures are described below and listal ial Appendix I. Cronbach’s alpha was
calculated for all scale measures in order to destnate acceptable levels of scale reliability
and are summarized in Table 3, as well as proviged.

Empowering Leadership

On the basis of Ahearne et al. (2005), empoweradér behaviors were measured by a
12-item scale, with three items each for the follayfour components: (1) enhancing the
meaningfulness of work, (2) fostering participation decision making, (3) expressing
confidence in high performance, and (4) providimgoaomy from bureaucratic constraints.
Representative items are “My manager helps me stadet how my objectives and goals
relate to that of the company,” “My manager makesmyndecisions together with me,” “My
manager believes that | can handle demanding td$kg,managers allows me to do my job
in my way,” corresponding to each component respalgt The Cronbach’s alphas for the
four dimensions are 0.89, 0.86, 0.85, and 0.7%ews/ely. The Cronbach’s alpha for this
scale as a whole is 0.92.

Psychological Empowerment

Psychological empowerment was measured by SpreitgZE995) 12-item scale, with
three items for each of the following four aspeatseaning, impact, competence, and
self-determination. Representative items includédne* work | do is very important to me,” “I
am confident about my ability to do my job,” “I hawsignificant autonomy in determining
how | do my job,” “My impact on what happens in agpartment is large,” corresponding to
each aspect respectively. The Cronbach’s alphahéofour dimensions are 0.86, 0.77, 0.81,
and 0.87, respectively. The Cronbach’s alpha fierdkierall scale is 0.82.

Job Structural Empowerment
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The 15-item Job Diagnostic Survey with five dimens (skill variety, task identity,
task significant, autonomy, and feedback) was dgpexl by Hackman and Oldham (1974)
and revised by ldaszak and Drasgow (1987). Picantb Colquitt (2006) used the 10 items
from the revised Job Diagnostic Survey to measare pb characteristics in their study and
validated this measure. In order to avoid the reduoy between the two autonomy
dimensions that appear in both the psychologicap@merment and job characteristics
conceptualizations and measures, | adapted theuneettom Piccolo and Colquitt (2006) by
removing both items in the autonomy dimension, thsiag the 8-item scale to measure core
job characteristics in this dissertation. Represtérd items are “The job requires me to use a
number of complex or high-level skills” (task vdye “The job provides me the chance to
completely finish the pieces of work | begin” (taslentity), “The job is one where a lot of
other people can be affected by how well the waats glone” (task significance), and “Just
doing the work required by the job provides mangrates for me to figure out how well | am
doing” (feedback). A single composite score forecgub characteristic was obtained by
averaging the scores from all four dimensions. Thenbach’s alphas for the four dimension
subscales are 0.68, 0.53, 0.55, and 0.84, respctithe Cronbach’s alpha for the composite
scale is 0.71.

Creative Process Engagement

Creative process engagement is defined in thiedason as employee involvement or
engagement in creativity-relevant processes, imotud1l) problem identification, (2)
information searching and encoding, and (3) idewab aternatives generation. An 11-item
scale was developed for this dissertation on thesbaf the conceptual work of Amabile
(1983) and Reiter-Palmon and lllies (2004). Repregeve items are “I spend considerable
time trying to understand the nature of the proBléonoblem identification), “I search for

information from multiple sources” (information &&®y), and “lI generate a significant
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number of alternatives to the same problem beforehdose the final solution” (idea
generation). In order to makes sure that develdj@egs can appropriately capture the three
dimensions of creative process engagement, befat@ cbllection | asked 10 people to
conduct a measurement experiment by sorting thieefris into three categories. As a result,
all people correctly accomplished the sorting t&Skploratory factor analysis indicated that
all items loaded on their predicted factors. Itearsl factors loadings are provided in
Appendix Il. The Cronbach’s alpha for each of theeé dimensions is 0.77, 0.77, and 0.81,
respectively. The Cronbach’s alpha for this scal@.88.

Intrinsic Motivation

Employees’ intrinsic motivation at work was measuvgth 3 items adapted from the
work of Amabile (1985) and Tierney et al. (1999)representative item is “l enjoy creating
new procedures for work tasks.” The Cronbach’s alioh this scale is 0.82.

Creativity

Creativity is defined as ideas, products, or procesl that are both novel and useful. In
this dissertation, employee creativity was measimead 13-item creativity scale developed
by George and Zhou (2001). Representative itemsTdrs employee comes up with new
and practical ideas to improve performance”, “Tlisiployee suggests new ways of
performing work tasks”. The Cronbach’s alpha fos tfcale was 0.91.

Leader Encouragement of Creativity

Leader encouragement of creativity is defined adeader’s emphasis that an
individual’'s output should be creative or that adividual should actively engage in certain
activities that may lead to creative outcomes. iefir scale was developed based on Scott
and Bruce’s (1994) organizational climate for inaten. Because the emphasis was on
individual leader emphasis, rather than organirati¢evel climate, | focused on items that

could be adapted to reflect a leader’s perspediepresentative items are “I encourage and
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emphasize or reinforce creativity”, “lI will publiclrecognize my employees who are
creative”. The Cronbach’s alpha for the entire s¢=/0.90.

Individual Differences

Domain-Relevant Skillst is largely recognized that the abilities, inigdince, and skills
of employees acquired from formal education (&igowledge) and job experience constitute
an organization’s human capital (Becker, 1964) arel important to employee creativity
(Amabile, 1983, 1988). Based on Smith, Collins, &ldrk (2005), domain-relevant skills
were measured by averaging the years of workingmaipce in their present company and
the years of formal education (years of post higiosl education).

Openness to ExperiencAs one of the Big Five Personality Factors, opssnt
experience was measured by 10 items from the palisomventory developed by Goldberg
(1992). Representative items are “I have a vividgmation” and “I am full of ideas.” The
Cronbach’s alpha for this scale is 0.86.

Proactivity. Proactivity was measured by 10 items from Batermad Crant (1993).
This 10-item scale reflects an employee’s relayivelable tendency to influence their
environment. Representative items are “I am cotistam the lookout for new ways to
improve my life” and “I am always looking for bettezays to do things.” The Cronbach’s
alpha for this scale is 0.81.

Control variables

Based on previous literature (e.g., George & Zht@Q9; Shalley et al., 2004), |
controlled three variables in this study that h&een found to be significantly related to
creativity. Age was measured as years. Gender wessuned as a dichotomous variable
coded as 1 for male and O for female. Job type mvaasured as a dichotomous dummy
variable coded as 1 for IT participants (e.g., ewpes from R & D division) and O for

non-IT participants (e.g., employees from strategiarketing division and functional
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division).
Analytical Procedures
In order to test the hypothesized model, data \@aedyzed using a combination of two
analytic procedures. The direct and mediating &ffewere examined using structural
equation modeling with the EQS program (EQS 6.htlBe 2005). The interaction effects of
several variables (e.g., leader encouragementeattivity, and individual differences) were
investigated by moderated hierarchical regresssaimguSPSS.

Given that a majority of supervisors (79%) in oample evaluated creativity of
multiple employees, | examined supervisory ratings for molependence impacts that might
preclude analyzing the data at the individual lem@dl require multilevel analysis. One-way
ANOVA with creativity as the dependent variableigaded that supervisors did not differ
significantly in how they rated their employees @aativity F = 0.975,p= 0.564; ICC (1)
=.078). In addition, one-way ANOVA with empoweriteadership as the dependent variable
indicated the within group variance is greater thatween group varianc& & 0.954,p=
0.621; ICC (1) =-.021). This confirmed that outaleeflect individual level phenomena; thus
modeling supervisory ratings of creativity as beingependent was appropriate. Hence, |
proceeded to analyze our regression models usiiyiB&iead of HLM.

Structural Equation Modeling

Structural equation modeling with EQS 6.1 was useflilly examine the influence of
empowerment, creative process, and intrinsic mttimaon employee creativity. This is
because structural equation modeling can be usedntduct a simultaneous test of the entire
system of variables in the hypothesized model tterdgne the extent to which it is
consistent with the data (Byrne, 1994).

In this dissertation, | adopted Anderson and Gerbi(iL988) comprehensive, two-step
analytical strategy to test the structural modglicted in Figure 1. According to this strategy,

the measurement model was first confirmed usindicoatory factor analysis, and then
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structural equation modeling was conducted, basethe measurement model, to estimate
the fit of the hypothesized model to the data. @age the model fit, chi-squarg®) values
were reported as the index of absolute fit, whevenls the extent to which the covariances
estimated in the model match the covariances in rttemasured variables. Low and
nonsignificant values offare desired (Kline, 1998). In addition, | also nepd the
Comparative Fix Index (CFl; Bentler, 1990), Jorasi&nrbom Goodness of Fit Index (GFI),
the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSE#AY the Standardized Root Mean
Square Residual (SRMR) (Steiger, 1990) as incremh@hindices to gauge model fit. These
incremental fit indices indicate the extent to Wwhibe research model provides an improved
overall fit relative to a null model or an independe model, where the correlations among
observed variables are assumed to be zero. Thar@@FGF| have been considered as the best
approximations of the population value for a singiedel with values=.90 considered
indicative of good fit (Medsker, Williams, & Holaha1994). RMSEA is a measure of the
average standardized residual per degree of freedofavorable value of the RMSEA is
< .08, and valuex .10 are considered “fair” (Browne & Cudeck, 1989RMR is a
standardized summary of the average covariancaualsi A favorable value of the SRMR is
less than .10 (Kline, 1998).

Assessment of Interaction Effects

To examine the moderating effects of leader engmment of creativity and several
individual difference variables, a moderated migtipegression analysis (Cohen & Cohen,
1983) was used. Hierarchical regression analystnés of the most useful tools for testing
interaction effects because it allows the researicharrange the order of variable entry based
on causal priority and enables the partitioningtleé unique variance explained by the
interaction terms above and beyond those accodotdry the main effects (Cohen & Cohen,

1983). Separate regression analyses were conduétkdinteraction variables were
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mean-centered in order to reduce the multicollimgéAiken & West, 1991).
Chapter Summary
This Chapter described the methodology that wasd usehis dissertation. First, the
research setting and data collection procedureg wetailed. Second, participants in this
research were described. Third, measures for thables in the hypothesized conceptual
model were described. Finally, the analysis prooesiuused for examining the model
described in Chapter 2 were explained. The regilthis dissertation are presented in the

following chapter.

CHAPTER 4: RESULTS
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In this chapter, | present the results of my dat\yses used to examine the theoretical
model developed in Chapter 2. | begin with a prgen of the correlations among study
variables, followed by the results from measurenmeodlel, structural model, and moderated
regression models.

Descriptive Satistics

Table 3 provides the descriptive statistics, catrehs, and inter-item reliability for the
variables of the study. The scale reliabilitieso{gh in parentheses) for all variables are
above 0.70. Thus, the instruments provide reliah&asures of the variables in this study
(Nummally & Bernstain, 1994).

M easurement M odel

Prior to testing the measurement model and stralctapdel, | averaged items into
different dimensions, which were used as obsena@bies to construct latent variables for
empowering leadership, psychological empowermenib, $tructural empowerment, and
creative process engagement. For intrinsic mobtwa#ind creativity, | averaged items into
single dimensions, respectively. In order to adfasimeasurement error when using a single
indicator for a latent variable, | fixed the loagiof the variable on its respective factor at 1
and fixed the measurement error term by the vagidr{d-reliability).

The confirmatory factor analysis results providedesy good fit to the data?(34)=
96.056; CFI = 1.000; GFI=.975; SRMR=.041; RMSEA-0Ih the measurement model, all
indicators loaded significantlyp€.05) onto the corresponding hypothesized lateatofa.
These results indicate that the measurement made]juite well and further examination of
the structural model is justified. The fit indice® summarized in Table 4.

Note that among the variables that were collecteninf employees, empowering
leadership was highly correlated with both psychmal empowermentr€.587) and job

structural empowerment=.484). To ensure that these scales measuredatistimcepts, |
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compared the results of a one-factor to a thremfaonfirmatory factor analysis. The results
indicated that the three-factor model provided gnificantly better fit than the one-factor
model ¢\ (3)=76.35,p<0.001); model fit statistics for the three-factnodel werey? (51)
=212.191; CFI =0.884; GFI=.912; SRMR=.059; RMSEAS3.

In addition, psychological empowerment was hightyrelated with job structural
empowermentrE.605). To ensure that these scales measuredalistncepts, | compared
the results of a one-factor to a two-factor conéitany factor analysis. The results indicated
that the two-factor model provided a significarttitter fit than the one-factor mod@yf (1)
=7.412,p<0.001); model fit statistics for the two-factor deb werey? (19)=63.530; CFI
=0.907; GFI=.959; SRMR=.051; RMSEA= .080.

Finally, creative process engagement was highlyetated with intrinsic motivation
(r=.645). To ensure that these scales measuredatlisoncepts, | compared the results of a
one-factor to a two-factor confirmatory factor as#. The results indicated that the
two-factor model provided a significantly bettet than the one-factor modeJﬁ;&2 (1)
=83.416,p<0.001); model fit statistics for the two-factor deb werey (2) =6.116; CFI
=0.997; GFI=.991; SRMR=.018; RMSEA= .075.

Structural Model
As indicated above, a favorable value of the CFIGé# values is greater or equal
to .90 (Medsker, Williams, & Holahan, 1994). A faable value of the SRMR is less than .10
(Kline, 1998). A favorable value of the RMSEAS<s.08, and values .10 are considered
“fair” (Browne & Cudeck, 1989). Structural equatiomodeling results suggested that the
hypothesized model fit the data well (see Table;gi)(154): 513.716; CFI = 1.000;
GFI=.880; SRMR=.075; RMSEA= .080. Most of the hypstes were supported based on the

structural modeling results. The results are preskim Figure 2.
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TABLE 3
Descriptive Satistics, Correlations, and Reliability

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1 Age 3047 4754 -
2 Gender 0.63 0483  .088 -
3 Jobtype 046 0499  -049 138" -
4 Empowering 367 0584 -069 .08l 146" (0.92)
leadership
5 Psychological 32, o415 054 142% 1427 587+ (0.82)
empowerment
6 Job structural 358 0438  .085  .170* 044  .484* 605  (0.71)
empowerment
7 Crealive Process 54, 434 028 181 024  .242% 3747  350%  (0.88)
engagement
8  Intiinsic 3.94 0554  .052 110*  -.005  .195% .286**  .260**  .645*  (0.82)
motivation
9  Creativity 354 0555  .022  .199%* 079  .244* .370%  345% .700*  .661*  (0.91)
(Mgr rating)
10 Encouragement 555 630 140" 058  125¢ 694 438  396% 175%  195%  251%  (0.90)
(Mgr rating)
11 Skills 789 3177 596™ 008  -213% -049 052 035  -045 047  -007  -121* -
12 Openness 3.82 0432  -.021  .152% .124* 213  335%  201*  598%*  530%  G41*  176*  -067  (0.86)
13 Proactivity 3.93 0385  -.061  .123*  .120%  .254* 411*  350%  537*  450% 550  244*  -111* 612  (0.81)

Note: N=367. Internal reliabilities (coefficienfpdias) are given in parentheses on the diagonpk 01; * p< .05
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TABLE 4
Summary of Model Fit Indices

Model Test X2 df CFlI GFI SRMR RMSEA
1 Measurement model 96.056 34 1.000 0.975 0.041 0.071
2 Independence model 8447597 195 -- - -- -
3 Hypothesized model with manager rating of creativit 513.716 154 1.000 0.880 0.075 0.080

Mediation Tests

4 Direct path model 1028.787 159 1.000 0.772 0.159 0.122
(only add direct path from psy. empcreativity)

5  Mediation model for psychological empowerment (dddct path 511.261 153 1.000 0.880 0.073 0.080
from psy. emp to creativity based on hypothesizedet)

6  Direct path model 1024.566 159 1.000 0.775 0.159 0.122
(only add direct path from job structural ermreativity)

7 Mediation model for job structural empowerment (atickct path 511.476 153 1.000 0.880 0.074 0.080
from job emp to creativity based on hypothesizedeho

Alternative Tests

8  Add empowering leadershipcreative process engagement 510.471  1531.000 0.881 0.074 0.080
9  Add empowering leadershipintrinsic motivation 513.710 153 1.000 0.080 0.075 0.080
10 Add empowering leadershipemployee creativity 512.585 153 1.000 0.880 0.075 0.080
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Hypothesis 1 argued that empowering leadershgosstively related to employees’
perceptions of psychological empowerment. The tesstrongly supported this argument

(5 =0.254, p<.05). Consistent with Hypothesis 2, the resultidatkd that empowering

leadership was also positively related to employgasrceptions of job structural
empowerment (3 =0.704, p<.05). Hypothesis 3, which proposed that job stmadt
empowerment is positively related to psychologarapowerment, was supporte@ €0.788,
p<.05). Consistent with Hypothesis 4, intrinsic mation was also found to have a
significant positive relationship with creative pess engagemengi= 0.711,p <.05).
Hypothesis 6 argued that intrinsic motivation isnadiator between psychological
empowerment and employee creativity. However, y@othesized path from psychological

empowerment to intrinsic motivation was not sigrafit (8= -0.364,p >.05). As a result, a

further mediation test could not be examined. Thiygothesis 6 was not supported.

In order to test hypotheses 5 and 7 for mediatifieces of creative process
engagement and intrinsic motivation, | further exsed two mediation models. Following
Baron and Kenny (1986) and Mathieu et al (2006rehwere two steps for each mediation
test. First, | tested a direct path model by addandirect path from the predictor to the
outcome variable, and in the meanwhile eliminatay paths leading directly to and
stemming directly from the mediator variables, lmaving the mediating latent variable in
the model. A significant relationship between thedictor variable and the outcome variable
fulfills the first step of mediation effect (Baré@nKenny, 1986; Mathieu et al., 2006). Second,
| tested a mediation model by adding a direct fatim the predictor variable to the outcome
variable based on the hypothesized model. A simti direct path indicates a partial
mediation, whereas an insignificant direct pathgasts a full mediation (Baron & Kenny,

1986).
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FIGURE 2
Structural Result Model
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Mediation Effect for Psychological Empowerment

Hypothesis 5 argued that creative process engadememl mediator between
psychological empowerment and employee creatiViiytest the mediation effect of creative
process engagement, | first examined an alternédithe hypothesized model that included
only a direct path from psychological empowermentreativity and had the paths directly in
and out of creative process engagement removed. ffibdel provided very a poor fig*(
(159)=1028.787; CFl =1.000; GFI=.772; SRMR=.158; RMSEK?2) and was significantly
worse than the hypothesized modgl(5)= 515.071p< .001). In this model, psychological
empowerment was significantly related to employesativity (= 0.420,p <.05), thus
fulfilling the first step for a mediation test—i.@emonstrating a significant direct relationship
between the predictor and the outcome variable.

Then, based on the hypothesized model, | addedeatdbath from psychological
empowerment to creativity. This model provided atequate fit to the data*((153)
=511.261; CFI =1.000; GFI=.880; SRMR=.074; RMSEA8)) but was not significantly
better than the hypothesized mod&}4(1)= 2.455, n.s.). In this model, the direct path from
psychological empowerment to creativity was nonsigant (5= 0.073,p >.05). However,
psychological empowerment was significantly relatedtreative process engagemept=

0.200, p<.05), which in turn was significantly related tmgoyee creativity 3=0.538,p

<.05). Therefore, creative process engagement wial anediator between psychological
empowerment and employee creativity; thereby supmpHypothesis 5.

Mediation Effect for Job Structural Empowerment

Hypothesis 7 indicated that intrinsic motivationdiages the relationship between job
structural empowerment and employee creativityloohg the same steps discussed above.
| first examined an alternative to the hypothesiaestiel that included a direct path from job

structural empowerment to creativity and droppethgdeading into and out of intrinsic
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motivation. This model provided very poor fjf(159)=1024.566; CFl =1.000; GFI=.775;
SRMR=.159; RMSEA=.122) and was significantly wotisan the hypothesized modei,{
(5)=510.850,p< .001). In this model, job structural empowermeat significantly related
to employee creativity8 = 0.453,p <.05), thus fulfilling the first step for a medmt test.

Next, based on the hypothesized model, | addedextdpath from job structural
empowerment to creativity. This model provided atequate fit to the data*((153)
=511.476; CFl =1.000; GFI=.880; SRMR=.074; RMSEA8)) but was not significantly
better than the hypothesized mod&}4(1) = 2.240, n.s.). In this model, the direct path from
job structural empowerment to creativity was ngngicant (8= 0.074,p >.05). However,
job structural empowerment was significantly refate intrinsic motivation = 0.771,p
<.05), which in turn was significantly related tomgloyee creativity f= 0.314,p <.05).
Therefore, intrinsic motivation is a full mediatbetween job structural empowerment and
employee creativity; thereby supporting Hypoth&sigt the same time, intrinsic motivation
was significantly related to creative process eegsnt (6= 0.716,p<.05), which in turn
was significantly related to employee creativit$ £ 0.538,p <.05).Thus, the relationship
between job structural empowerment and creativitgs wiully mediated by intrinsic
motivation directly and through an indirect inflwenon creative process engagement.

Alternative Model Testing for Structural Model

Based on Anderson and Gerbing's (1988) suggestibralso examined a few
alternative models that are plausible based onré¢tieal arguments. Numerous studies have
demonstrated the importance of leader behaviorsefoployee creativity (e.g., Amabile,
Schatzel, Moneta, & Kramer, 2004; Tierney & Farn2002, 2004, Zhou & George, 2003).
For example, supportive leadership style was fotmdsignificantly facilitate creativity
(Amabile, Conto, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996; l@&ich & Cummings, 1996). In contrast,

controlling leadership style was negatively relatecemployee creativity (George & Zhou,
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2001; Zhou, 2003). Furthermore, several studie® liaund a positive relationship between
transformational leadership and employee creatigitynnovation (e.g., Jung et al., 2003;
Shin & Zhou, 2003; Sosik, Kahai, & Avolio, 1998).

Empowering leadership is defined as leader behavibiat (1) enhance the
meaningfulness of work, (2) foster participatiordecision making, (3) express confidence in
high performance, and (4) provide autonomy fromehucratic constraints. For the first
alternative model, | tested the direct effect ofpemering leadership on employee creativity,
as empowering leaders consistently providing autonto employees and enhancing their
self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation (Ahearne, Mi&u, & Rapp, 2006; Srivastava, Bartol,
Locke, 2006; Zhang & Sims, 2005). This model predida similar fit to the data as the
hypothesized mode}(153)=512.585; CFl =1.000; GFI=.880; SRMR=.075; RMSE/Qp
but was not significantly better than the hypothedimodel £°(1)= 1.141, n.s.). Moreover,
the relationship between empowering leadershipcagakivity was not significantf = 0.044,

p >.05), suggesting that empowering leadership iglimectly related to employee creativity.

In addition, supportive leadership style and tramshtional leadership have been
found to increase followers’ intrinsic motivatiomd higher level needs (Oldham &
Cummings, 1996; Tierney et al., 1999). As an exilon, | tested the second alternative
model based on previous evidence and the defindfaampowering leadership by adding a
direct path from empowering leadership to intrinsiotivation. This model also provided a
similar fit to the data as the hypothesized moge{163)=513.710; CFI =1.000; GFI=.880;
SRMR=.075; RMSEA=.080) but was not significantlyttbe than the hypothesized model
(A% (1) = 0.006, n.s.). In addition, the relationship besmwempowering leadership and

intrinsic motivation creativity was not significan{ £ =0.011, p>.05), suggesting that

empowering leadership is indirectly related to imgic motivation through job structural

empowerment.
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Following the same logic, empowering leaders map directly influence employees’
tendencies to engage in creative process. Thigeause empowering leaders tend to help
followers gain confidence, cultivate the internaerest to their work, and provide followers
freedom to carry out their jobs. As a result, ergplks are becoming more involved in their
jobs by creating more alternative solutions to giha&blems they have. Therefore, in the third
alternative model, | added a direct path from emgravg leadership to creative process
engagement. Similar to alternative models 1 anthi& model provided a similar fit to the
data as the hypothesized modgl (153)=510.471; CFI =1.000; GFI=.881; SRMR=.074;
RMSEA=.080) but was not significantly better thae tiypothesized modeA;(z(l): 3.245,
n.s.). Structural analysis results indicated tmap@wering leadership was not directly related
to creative process engageme=0.204,p>.05), but was indirectly through the effect of
psychological empowerment. Overall, these alteveatests (see Table 4) suggest that the
hypothesized model is more consistent with the.data

Moderated Multiple Regression

The moderated hierarchical regression results waremarized in Table 5. | first
discuss the interaction effects, followed by thecdssion of the plots that can help our
understanding of the interaction meaning (Aiken &sty 1991). All interaction variables
were mean-centered in order to reduce the mulinetity (Aiken & West, 1991).
Interaction results are presented in Figure 3.

Consistent with Hypotheses 8, psychological empowet interacted significantly
with leader encouragement of creativity £0.245, p<.001) to influence creative process
engagement. The plot of the interaction effect (Begure 4) showed that the positive
relationship between psychological empowerment arghtive process engagement was
stronger when the leader highly encouraged créatidowever, if employees don'’t perceive

psychological empowerment, then a leader’s enceunagt of creativity has a weaker effect
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to motivate employees to engage in creative process

Hypothesis 9 proposed that the relationship betveeeative process engagement and
creativity is contingent on the moderating influenof domain-relevant skills (H9a),
openness to experience (H9b), and proactivity (HBbg results (see Table 6) indicated that
skills did not significantly interact with creatiygocess engagement to influence employee

creativity (8=-0.009,p>.05); thus Hypothesis 9a was not supported. Intiadd hypothesis
9b, the moderating effect of openness to experjamas marginally supported3=0.067,p

<.10). Finally, proactivity was found to be a skgrant moderator for the relationship
between creative process engagement and emplogegivdy (£=0.105, p<.01). Thus
Hypothesis 9c was supported. The plot of this adeon effect (see Figure 5) showed that
the positive relationship between creative proeggmgement and creativity was stronger for
employees who are high in proactivity than for eoypkes who are low in proactivity.
Hypothesis 10 predicted that the relationship betw@ntrinsic motivation and
creativity is also dependent on the moderatinguerice of domain-relevant skills (H10a),
openness to experience (H10b), and proactivity i10he results (see Table 7) indicated
that skills did not significantly interact with ntsic motivation to influence employee
creativity (£=-0.001, p>.05); thus Hypothesis 10a was not supported. Iditaxh,
Hypothesis 10b was marginally supporte@=0.070, p<.10) as openness to experience
marginally interacted with intrinsic motivation iafluence creativity. Finally, the interaction
between and intrinsic motivation and proactivityswagnificantly (5=0.112,p<.01), thus

Hypothesis 10c was supported. The plot of thisrauigon effect (see Figure 6) showed that
the positive relationship between intrinsic motigat and creativity was stronger for

employees who are high in proactivity than for emypkes who are low in proactivity.
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FIGURE 3
Moderated Multiple Regression Result
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Chapter Summary
This Chapter provided the results for the hypottessimodel in this dissertation. First, |
began with the table of descriptives and corretatibthe variables used in this study. Second,
| discussed the measurement model and structuraelsoused in structural equation
modeling, followed by the discussion of mediatiasts and alternative tests. Last, |
summarized the moderated hierarchical regressisultseby discussing interaction effects
and plots. Further discussion of the major findjngentributions, limitations, practical

implications, and future research direction arevgted in the next chapter.
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TABLE 5
Results of M oderated Multiple Regression

M oder ating Effects of L eader Encouragement of Creativity on Psychological
Empower ment-Cr eative Process Engagement Relationship

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B S.E. 2 S.E. 2 S.E.

Age 0.012 (005) -0.003  (.005) -0.013 (.004)
Gender 0.180 (.047) 0.137 (.044) 0.135  (.043)
Job type 0.000 (.045) -0.047  (.043) -0.060 (.041)
Psychological empowerment 0.354 (.057) 0.346°  (.055)
Leadership encouragement 0.017 (.038) -0.006 6).03
Psy emp * encouragement 0.245 (.064)
AR 0.126 0.059
F forAR? 27.032" 27.090"
R 0.033 0.159 0.218
F 4129 13.646" 16.708"

DV: Creative Process Engagement

Note: N=367. ***p< .001; **p< .01, * p< .05; +p<.10

FIGURE 4

Moderating Effects of Leader Encouragement of
Creativity on Psychological Empowerment-Creative
Proces Engagement Relationship
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TABLE 6a
M oder ating Effects of Domain-relevant Skills on Creative Process
Engagement-Employee Creativity Relationship

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
J; S.E. I, S.E. I, S.E.

Age 0.007 (.005) -0.035  (.004) -0.035 (.004)
Gender 0.197 (049) 0.068  (.036) 0.069  (.036)
Job type 0.053 (.047) 0.064 (.035) 0.064 (.035)
Creative Process engagement 0.690°  (.040) 0.690°  (.040)
Domain-relevant Skills 0.058 (.007) 0.059 (.007)
Process * Skills -0.009 (.012)
AR 0.459 0.000
F forAR? 165.802" 0.056
R 0.042 0.501 0.501
F 5.367 72.46° 60.239"

DV: Employee Creativity

Note: N=367. ***p< .001; **p< .01, * p< .05; +p<.10

TABLE 6b
Moder ating Effects of Openness on Creative Process Engagement-Employee Creativity

Relationship

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B S.E. J; S.E. B S.E.

Age 0.007 (.005) 0.011 (.003)  0.009 (.003)
Gender 0.197 (049) 0.056 (.034) 0.062 (.034)
Job type 0.053 (.047) 0.018 (.032) 0.013 (.032)
Creative Process engagement 0.487°  (.046) 0.476  (.046)
Openness 0.339 (046) 0.326° (.046)
Process * Openness 0.067 (.063)
AR? 0.529 0.004
F forAR? 222.524" 3.391
R 0.042 0.571 0.575
F 5.367" 96.160" 81.229"

DV: Employee Creativity

Note: N=367. **p< .001,; **p< .01, * p< .05; +p<.10
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TABLE 6¢
M oder ating Effects of Proactivity on Creative Process Engagement-Employee
Creativity Relationship

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B S.E. I, S.E. I, S.E.

Age 0.007 (.005) 0.017 (.003) 0.008 (.003)
Gender 0.19T7 (.049) 0.063  (.035) 0.068 (.035)
Job type 0.053 (.047) 0.0129  (.033) 0.021 (.033)
Creative Process engagement 0.559°  (.045) 0.548"  (.045)
Proactivity 0.239  (051) 0.217°  (.051)
Process * Proactivity 0.105 (.075)
AR 0.497 0.010
F forAR? 194.128" 7.982"
R 0.042 0.539 0.549
F 5.367 84.298" 72.937"

DV: Employee Creativity

Note: N=367. **p< .001,; **p< .01, * p< .05; +p<.10

FIGURE 5

Moderating Effects of Proactivity on Creative Process
Engagement-Creativity Relationship
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TABLE 7a
M oder ating Effects of Domain-relevant Skillson Intrinsic Motivation-Employee
Creativity Relationship

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B S.E. I, S.E. I, S.E.

Age 0.007 (.005) -0.008  (.005) -0.008 (.005)
Gender 0197 (049) 0.128 (.037) 0.120  (.037)
Job type 0.053 (.047) 0.061 (.037) 0.061 (.037)
Intrinsic Motivation 0.649  (032) 0.645"  (.032)
Domain-relevant Skills -0.020 (.007) -0.020 (.po7
Intrinsic Motivation * Skills -0.001 (.010)
AR 0.416 0.000
AF for AR? 138.207" 0.000
R 0.042 0.458 0.458
F 5.367 60.937" 50.641"

DV: Employee Creativity

Note: N=367. ***p< .001; **p< .01, * p< .05; +p<.10

TABLE 7b
Moder ating Effects of Openness on Intrinsic Motivation-Employee Creativity
Relationship
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B S.E. J; S.E. B S.E.
Age 0.007 (.005)  0.000 (.003) -0.009 (.003)
Gender 0.197 (049) 0.089  (.034) 0.092  (.034)
Job type 0.053 (.047) 0.021 (.033) 0.018 (.032)
Intrinsic Motivation 0.443  (.034) 0.443°  (.034)
Openness 0.386 (.045) 0.366°  (.046)
Intrinsic * Openness 0.070 (.056)
AR 0.517 0.005
AF 211.768" 0.004
R 0.042 0.559 0.564
F 5.367" 91.667" 77.587"

DV: Employee Creativity

Note: N=367. ***p< .001; **p< .01, * p< .05; +p<.10
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TABLE 7c
M oder ating Effects of Proactivity on Intrinsic M otivation-Employee Creativity

Relationship
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
J; S.E. JZ; S.E. JZ; S.E.

Age 0.007 (.005)  0.006 (.004) -0.007 (.003)
Gender 0.197 (049) o0.10f (.035) 0.100  (.034)
Job type 0.053 (.047) 0.032 (.034) 0.030 (.032)
Intrinsic Motivation 0.512° (.034) 0.502°  (.046)
Proactivity 0.299  (.049) 0.284"  (.046)
Intrinsic * Proactivity 0.112  (.063)
AR? 0.484 0.012
AF 183.937" 9.299"
R 0.042 0.526 0.538
F 5.367 80.041" 69.784"

DV: Employee Creativity

Note: N=367. ***p< .001; **p< .01, * p< .05; +p<.10

FIGURE 6

Moderating Effects of Proactivity on Intrinsic Motivation-
Creativity Relationship
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

This dissertation combined leadership theories.,(@&giold et al., 2000; Sims and
Manz, 1996; Yukl, 2002), empowerment theories (€€gnger & Kanungo, 1988; Spreitzer,
1995; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990), and creativityties (e.g., Amabile, 1983, 1988; Shalley,
1991; Shalley et al., 2004) to examine how differeonceptualizations of empowerment
(namely, the leadership approach, the psychologigatoach, and the job structural approach)
influence employee creativity through the mediataifipcts of creative process engagement
and intrinsic motivation. The theoretical model wested using data that were collected from
367 employees and 219 corresponding direct sumesvia one of the biggest IT companies
in China. Hypotheses were tested through structegalation modeling and hierarchical
regression analyses. Overall, this dissertationtritiurtes to the literature in five major ways.

First of all, this is the first research, to theheu’'s knowledge, to connect empowering
leadership with both psychological empowerment poid structural empowerment in one
study. Empowerment has often been studied through dpproaches: a psychological
approach (e.g, Conger & Kanungo, 1988; SpreitZ95) and a job structural approach (e.g.,
Kanter, 1977; Leach et al.,, 2003). More often thaot, these two approaches are not
contained within a single study, especially witepgect to influences on employee creativity.
In addition, Menon (2001) in his recent study swge that a leadership approach should not
be ignored when it comes to the study of empowetniadeed, there is a need to connect
leader behaviors with both psychological empowetreend job structural empowerment
because all three approaches are not mutually gixeturather, they provide a comprehensive
understanding of the empowerment phenomenon. fndissertation, | argued that leaders’
empowering behaviors positively influence employepsrceptions of psychological
empowerment. In addition, empowering leadershipl$® positively related to employees’

perceptions of job structural empowerment, which timn, positively influence their
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perceptions of psychological empowerment. The testitongly supported these arguments.

This is the first study that empirically demonstchta positive relationship between
empowering leadership and psychological empowerraadt job structural empowerment.
By definition, empowering leaders emphasize (1)amcing the meaningfulness of work, (2)
fostering participation in decision making, (3) eegsing confidence in high performance,
and (4) providing autonomy from bureaucratic casts. This study builds on work by
Ahearne et al (2005) who found that empowering destip is positively related to
self-efficacy/competence, which is only one dimensif psychological empowerment. Thus,
further investigation was needed because SpreffiZ295) suggested that four dimensions
make up an integrated conceptualization of psyahoéh empowerment. In addition, prior
empirical work has extensively supported the pesitliink between transformational
leadership and core job characteristics (e.g., Bbdadge, 2003; Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006);
however, we have not had empirical evidence foririlaence of empowering leadership on
job characteristics despite its theoretical pron(Beang & Sims, 2005). Therefore, this
dissertation addresses this gap. These resultesutitat leaders have different channels to
influence employees’ perceptions of empowermentadees can directly strengthen
employees’ perceptions of their psychological stayeexpressing confidence, providing
autonomy, and fostering participation in decisioaking. Leaders can also indirectly
influence such perceptions through their influenoejob design by making tasks complex
and challenge to employees and providing timeldiieek.

Interestingly, the influence of empowering leadgrsh almost three times stronger on
job structural empowerment5(=0.704) than on psychological empowermegt=0.254).
This is likely related to the job characteristiéslee participants in this study. Recall that the
jobs of all participants allow for significant cteaty. As a result, these jobs were fairly

enriched. Relatively speaking, empowering leaderstight not have such a strong effect on
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job structural empowerment if the jobs were morgine.

Second, the most important contribution of thissditation is the investigation of
mediation mechanisms (e.g., creative process engageand intrinsic motivation) through
which psychological empowerment and job structwadpowerment influence employee
creativity. We have known that psychological emponent has a positive influence on
employee creativity (e.g., Amabile et al., 1996ng& Sosik, 2002; Zhou, 1998). We also
have known that job structural empowerment is pasit related to employee creativity (e.qg.,
Tierney & Farmer, 2002; 2004). However what we hawé known ishow psychological
empowerment and job structural empowerment posgjtivéluence employee creativity at
work. Based on Amabile’s (1983) componential comgalzation of creativity, several
researchers (Amabile, 1983, 1988; Shalley, 199951%imon, 1985) have suggested that
intrinsic motivation and a creativity-relevant pess (e.g., taking new perspectives on
problems, exploring new cognitive pathways, beiagstent with ones’ work) are necessary
conditions for employee creativity at work. Therefo it is logical to ask whether
psychological empowerment and job structural empoeat work through these necessary
conditions to influence employee creativity. Do lbempowerment concepts work similarly
with intrinsic motivation and engagement of creatiactivities or do they have unique
influencing paths?

Recently, several scholars (e.g., Perry-Smith, 20@6mford, 2000; Shalley et al.,
2004) have suggested that a promising directiorcifeativity research is to understand the
creative process wherein individuals come to dgveleative outcomes. However, to date
there has been no consistent definition and meadureeative process. Empirically, Gilson
and Shalley (2004) is the only study that has gitethto examine employees’ engagement in
creative process. They exclusively focused on iregbrocess from an idea generation

perspective. However, a creative process includgspaoblem-solving approach that people
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use to search their memories and environmentsrtergte different alternatives and potential
responses (Amabile, 2000; Perry-Smith, 2006). Appidy, creative process should be not
limited to idea generation. Indeed, problem idécdifon and information searching are also
indispensable components of creative process engage

The exploratory factor analysis supported the aeyumthat creative process
engagement includes three components: problemifidatibn, information searching and
encoding, and idea generation. In addition, thedewe from the mediation test in structural
equation modeling was strongly supportive of thi fouediation role of creative process
engagement between psychological empowerment amplogee creativity. Therefore, this
dissertation has established some initial evidefitke predictive validity of creative process
engagement.

In contrast to creative process engagement for twthere has been a lack of both
theoretical and empirical support, there are abandeguments in the literature supporting
empowerment as a construct deemed critical to eyaplareativity through its effects on
intrinsic motivation. Previous studies have fouhdttpsychological empowerment positively
influences intrinsic motivation (e.g., Deci & Ryah987; Gagne et al.,, 1997) and have
demonstrated that employees’ perceptions of cdrecl@racteristics are positively related to
their intrinsic motivation (e.g., Piccolo & Colquit2006; Johns et al., 1992). In addition,
intrinsic motivation is widely believed to be cc#l to creativity in organizations (e.qg.,
Amabile, 1996; Shalley et al., 2000; Taggar, 206®)wever, no study has empirically tested
the mediating role of intrinsic motivation on crieday. As a result, we have not known
whether the relationship between different concalptations of empowerment and creativity
is mediated or linked indirectly through intringiotivation. Therefore, in this dissertation, |
proposed that intrinsic motivation is a mediatotwsen both psychological empowerment

and creativity and between job structural empowetraad creativity.
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The results from mediation tests in structural éignamodeling showed that intrinsic
motivation is a mediator between job structural ewgrment and employee creativity.
However, inconsistent with my expectation, psychaal empowerment did not
significantly influence employees’ intrinsic motti@an. One possible explanation is the high
correlation between psychological empowerment adstructural empowerment=.605)
and the high correlation between creative procesgagement and intrinsic motivation
(r=.645) make it difficult to detect a direct patbrir psychological empowerment to intrinsic
motivation. On the other hand, when these con&rsichultaneously appear in the model,
which is the case in real business situationsemfit constructs may actually have different
influence paths. More specifically, job structusmhpowerment is the one that influences
employee creativity through intrinsic motivationhereas psychological empowerment is the
one that influences employee creativity througlative process engagement.

Third, Shalley and Gilson (2004) and Shalley et(2D04) suggest that employee
creativity is a function of contextual charactaedst In this dissertation, | argued that leader
encouragement of creativity interacts with psycgamal empowerment to influence creative
process engagement. The notion of leader encousdeof creativity is derived from the
literature on climate for innovation (Scott & Brud®94). While climate for innovation is a
cognitive interpretation of an organizational sitol, leader encouragement of creativity
reflects a leader’s expectation about employeesatore behaviors. Several studies have
found that a clearly stated mission in creativibaleles employees to focus on new idea
generation and subsequent successful innovatioall€gh1991, 1995; Shalley & Gilson,
2004). The logic is based on goal-setting theorgcke & Latham, 1990). That is, when
individuals perceive that their leaders expect toreaoutcome, they are more likely to
actively involve themselves in the creative prockegddirecting their attention, effort, and

energies toward creative outcomes. The results floaerarchical regression analyses
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supported this argument. The positive relationgtl@pveen psychological empowerment and
creative process engagement is strengthened whérader highly reinforces creative
outcomes. That is, employees are most likely taagagn a creative process when they have
a high level of psychological empowerment and angesvised by managers who strongly
encourage creativity. Future research may furtheamene the tension between
simultaneously empowering employees and also eagmg them to expend efforts in the
direction of needed outcomes, particularly whenjsathe case with creativity, the exact
outcomes cannot be specified.

Fourth, previous studies have examined main effeictsdividual difference variables
on creativity (e.g., Amabile, 1983; Bateman & Cralfl193; Shalley et al., 2004). However,
we are short of evidence regarding whether thedigidual difference variables can interact
with creative process engagement and intrinsic vatén to influence employee creativity.
Rodan and Galunic, (2004) and Tierney and Farm@@4R has indicated that creativity is
contingent on a variety of individual charactedsti which help identify the boundary
condition of creative performance. Thus, | alsorexed the moderating effects of three
individual difference variables—domain relevant liski openness to experience, and
proactivity—on employee creativity.

As one of the three most important conditions falividual creativity, domain-relevant
skills represent an individual’s ability to recogmiand deal with potential problems. As a
result, when employees have more extensive andongdinized knowledge, they become
more efficient at identifying problems, searchimg felevant information, and generating
different linkage among pieces of information. Suekpertise may internally motivate
employees to be persistent in their jobs. Thus,rdppsed that domain-relevant skills
strengthen the positive relationship between oreafrocess engagement or intrinsic

motivation and creativity. Unexpectedly, | did rotd significantly interaction effects of
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domain-relevant skills with either creative procemsgagement or intrinsic motivation.
Therefore, having high education status and loraysyevorking experience may not make
employees become more intrinsically motivated omremtikely to actively engage in a
creative process.

Besides domain-relevant skills, the literature amaggests that personality has
important influence on employee creativity (e.eisE 1999; Shalley et al., 2004). Within the
five-factor personality model, openness to expeeehas been most consistently related to
creativity (George & Zhou, 2001). People who amghhin openness to experience are broad
minded, imaginative, and curious. They like to trade the status quo and use different
ways to find solutions. Thus, | proposed opennessxperience strengthens the positive
relationships between creative process engagenmhtceeativity, and between intrinsic
motivation and creativity. Hierarchical regressmmalyses found marginal support for these
arguments. That is, the positive relationship betwereative process engagement or intrinsic
motivation and employee creativity was slighthosiger for people who are high in openness
to experience. Despite the slight difference, thergimally significant effects suggest that
individuals’ personality in openness to experier@ot decisive in the creativity-relevant
process. That is, individuals who are traditiomaindt necessarily have low level of creativity.
As long as they actively engage in a creative me@nd develop their internal interests in
their jobs, they can also generate creative anfiiluseas.

As the environment has become more dynamic and riamte more and more
companies have begun to rely on employees’ praactmaracteristics and initiative behaviors
to achieve competitive advantage (Crant, 2000). SBo®nd personality moderator | tested in
the model was proactivity, which indicates thatteasl of being a passive recipient of
environmental constraints, people can actively geraanvironments and create favorable

conditions (Bateman & Crant, 1993). Such initiatolearacteristics positively interact with
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creative process engagement and intrinsic motinatoinfluence employee creativity. The
results from hierarchical regression strongly sufgabthese arguments. More specifically,
the positive relationship between creative proeggmgement and creativity was stronger for
employees who are high in proactivity charactarssthan those who are low in proactivity.
Similarly, the positive relationship between insim motivation and employee creativity was
stronger for employees who are high in proactivity. other words, highly proactive
employees who actively engage in a creative prooesare intrinsic motivated are most
likely to have creative performance. Although ptoaty is a relatively stable tendency and it
is hard for employees to change their persondhigse significant effects are still meaningful
for organizations, leaders, and teams in allocatingk assignments. That is, it may be useful
to assign employees who are high in proactivitypntwe demanding jobs that require creative
outcomes; whereas employees who are low in pragcthould be responsible for more
routine types of jobs.

Fifth and finally, the model, derived from westdheories, was tested in a Chinese
organization. Although previous studies have sh@ansistent results for the relationship
between leadership and performance across culiengs Chen & Farh, 1999; Hackett, Farh,
Song, & Lapierre 2003), there has been no evidércie application of empowerment and
creativity theories in a Chinese culture. Thuss thiudy provides initial support that the
Western empowerment and creativity theories caappdied to other cultural contexts (e.g.,
China).

Practical Implications

In addition to the contributions to theory and rkeire, the findings from this
dissertation have a number of practical implicagidar organizations seeking to promote
employee creativity. First of all, leadership doeatter because leader behaviors influence

employees’ perception of themselves in relatioth&r jobs. The appropriate perceptions are
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important for employees to produce creative outcmne this dissertation, | found that
psychological empowerment is mediated by creatroegss engagement; and job structural
empowerment is mediated by intrinsic motivation dndirectly influenced by creative
process engagement to impact employee creativihigeSooth creative process engagement
and intrinsic motivation are necessary conditioms dreative outcomes, organizations and
leaders should try to improve employees’ percegtiohboth psychological empowerment
and job structural empowerment at the same timeh Siimultaneous perceptions may
encourage employees to engage in a creative pracesHoost their intrinsic motivation,
which, in turn, may result in more creative outcome

Second, it is important to let employees understardprocess that results in creative
outcomes. Higher levels of creativity can be ackieV employees are willing to spend
guality time and effort to thoroughly identity tipgoblem, search for more information, and
generate more ideas from different perspectives.ofder to encourage such process
engagement, leaders should help employees pogitauadl correctly perceive themselves
relative to their work. For example, it is importdior employees to know that they are
capable of accomplishing their job successfullgirtibehaviors make a difference on work
outcomes, and they have a certain degree of disonet deciding how they want to carry out
tasks. This is because employees’ perceptions wthpsogical empowerment positively
influence creative process engagement. In additeagers can also play an active role in
encouraging such process engagement by directegftilowers as to what is needed and
valued by the organization. Letting employees kilo&importance of creative outcomes can
also efficiently direct and motivate employeesigage in creative processes, and eventually
generate creative outcomes.

Third, individual personality (e.g., proactivitypé an impact on the creativity-relevant

process. Organizations and leaders should unddrdtaw employee personality makes a
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difference, thereby efficiently and logically al&ithg appropriate work assignments to
individuals with different personalities. Due tcetdynamics of the environment, more and
more organizations have begun to rely on work tetongenerate creative and innovative
outcomes, thereby potentially capitalizing on d#f® employee strengths in synergistic
ways.

Limitations and Future Directions

As with all research, this study had to balanceouar considerations and thus is not
without limitations. First, this study was a cresstional design. Although the use of
structural equation modeling can conduct a simelas test of the entire system of variables
in the hypothesized model, the explanation of tesshould still be made with caution. In
order to further explore the causality, | testedeserse model by using psychological
empowerment and job structural empowerment as edésts of empowering leadership.
Theoretically, it is reasonable to argue that elygds’ high perceptions of psychological
empowerment and job structural empowerment with #ad to positive perceptions of leader
behaviors. However, the poor fit of the modgl (154)=780.112; CFI =1.000; GFI=.724;
SRMR=.125; RMSEA=.183) indicated that the path #&hopoint from empowering
leadership to psychological and job structural ewgronent rather than the other way. These
results suggest that the hypothesized directiomoiee consistent with the data.

Future studies using a longitudinal design are eedd further verify the hypothesized
relationships proposed in this dissertation. Irs thissertation, | proposed that creative
process engagement and intrinsic motivation siganfily predict creativity. An interesting
guestion is at what point or points employees ewdethe production of creative outcomes.
Collecting data using a longitudinal design willlipful in addressing these issues.

Second, there is a possibility of common method biecause all of the major construct

except employee creativity and leader encouragememteativity, which were collected
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from direct supervisors, were evaluated with seffert data. In order to minimize the
potential of common source bias, | followed the enoecent suggestions of Podaskoff,
MacKenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff (2003). More spedliffc | put the measure of every
construct on a separate page of the online questian In addition, all participants were
assured that their responses would be kept coniadeand the company would have not
access to the responses. Since the four majorraotsstof this dissertation (psychological
empowerment, job structural empowerment, creativecgss engagement, and intrinsic
motivation) rely by definition on people’s percepti of themselves and their work
environment, it is logical to collect the data frahe participants themselves. However,
future research will ideally use multiple sourcesewvaluate leader behaviors (e.g., peer
evaluation and supervisor evaluation) in orderlt@veate common source bias. In addition, |
also compared a three-factor model (empoweringelestutp, psychological empowerment,
and job structural empowerment) vs. a one-factodehaa two-factor model (psychological
empowerment, and job structural empowerment) \@meafactor model; a two-factor model
(creative process engagement and intrinsic motimatys. a one-factor model. The results
indicated all one-factor models were significantiprse than the corresponding three- or
two-factor models (for details, see Result sectidimese results suggest that same source
bias does not account for the findings of this gtud

Third, all data were collected within a single orgation, which limits the observed
variability and decreases external validity. Of &y conducting this study in a single
organization did have the advantage of controlliiog potential organizational level
confounding variables. Future research in multgoganizational settings may increase the
generalizability of the findings to other typesemfiployees and organizations.

Fourth, this dissertation, for the first time, ma@a&sl creative process engagement and

showed the mediating effect of creative processagagent between psychological
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empowerment and employee creativity. The replicatod the results in other national
cultures is a necessity for future research (P8myth, 2006; Mumford, 2000; Shalley et al.,
2004). A promising direction for future researchasnore deeply examine the three creative
processes. There remain many interesting and isupoquestions for this new construct. For
instance, do the three creative processes workctnaecutive manner in which people start
with problem identification, followed by informatal searching and then idea generation?
How do different contextual and personal varialiésract with different stages to influence
creative outcomes? Which personal variables aret mgsortant to which stages of the
creative process? Besides psychological empowernaet there other antecedents of
creative process engagement? Is creativity the amigome of creative process engagement?
Since people may spend a fair amount of time ifigng problem, searching information and
generating alternative ideas, will this processi@tf negatively influence overall employee
performance? All these questions will provide flitpaths for future research seeking to
develop a more comprehensive understanding oficityatelevant processes.
Conclusion

As a conclusion, this dissertation synthesizes desidp theories, empowerment
theories and creativity theories to explore hovwprtomote employee creativity. The findings
of this study indicate that empowering leadershisitvely influences psychological
empowerment, which in turn is full mediated by ¢re=a process engagement to influence
creativity. At the same time, empowering leadersdign positively influences job structural
empowerment, which in turn is full mediated by imsic motivation and is indirectly
influenced by creative process engagement to infleereativity. Leader’s encouragement of
creativity and individual personality are also impat factors that influence
creativity-relevant processes. Overall, this disgem provides important foundations that

will hopefully inspire more future research on drffnt conceptualizations of empowerment
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and creative processes.
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APPENDIX |
Survey Measures

Unless otherwise specified, all the variables amasured by subjects’ responses to the
following questions on a 5-point Likert-type scal@o what extent do you agree with the
following statement? (Istrongly disagreg2=disagree 3=neutral (neither agree or disagree)
4=agree 5=strongly agre¥

Empowering Leadership (From Ahearne, Mathieu, & Rapp, 2005)
Enhancing the meaningfulness of work:
1. My manager helps me understand how my objectivdsgaals relate to that of the
company
2. My manager helps me understand the importance ofwuagk to the overall
effectiveness of the company
3. My manager helps me understand how my job fits théobigger picture
Fostering participation in decision-making:
4. My manager makes many decision together with me
5. My manager often consults me on strategic decisions
6. My manager solicits my opinion on decisions thayrafiect me
Expressing confidence in high performance:
7. My manager believes that | can handle demandirkg tas
8. My manager believes in my ability to improve evemew | make mistakes
9. My manager expresses confidence in my ability réopen at a high level
Providing autonomy from bureaucratic constraints:
10. My manager allows me to do my job my way
11. My manager makes it more efficient for me to do joly by keeping the rules and
regulations simple
12. My manager allows me to make important decisiongkiy to satisfy customer
needs

Psychological Empowerment (From Speritzer, 1995)
Meaning items:
1. The work I do is very important to me
2. My work activities are personally meaningful to me
3. The work I do is meaningful to me
Competence items:
4. | am confident about my ability to do my jobs
5. | am self-assured about my capabilities to perforywork activities
6. | have mastered the skills necessary for my job
Self-determination items:
7. 1 have significant autonomy in determining how Irdg job
8. | can decide on my own how to go about doing mykwor
9. | have considerable opportunity for independenackfesedom in how | do my job
Impact items:
10. My impact on what happens in my department is large
11. | have a great deal of control over what happemsyirdepartment
12. | have significant influence over what happens yndapartment
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Job Structural Empowerment (Adapted from Hackman & Oldham, 1974; ldaszak &
Drasgow, 1987)
Respondents answer the following question on aibtpokert-type scale: “To what extent
do you think the following statement is accurate2/€ry inaccurateb5=very accurate’
Skill variety items:
1. The job requires me to use a number of complexgir-kevel skills
2. The job is quite complex and not repetitive
Task identity items:
3. The job provides me the chance to completely fitighpieces of work | begin
4. The job is arranged so that | can do an entiregppéavork from beginning to end.
Task significant items:
5. This job is one where a lot of other people caaffected by how well the work gets
done.
6. The job itself is very significant and importanttire broader scheme of things.
Feedback items:
7. Just doing the work required by the job provide:ynehances for me to figure out
how well I am doing.
8. After | finish a job, | know whether | performed lve

Creative Process Engagement (Developed for the dissertation based on Amalig3;
Perry-Smith, 2006; Reiter-Palmon & llles, 2004)
Respondents answer the following question on aibtpakert-type scale: “In your job, to
what extent do you engage in the follow actions mheeking to accomplish an assignment
or solve a problem? (Irever,2=rarely, 3=occasionally4=frequently,5=very frequently”
Problem Identification
1. 1spend considerable time trying to understanchtitare of the problem
2. | think about the problem from multiple perspective
3. | decompose a difficult problem/assignment into tpato obtain greater
understanding
Information Searching and Encoding
4. | consult a wide variety of information
5. | search for information from multiple sources (g.gersonal memories, others’
experience, documentation, Internet, etc.)
6. | retain large amounts of detailed information iy anea of expertise for future use
Idea generation
7. | consider diverse sources of information in getieganew ideas.
8. 1look for connections with solutions used in seagniliverse areas.
9. | generate a significant number of alternativesh® same problem before | choose
the final solution
10. | try to devise potential solutions that move avieym established ways of doing
things
11. | spend considerable time shifting through infonoratthat helps to generate new
ideas
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Intrinsic Motivation (From Amabile, 1985; Tierney, Farmer, & Grane, 1999
1. 1 enjoy finding solutions to complex problems
2. | enjoy creating new procedures for work tasks
3. | enjoy improving existing processes or products

Leader Encouragement of Creativity (Developed for this dissertation based on Scott &
Bruce, 1994)

| encourage and emphasize or reinforce creatigityy employees

| respect my employees’ ability to function creégiv

| allow my employees to try to solve the same protd in different ways

| expect my employees to deal with problems inedéht ways

| will reward my employees to be creative in domy job

| will publicly recognize those who are creative

ouhkwnE

Creativity (From George & Zhou, 2001)
Respondents answer the following question on aibtpokert-type scale: “To what extent
do you think the following statement is characte®s(1=not at all characteristic2=a little
bit, 3=neutral, 4= characteristic,5=very characteristiq)”
“This employees”:

1. Suggests new ways to achieve goals or objectives

2. Comes up with new and practical ideas to improvéop@mance

3. Searches out new technologies, processes, teclsnau/or product ideas

4. Suggest new ways to increase quality

5. Is a good source of creative ideas

6. Not afraid to take risks

7. Promotes and champions ideas to others

8. Exhibits creativity on the job when given the ogpaity to

9. Develops adequate plans and schedules for the nepl@tion of new ideas

10. Often has new and innovative ideas

11. Comes up with creative solutions to problems

12. Often has a fresh approach to problems

13. Suggests new ways of performing work tasks.

Individual Differences

Openness to Experience (From Goldberg, 1992)

1. | have arich vocabulary

2. | have difficulty understanding abstract ideas

3. | have a vivid imagination

4. | am not interested in abstract ideas

5. | have excellent ideas

6. | do not have a good imagination

7. 1 am quick to understand things

8. | use difficult words
9. | spend time reflecting on things
10.1 am full of ideas
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Proactivity (From Bateman & Crant, 1993)
1. 1 am constantly on the lookout for new ways to ioya my life.
2. Wherever | have been, | have been a powerful fimceonstructive change.
3. Nothing is more exciting than seeing my ideas totao reality.
4. If | see something | don't like, | fix it.
5. No matter what the odds, if | believe in somethimgll make it happen.
6. |love being a champion for my ideas, even agatistrs' opposition.
7. 1 excel at identifying opportunities.
8. | am always looking for better ways to do things.
9. If I believe in an idea, no obstacle will preverg fnom making it happen.
10. | can spot a good opportunity long before others ca
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APPENDIX 11
Creative Process Engagement Factor L oadings

Factor Loadings

Factor Name/ltems

|. Idea generation

| try to devise potential solutions that move arayn established ways of doing things

| spend considerable time shifting through infoliorathat helps to generate new ideas

I look for connections with solutions used in saggniliverse areas

| consider diverse source of information in geriagahew ideas

| generate a significant number of alternativetheosame problem before | choose the final solution

I1. Problem identification

| spend considerable time trying to understanchttare of the problem

I think about the problem from multiple perspecsive

I decompose a difficult problem/assignment intdp#y obtain greater understanding

I11. Information searching and encoding

| retain large amounts of detailed information iy anea of expertise for future use

| search for information from multiple sources (epgrsonal memories, others’ experience, docurtientdnternet, etc.)
| consult a wide variety of information

Eigenvalues
Variance (%)

Cronbach’'su

.818 147
719 115
.634 .288
627 .235
.619 425
A71 a71
234 770
.368 .672
.333 .060
108 .301
147 .369
2729 2.223

24.807 20.207

.814

.768

.050
.302
.208
.393
.064

195
301
.218

781
779
.710

2.194
19.942
q72
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TABLE 1
Key definitions

Variable Name

Definitions

Empowering
leadership

Derived from Ahearne , Mathieu, & Rapp’s (2005) ceptualization of
empowering leader behaviors, empowering leadeistdpfined as four
components: (1) enhancing the meaningfulness dkwaj fostering
participation in decision making, (3) expressingfatence in high
performance, and (4) providing autonomy from buceatic constraints.

Psychological
empowerment

Based on Spreitzer (1995), psychological empowetiisatefined as a
process of psychological state as manifested indognitions: meaning
impact, competence, and self-determination. Meaoamgerns a sense
of feeling that the work is personally importamhpact represents the
degree to which employees feel or perceive that behaviors make a
difference on work outcomes. Competence referslfeefficacy or the
belief in ability to successfully perform taskslfSketermination
indicates the freedom of employees to choose hewd¢hrry out their
tasks

Job structural
empowerment

Based on Hackman & Oldham (1976), job structurgb@werment is
characterized by five core job characteristicsk(iagiety, task identity,
task significance, autonomy, and feedback). Tasletyaentails the
degree to which a job requires the use of a numbeifferent skills and
talents of the employee. Task identity indicatesdbgree to which the
job requires completion of a whole piece of workdmyng a task from
beginning to end with a visible outcome. Task digance concerns the
degree to which the job has a substantial impat¢hetives of other
people. Autonomy refers to the degree to whichbgpj@vides
substantial freedom. Feedback involves the degreich the job
provides clear information about performance levels

Intrinsic motivation

Based on Utman (1997), intrsnotivation refers to the extent to
which an individual is inner-directed, interestadr fascinated with the
task, and engages in it for the sake of the tagifit

Creative process
engagement

Based on Amabile (1983) and Reiter-Palmon andsI([2904), creative
process engagement is defined as employee invohteonengagement
in creative-relevant cognitive processes, includitigoroblem
identification, (2) information searching and eniogg and (3) ideas anc
alternatives generation.

Leader encouragemen
of creativity

tDefined as a leader’s emphasis that an individwaltput should be
creative (both novel and useful) or that an indinaldshould actively
engage in certain activities (e.g., opportunityidgbn, information
gathering, and alternative generation) that mag teacreative
outcomes.

Creativity

Based on Amabile (1983), Shalley, Gilsand Blum (2000), and Zhou
and Shalley (2003), creativity involves productioanceptualization, or
development of novel and useful/appropriate idpes;esses, or
procedures by an individual or by a group of induals working
together in any job.

!

Domain-relevant skills

Based on Amabile (1983), dowrelevant skills refer to knowledge of
the area in which an individual is working and tekevant skills with

which individuals creatively process informationarder to produce
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novel and useful responses.

Openness to experien

c8ased on Barrick and Mount (1991) and McCrae anst&C.997),
openness to experience refers to the extent tahwhdsviduals are
imaginative, artistically sensitive, intellectuahalytical, independent
thinkers, and amendable to new ideas and uncomvethtperspectives.

Proactivity

Based on Bateman & Crant (1993), priodygt a dispositional construct]
is defined as a person’s relatively stable tendeaagfluence

environmental change.
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TABLE 2
Summary of Study Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1. Empowering leadership is positivetyated to employee perceptions of
psychological empowerment.

Hypothesis 2: Empowering leadership is positivediated to employee perceptions of job
structural empowerment.

Hypothesis 3: Employees’ perception of job struat@mpowerment is positively related to
their perceptions of psychological empowerment.

Hypothesis 4: Intrinsic motivation is positivelylated to creative process engagement.

Hypothesis 5: Psychological empowerment is podytiveelated to creative process
engagement, which in turn is positively relatedetoployee creativity. In sum, creative
process engagement partially mediates the reldmiprietween psychological empowerment
and employee creativity.

Hypothesis 6: Psychological empowerment is poditivelated to intrinsic motivation, which
in turn is positively related to employee creaivin sum, intrinsic motivation mediates the
relationship between psychological empowermenteandloyee creativity.

Hypothesis 7: Job structural empowerment is paditivelated to intrinsic motivation, which
in turn is positively related to employee creativih sum, intrinsic motivation mediates the
relationship between job structural empowermentangloyee creativity.

Hypothesis 8: Leader encouragement of creativigngithens the relationship between
psychological empowerment and creative processgemgant.

Hypothesis 9a: Domain-relevant skills strengthem rilationship between creative process
engagement and employee creativity.

Hypothesis 9b: Openness to experience strengthen®lationship between creative process
engagement and employee creativity.

Hypothesis 9c: Proactivity strengthens the relaimn between creative process engagement
and employee creativity.

Hypothesis 10a: Domain-relevant skills strengthdéme trelationship between intrinsic
motivation and employee creativity.

Hypothesis 10b: Openness to experience strengthensrelationship between intrinsic
motivation and employee creativity.

Hypothesis 10c: Proactivity strengthens the refetiidp between intrinsic motivation and
employee creativity.
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TABLE 3
Descriptive Satistics, Correlations, and Reliability

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1 Age 3047 4754 -
2 Gender 0.63 0483  .088 -
3 Jobtype 046 0499  -049 138" -
4 Empowering 367 0584 -069 .08l 146" (0.92)
leadership
5 Psychological 32, o415 054 142% 1427 587+ (0.82)
empowerment
6 Job structural 358 0438  .085  .170* 044  .484* 605  (0.71)
empowerment
7 Crealive Process 54, 434 028 181 024  .242% 3747  350%  (0.88)
engagement
8  Intiinsic 3.94 0554  .052 110*  -.005  .195% .286**  .260**  .645*  (0.82)
motivation
9  Creativity 354 0555  .022  .199%* 079  .244* .370%  345% .700*  .661*  (0.91)
(Mgr rating)
10 Encouragement 555 630 140" 058  125¢ 694 438  396% 175%  195%  251%  (0.90)
(Mgr rating)
11 Skills 789 3177 596™ 008  -213% -049 052 035  -045 047  -007  -121* -
12 Openness 3.82 0432  -.021  .152% .124* 213  335%  201*  598%*  530%  G41*  176*  -067  (0.86)
13 Proactivity 3.93 0385  -.061  .123*  .120%  .254* 411*  350%  537*  450% 550  244*  -111* 612  (0.81)

Note: N=367. Internal reliabilities (coefficienfpdias) are given in parentheses on the diagonpk 01; * p< .05
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TABLE 4
Summary of Model Fit Indices

Model Test X2 df CFlI GFI SRMR RMSEA
1 Measurement model 96.056 34 1.000 0.975 0.041 0.071
2 Independence model 8447597 195 -- - -- -
3 Hypothesized model with manager rating of creativit 513.716 154 1.000 0.880 0.075 0.080

Mediation Tests

4 Direct path model 1028.787 159 1.000 0.772 0.159 0.122
(only add direct path from psy. empcreativity)

5  Mediation model for psychological empowerment (dddct path 511.261 153 1.000 0.880 0.073 0.080
from psy. emp to creativity based on hypothesizedet)

6  Direct path model 1024.566 159 1.000 0.775 0.159 0.122
(only add direct path from job structural ermreativity)

7 Mediation model for job structural empowerment (atickct path 511.476 153 1.000 0.880 0.074 0.080
from job emp to creativity based on hypothesizedeho

Alternative Tests

8  Add empowering leadershipcreative process engagement 510.471  1531.000 0.881 0.074 0.080
9  Add empowering leadershipintrinsic motivation 513.710 153 1.000 0.080 0.075 0.080
10 Add empowering leadershipemployee creativity 512.585 153 1.000 0.880 0.075 0.080
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FIGURE 1
Hypothesized M odel
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FIGURE 2
Structural Result Model

M eaning Competence Autonomy I mpact Problem Information Idea
I dentification Searching Generation

210*
Enhance meaning Participation Psychological Creative Process
OB Empower ment \ Engagement .588*
\
2= \ y 2=
L eader ship .788* \ Creativity
2= \ 711*
R 0.535 \ '

704* o R*0.718
_ Job Sructural Intrinsic
Express confidence Autonomy Empower ment M otivation
R*0.172
Variety I dentity Significance Feedback

Note: N=367, H<.05

96



FIGURE 3
Moderated Multiple Regression Result
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TABLE 5
Results of M oderated Multiple Regression

M oder ating Effects of L eader Encouragement of Creativity on Psychological
Empower ment-Cr eative Process Engagement Relationship

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B S.E. 2 S.E. 2 S.E.

Age 0.012 (005) -0.003  (.005) -0.013 (.004)
Gender 0.180 (.047) 0.137 (.044) 0.135  (.043)
Job type 0.000 (.045) -0.047  (.043) -0.060 (.041)
Psychological empowerment 0.354 (.057) 0.346°  (.055)
Leadership encouragement 0.017 (.038) -0.006 6).03
Psy emp * encouragement 0.245 (.064)
AR 0.126 0.059
F forAR? 27.032" 27.090"
R 0.033 0.159 0.218
F 4129 13.646" 16.708"

DV: Creative Process Engagement

Note: N=367. ***p< .001; **p< .01, * p< .05; +p<.10

FIGURE 4

Moderating Effects of Leader Encouragement of
Creativity on Psychological Empowerment-Creative
Proces Engagement Relationship
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TABLE 6a
M oder ating Effects of Domain-relevant Skills on Creative Process
Engagement-Employee Creativity Relationship

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
J; S.E. I, S.E. I, S.E.

Age 0.007 (.005) -0.035  (.004) -0.035 (.004)
Gender 0.197 (049) 0.068  (.036) 0.069  (.036)
Job type 0.053 (.047) 0.064 (.035) 0.064 (.035)
Creative Process engagement 0.690°  (.040) 0.690°  (.040)
Domain-relevant Skills 0.058 (.007) 0.059 (.007)
Process * Skills -0.009 (.012)
AR 0.459 0.000
F forAR? 165.802" 0.056
R 0.042 0.501 0.501
F 5.367 72.46° 60.239"

DV: Employee Creativity

Note: N=367. ***p< .001; **p< .01, * p< .05; +p<.10

TABLE 6b
Moder ating Effects of Openness on Creative Process Engagement-Employee Creativity

Relationship

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B S.E. J; S.E. B S.E.

Age 0.007 (.005) 0.011 (.003)  0.009 (.003)
Gender 0.197 (049) 0.056 (.034) 0.062 (.034)
Job type 0.053 (.047) 0.018 (.032) 0.013 (.032)
Creative Process engagement 0.487°  (.046) 0.476  (.046)
Openness 0.339 (046) 0.326° (.046)
Process * Openness 0.067 (.063)
AR? 0.529 0.004
F forAR? 222.524" 3.391
R 0.042 0.571 0.575
F 5.367" 96.160" 81.229"

DV: Employee Creativity

Note: N=367. **p< .001,; **p< .01, * p< .05; +p<.10
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TABLE 6¢
M oder ating Effects of Proactivity on Creative Process Engagement-Employee
Creativity Relationship

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B S.E. I, S.E. I, S.E.

Age 0.007 (.005) 0.017 (.003) 0.008 (.003)
Gender 0.19T7 (.049) 0.063  (.035) 0.068 (.035)
Job type 0.053 (.047) 0.0129  (.033) 0.021 (.033)
Creative Process engagement 0.559°  (.045) 0.548"  (.045)
Proactivity 0.239  (051) 0.217°  (.051)
Process * Proactivity 0.105 (.075)
AR 0.497 0.010
F forAR? 194.128" 7.982"
R 0.042 0.539 0.549
F 5.367 84.298" 72.937"

DV: Employee Creativity

Note: N=367. **p< .001,; **p< .01, * p< .05; +p<.10

FIGURE 5

Moderating Effects of Proactivity on Creative Process
Engagement-Creativity Relationship
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TABLE 7a
M oder ating Effects of Domain-relevant Skillson Intrinsic Motivation-Employee
Creativity Relationship

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B S.E. I, S.E. I, S.E.

Age 0.007 (.005) -0.008  (.005) -0.008 (.005)
Gender 0197 (049) 0.128 (.037) 0.120  (.037)
Job type 0.053 (.047) 0.061 (.037) 0.061 (.037)
Intrinsic Motivation 0.649  (032) 0.645"  (.032)
Domain-relevant Skills -0.020 (.007) -0.020 (.po7
Intrinsic Motivation * Skills -0.001 (.010)
AR 0.416 0.000
AF for AR? 138.207" 0.000
R 0.042 0.458 0.458
F 5.367 60.937" 50.641"

DV: Employee Creativity

Note: N=367. ***p< .001; **p< .01, * p< .05; +p<.10

TABLE 7b
Moder ating Effects of Openness on Intrinsic Motivation-Employee Creativity
Relationship
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B S.E. J; S.E. B S.E.
Age 0.007 (.005)  0.000 (.003) -0.009 (.003)
Gender 0.197 (049) 0.089  (.034) 0.092  (.034)
Job type 0.053 (.047) 0.021 (.033) 0.018 (.032)
Intrinsic Motivation 0.443  (.034) 0.443°  (.034)
Openness 0.386 (.045) 0.366°  (.046)
Intrinsic * Openness 0.070 (.056)
AR 0.517 0.005
AF 211.768" 0.004
R 0.042 0.559 0.564
F 5.367" 91.667" 77.587"

DV: Employee Creativity

Note: N=367. ***p< .001; **p< .01, * p< .05; +p<.10
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TABLE 7c
M oder ating Effects of Proactivity on Intrinsic M otivation-Employee Creativity

Relationship
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
J; S.E. JZ; S.E. JZ; S.E.

Age 0.007 (.005)  0.006 (.004) -0.007 (.003)
Gender 0.197 (049) o0.10f (.035) 0.100  (.034)
Job type 0.053 (.047) 0.032 (.034) 0.030 (.032)
Intrinsic Motivation 0.512° (.034) 0.502°  (.046)
Proactivity 0.299  (.049) 0.284"  (.046)
Intrinsic * Proactivity 0.112  (.063)
AR? 0.484 0.012
AF 183.937" 9.299"
R 0.042 0.526 0.538
F 5.367 80.041" 69.784"

DV: Employee Creativity

Note: N=367. ***p< .001; **p< .01, * p< .05; +p<.10

FIGURE 6

Moderating Effects of Proactivity on Intrinsic Motivation-
Creativity Relationship
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