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Abstract
The concept of empowering leadership (EL) has seen increasing scholarly interest in recent years. This study reports a meta-analysis investigating the effects of EL on employee work behavior.  On the basis of data from 105 samples, we found evidence for the positive effects of EL on performance, organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), and creativity at both the individual- and team-level.  We further examined these relationships by exploring potential boundary conditions and the incremental contribution of EL over transformational leadership (TL) and leader-member exchange (LMX). Furthermore, at the individual-level, both trust in leader and psychological empowerment mediated the relationships of EL with task performance, OCB, and creativity.  We also found evidence that LMX was a significant mediator between EL and task performance.  At the team-level, empowerment mediated the effects of EL on team performance, whereas knowledge sharing showed no significant indirect effect.  Our results have important theoretical and practical implications and suggest some areas that require further research.  

	


Increasing competition in the business landscape, economical shifts, and technological developments have brought with them changes in organizational structures and in the nature of work.  Alongside efforts to maximize efficiency, many organizations are flattening their hierarchies and, as a consequence, are expanding the responsibilities of lower level employees and the complexity of their work roles (e.g., Biemann, Kearney, & Marggraf, 2015).  Correspondingly, within the leadership literature, interest has grown in leadership approaches that match these changes in the business environment and enable organizations to better cope with rapid, continuous change and the associated uncertainties they face (Srivastava, Bartol, & Locke, 2006).  The concept of empowering leadership (EL) is particularly germane to such situations due to its focus on promoting self-management and removing the constraints of powerlessness (Conger, 1989; Manz & Sims Jr, 1987).  Amundsen and Martinsen (2014) propose that the EL process involves three core aspects: sharing power, motivational support, and development support.  Through these three ways, leaders promote followers’ psychological empowerment and capability, which positively influences their performance and job attitudes.
A body of empirical research supports the positive effects of EL on a wide range of work-related outcomes (e.g., Ahearne, Mathieu, & Rapp, 2005; Chen, Sharma, Edinger, Shapiro, & Farh, 2011; Lorinkova, Pearsall, & Sims, 2013).  However, there have also been concerns about the potential negative effects of empowerment (e.g., Wilkinson, 1998), and most recently, EL has been examined from a more critical perspective which considers both its benefits and drawbacks (e.g., Cheong, Spain, Yammarino, & Yun, 2016; Mathieu, Gilson, & Ruddy, 2006).  Given these theoretical tensions and the recent proliferation of studies examining EL, a quantitative review of the extant literature is timely.
The purpose of the present paper is to conduct a meta-analysis that brings together the existing body of research on EL and serves as a breakpoint to guide future research that further explores the complexities of the EL process.  We focus on exploring the link between EL and follower performance-related behaviors.  In doing so, we provide three primary contributions to the leadership literature.  First, the leadership literature has been criticized for tending to focus on only one particular approach without careful evaluation of its distinctiveness or relative influence compared to other leadership models (e.g., Piccolo et al., 2012).  Therefore, by exploring the empirical distinctiveness of EL in comparison to the two most studied leadership constructs, TL and LMX, we can determine whether EL accounts for unique variance in key behavioral outcomes (at both the individual and team-level) and thus assess the value that EL adds to the leadership literature.
The meta-analysis makes a second contribution by exploring a number of moderators that may influence the relationship between EL and employee behavior, particularly task performance.  Some scholars argue that EL holds less value in connection with more routine tasks associated with core task performance as opposed to more discretionary or innovative behaviors (e.g., Martin, Liao, & Campbell, 2013).  Further, it is argued that in some circumstances, EL may have a negative effect on task performance (e.g., Cheong et al., 2016).  Accordingly, our analysis explores the cultural context (i.e., vertical-collectivistic vs. horizontal-individualistic), the level of industry capital intensity, and followers’ organizational tenure as potential moderators of the link between EL and individual task performance.  Exploring these possible moderating factors will further understanding as to when EL is more likely to influence follower behavior.
The third contribution of this meta-analysis is the examination of the mechanisms through which EL is linked to individual- and team-level behavior.  Most research has drawn on a motivation-based mechanism which suggests that empowering leaders influences subordinate behavior through psychological empowerment and/or associated variables such as intrinsic motivation (e.g., Boudriasm, Gaudreau, Savoie, & Morin, 2009).  Yet there are theoretical reasons to believe that trust in leader and LMX might be additional mediators (e.g., Huang, Iun, Liu, and Gong, 2010), although this has rarely been tested empirically.  Social exchange theory (e.g., Blau, 1964) provides a theoretical alternative to psychological empowerment and one that may explain additional variance in the link between EL and employee behavioral outcomes.  Hence, another key purpose of the meta-analysis is to advance EL theory by exploring both trust in leader and LMX as exchange-based mechanisms and comparing their relative explanatory power to psychological empowerment (a motivation-based mechanism). Further, at the team-level, we explore team empowerment and knowledge sharing as mediators between team-level EL and team performance.
Literature Review and Hypothesis Development
Empowering Leadership: Conceptualization and Measurement 
	EL is defined as leader behavior directed at individuals or teams that involves delegating authority to employees, promoting their self-directed and autonomous decision making, coaching, sharing information, and asking for input (see Sharma & Kirkman, 2015 for a review).  As alluded to above, for many organizations, creating conditions which enable the psychological empowerment of their employees is deemed critical for success.  Accordingly, scholars have been preoccupied with conceptualizing the notion of empowerment (e.g., Spreitzer, 1995, 1996; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990).  This research can be largely split into two main approaches (see Mathieu et al., 2006).  The first approach can be labeled as a structural form of empowerment as it focuses on empowerment afforded by the external context (i.e., one’s leader).  The second approach considers empowerment as a four-dimensional psychological state based on employees’ perception of (a) meaningfulness, (b) competence, (c) self-determination, and (d) impact (e.g., Spreitzer, 1995).  This psychological approach focuses on the degree to which employees actually feel empowered.  Clearly, these two approaches are linked, and a great deal of research seeks to understand the degree to which structural empowerment actually translates into an employee’s psychological state.  EL is an example of a structural form of empowerment as it represents leader behavior that attempts to create the conditions where followers will feel a sense of empowerment.
	One might argue that the best way to engender empowerment in employees is to remove external leadership altogether and allow teams to be entirely self-managing.  However, it is clear that the absence of external leadership is not a realistic way of creating empowerment; in fact, it can result in individuals and teams feeling abandoned by their organizations (e.g., Hackman, 1990) and is often named as the main reason why self-managed teams fail (Manz & Sims Jr, 1987).  Instead, scholars have developed the concept of EL to describe leadership behavior that is particularly conducive to the development of psychological empowerment.  Over the years, several teams of scholars have provided measurements of EL.  Commonly used measurement scales include the Empowering Leadership Questionnaire developed by Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, and Drasgow (2000) and the Leader Empowering Behavior Questionnaire developed by Konczak, Stelly, and Trusty (2000), as well as scales developed by Ahearne, Mathieu, and Rapp (2005), Kirkman and Rosen (1999), and, more recently, Amundsen and Martinsen (2014).  With the exception of Kirkman and Rosen (1999), all these scales include various subdimensions of EL (see Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014).  However, in the literature, the vast majority of the empirical research treats the scales as unidimensional.  
	While a number of scales designed to measure EL exist, prior research has paid little attention to demonstrating the extent to which these scales are distinct from one another.  For instance, while Amundsen and Martinsen (2014) criticized previous measurement scales for lacking rigorous studies of validity and reliability, in the development of their own scale, they did not include any comparison with previous scales.  While scholars may disagree on the best way to measure EL, researchers seem to agree that fundamentally EL encompasses a set of leader behaviors intended to produce empowerment in subordinates.  Thus, an ancillary aim of the current meta-analysis is to compare the effects of different EL scales to look for differences in their predictive power.
Main Effects of Empowering Leadership
Individual-level performance outcomes.  At its core, EL involves a set of leader behaviors aimed at enhancing employees’ autonomy and motivation at work through delegating leaders’ responsibilities and authorities to their employees (e.g., Zhang & Bartol, 2010).    In terms of task performance, through behaviors such as providing information, giving feedback, and creating opportunities for practice and development, EL should stimulate employees’ skill improvement and task mastery, allowing employees to fulfill their formal responsibilities to a higher standard.  As highlighted by Liu, Lepak, Takeuchi, and Sims (2003), EL is a style of leadership that encourages employees to develop self-control and act on their own.  In line with the aforementioned theorizing, research has found support for the positive effects of EL on individual-level task performance (e.g., Humborstad, Nerstad, & Dysvik, 2014; Raub & Robert, 2010).
	Another performance-related outcome that has frequently been studied in relation to EL is organizational citizenship behavior (OCB).  EL behaviors, such as giving employees greater autonomy, the removal of bureaucratic constraints, and exposing employees to opportunities where they can be influential, allow employees to have greater flexibility to seize opportunities for OCB (Raub & Robert, 2010).  In contrast, leaders that highly regulate their employees’ behaviors through constant supervision and intervention are less likely to signal that independent initiative taking outside formal responsibilities is desired.  Relatedly, it is argued that EL induces feelings of meaningfulness as well as a sense of ownership and responsibility for work outcomes.  As a result, employees are likely to be more engaged with activities that are valuable to their team and organization.  Thus, EL establishes conditions where employees have greater opportunity, motivation, and capabilities to display OCB.  Accordingly, empirical research has highlighted the positive links between EL and individual-level OCB (e.g., Humborstad et al., 2014).
A final performance-related outcome that has frequently been studied in relation to EL is employee creativity.  In fact, EL is theorized to be particularly relevant to creating the preconditions that foster creativity and innovation (Zhang & Bartol, 2010).  Exploring alternatives, self-belief, and intrinsic motivation have been highlighted as important for creativity and the implementation of creative solutions (e.g.,  Amabile, Schatzel, Moneta, & Kramer, 2004).  Conceptually, the principles of EL are closely related to these fundamentals of the creative process.  Empowering leaders grant autonomy and are concerned with elevating followers’ sense of competence and self-reliance.  As a result, employees are in a position, with the required discretion and psychological attributes, to embrace novel, unique ideas (Harris, Li, Boswell, Zhang, & Xie, 2014).  In line with the theorizing above, empirical research has indicated support for the positive effect of EL on creativity outcomes (e.g., Harris et al., 2014; Zhang & Bartol, 2010).  Taken together, the aforementioned theoretical rationale leads us to the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1: At the individual-level, empowering leadership will be positively associated with a) task performance, b) OCB, and c) creativity.
Team-level performance outcomes.  EL at the team-level consists of behaviors such as encouraging the team to set its own goals and self-manage its tasks and involving the team in decisions that affect members.  Thus, at the team-level, EL focuses on actions that the leader takes to increase the empowerment of the team as a whole rather than individuals.  Resultantly, the increased collective sense of psychological empowerment under EL is predicted to enhance team members’ task effort and persistence, which in turn improves the quality and quantity of team performance (Martin et al., 2013).  EL is also posited to encourage teamwork by urging the whole team to work together as a team and coordinate efforts with each other (Pearce, & Sims, 2002).  This emphasis on collaboration, combined with an increased collective sense of psychological empowerment, can explain the positive relationship between EL and team-level OCB (e.g., Li, Chiaburu, & Kirkman, 2014).  Research also suggests that creative teams work best when they have considerable autonomy and decision-making ability (e.g., Deci & Ryan, 2000), explaining why EL is associated with team-level creativity (e.g., Hon & Chan, 2013).  On the basis of the aforementioned theoretical propositions, we posit the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 2: At the team-level, empowering leadership is positively associated with a) team performance, b) team OCB, and c) team creativity.
Empowering Leadership and Task Performance: Moderating Factors
The previous hypotheses predict positive main effects of EL; however, research does not always find unilaterally positive effects of EL.  As Sharma and Kirkman (2015, p. 195) put it, “theoretical ambiguity remains as to why, how, and when empowering leadership is most likely to benefit work settings and employees.”  While some research has sought to examine moderators of the EL-performance link (e.g., Lee, Cheong, Kim, & Yun, 2017), contingent factors have yet to be fully incorporated in the context of EL, which is “still largely viewed as a leadership behavior that should be exhibited regardless of the situation” (Sharma & Kirkman, 2015, p. 212).  We echo Sharma and Kirkman’s (2015) proposition that contextual factors play important roles in determining the outcomes of EL.  A meta-analytic approach permits the investigation of a number of categorical moderators that are difficult to explore within single studies.  Accordingly, we examine three categorical moderators concerning contextual (i.e., national culture and industry capital intensity) and personal factors (i.e., follower organizational tenure) that may influence the magnitude of the effect between EL and individual-level task performance.
Our moderation analysis focuses on individual-level task performance for two reasons.  First, much research has concentrated on this relationship, allowing for a more substantive meta-analytic focus.  Second, it can be reasoned that the proposed moderating variables are most relevant for the effect of EL on task performance, while the impact of EL on creativity and proactive work behavior is less susceptible to contingency factors.  Scholars have argued that EL may be most effective at influencing work behaviors that require creativity or proactivity (e.g., Martin et al., 2013), and indeed, empirical research has produced a coherent body of support for the positive effect of EL on these outcomes (e.g., Fong & Snape, 2015; Harris et al., 2014; Humborstad et al., 2014; Zhang & Bartol, 2010).  Conversely, for task performance, it has been argued that the benefits of EL might be bounded as EL might hold less value in connection with more routine tasks associated with core task performance (e.g., Martin et al., 2013).  
The first moderator in our meta-analysis focuses on the cultural context in which primary studies were conducted.  Studies investigating the effects of EL on task performance have been conducted in a variety of cultural settings, such as the USA (e.g., Ahearne et al., 2005), China (e.g., Harris et al., 2014), India (e.g., Zhang & Gheibi, 2015), and the Republic of Korea (e.g., Cheong et al., 2016).  In the current study, we use the horizontal-individualism/vertical-collectivism configurations proposed by Triandis and colleagues to distinguish national cultures (e.g., Triandis & Gelfand, 1998).  According to this distinction, people in horizontal-individualistic cultures are more likely to regard themselves as independent of and equal in status to others.  By contrast, those in vertical-collectivistic cultures are more likely to describe themselves as interdependent with others and to hold greater respect for authority (Rockstuhl, Dulebohn, Ang, & Shore, 2012).  Individuals in vertical-collectivistic cultures also tend to emphasize respect for authority owing to their higher power distance orientation (Shavitt et al., 2006).  Investigating the cultural context as a potential moderator is relevant as there is some evidence to suggest that high power distance tends to reduce the positive effects of empowerment that have generally been observed in low power distance cultures (e.g., Robert, Probst, Martocchio, Drasgow, & Lawler, 2000).  This effect is theorized to occur because individuals in high power distance societies perceive empowerment to be a practice that is inconsistent with societal norms dictating that only those with formal status should exercise authority and discretion, while the role of low status individuals is to carry out the explicit orders of superiors (Rockstuhl et al., 2012).
As a second moderator, we examine industry capital intensity, which is a measure of the relative investment in fixed assets in an industry (Guthrie & Datta, 2008).  Although EL is not conceptualized to be industry specific, research has long argued the importance of considering the industry context in management research (e.g., Guthrie & Datta, 2008).  For instance, Jackson and Schuler (1995, p. 252) state that “industries, like nation cultures, are the contexts within which meanings are constructed, effectiveness is defined, and behaviors are evaluated.”  While we believe EL to be beneficial across industries, the effect of EL may be more pronounced in some industry contexts compared to others.  Specifically, we focus on the level of industry capital intensity (high intensity vs. low intensity) as a potential industrial-level moderator.  High capital intensity industries typically include industries such as manufacturing, shipbuilding, and air transport because of the “greater constraints imposed on employee performance by the degree of automation of the production technology or the degree of task structure in these industries” (Terpstra & Rozell, 1993, p. 32).  Low capital industries typically include service industries (i.e., labor intensive) where the human element is the key to organizational effectiveness (Terpstra & Rozell, 1993).  Previous research in the strategy human resource management (SHRM) and labor economics literatures has provided evidence that industry capital intensity moderates the effect of organizational policies on organizational performance (e.g., Guthrie & Datta, 2008 ).  In a similar vein, we propose that the effect of EL on employee performance will be more pronounced in low capital intensive industries (e.g., service industry) than in high capital intensive industries (e.g., manufacturing).  Employees in industries with low capital intensity are the primary input and resource, and there exist fewer constraints on individual-levels of performance in comparison to industries such as manufacturing.  Conversely, in high capital intensity industries, the impact of effective EL upon employee performance might be less pronounced because in these industries the effectiveness of EL might face greater constraints imposed by the degree of automation and/or the use of highly structured work processes.
The third moderator focuses on followers’ organizational tenure as a factor that has the potential to influence the effectiveness of EL.  Scholars have argued that the effects of EL may be contingent upon the amount of job experience employees have.  For instance, scholars have argued that employees who possess an array of attributes that enable them to be successful in an empowered environment will benefit most from EL (e.g., Ahearne et al., 2005; Rapp, Ahearne, Mathieu, & Schillewaert, 2006).  However, in both of the aforementioned studies, the opposite effect was found.  Results indicated that contrary to prediction, employees with low levels of product/industry knowledge and experience benefitted the most from EL, whereas EL was least effective for those with high levels of experience.  Thus, EL may in fact serve an important developmental function for less experienced employees.  For instance, Kozlowski, Gully, Salas, and Cannon-Bowers (1996) have argued that functional leader behaviors are most critical for individuals who are still developing their roles in the workplace.  We do not propose a direction for the moderating effect of organizational tenure because, as reasoned above, both directions are plausible.
Hypothesis 3: Culture moderates the relationship between EL and task performance.  It is expected that EL has a stronger, positive relationship with task performance in horizontal-individualistic cultures compared to in vertical-collectivist cultures.  
Hypothesis 4: Industry capital intensity moderates the relationship between EL and task performance.  It is expected that EL has a stronger, positive relationship with task performance in less capital intensive industries compared to in high capital intensive industries.  
Hypothesis 5: Organizational tenure moderates the relationship between EL and task performance.  
Incremental Contribution of Empowering Leadership 
In addition to the EL approach, the concept of empowerment is also prominent within other theories of leadership.  In fact, Sharma and Kirkman (2015) highlight particular conceptual similarities between EL and four other leadership constructs, namely (a) delegation, (b) participative leadership, (c) transformational leadership (TL), and (d) Leader-Member-Exchange (LMX).  The authors go on to discuss the key conceptual distinctions between EL and each of these four constructs, arguing that “empowering leadership is sufficiently distinct from these more established leadership constructs to warrant continuing a unique line of scholarly inquiry” (Sharma & Kirkman, 2015, p. 197).  However, this distinction was based on a qualitative review.  Thus, it is unclear how empirically distinct, if at all, EL is from these other key leadership constructs.  Therefore, a key aim of the current study is to establish the relative importance of EL and whether or not EL has an incremental contribution (i.e., explains additional variance in outcomes) beyond that provided by these conceptually related leadership theories.  Within the leadership literature, several leadership theories prevail, and it is important that individual leadership models are sufficiently distinct from each other to avoid the proliferation of frameworks (Derue, Nahrgang, Wellman, & Humphrey, 2011).
	Of the four leadership constructs highlighted as being conceptually most similar by Sharma and Kirkman (2015), only LMX and TL have been empirically studied in relation to EL.  In other words, empirical evidence exploring the relationship between delegation and participative leadership with EL is not available.  Interestingly, the leadership literature generally treats participative leadership as a dimension of EL.  For example, Huang, Iun, Liu, and Gong’s (2010) study of participative leadership utilized part of the scale developed by Arnold et al. (2000) to measure EL.  This approach is common across many participative leadership studies (e.g., Lam, Huang, & Chan, 2015; Miao, Newman, & Huang, 2014).  As a result, it is impossible to draw any conclusions as to the empirical similarities or differences between EL and participative leadership.  However, while participative leadership represents one part of EL, EL is a much broader construct which results in employees making their own decisions rather than simply influencing those of their leaders (Ahearne et al., 2005).  In terms of leader delegation, while a number of studies explore this specific type of leader behavior (e.g., Joiner & Leveson, 2015; Pellegrini & Scandura, 2006), we could not find any primary studies which included scales measuring delegation and EL together.  Also, like participative leadership, delegation is central to EL, and again this makes it difficult to test whether EL has an incremental contribution above that provided by delegation.  Therefore, the focus of the current study is to examine whether EL has any incremental contribution beyond that provided by TL and LMX.
	EL is conceptually related to TL as both styles place emphasis on providing opportunities for follower self-development.  For instance, the effect of TL on followers’ performance is often explained as stemming from followers’ development and empowerment, which increase both their ability and their motivation (Bass, 1997).  Accordingly, the empowerment of followers is often presented as one of the main features that distinguish TL from transactional leadership (Kark, Shamir, & Chen, 2003).  To achieve these ends, TL includes empowering behaviors such as delegation of responsibility to followers, enhancing followers’ capacity to think on their own, and encouraging followers to come up with new and creative ideas (Dvir, Eden, Avolio, & Shamir, 2002).  Unsurprisingly, TL has been empirically linked to psychological empowerment (Kark et al., 2003; Seibert, Wang, & Courtright, 2011).  However, TL has also been shown to create dependence as followers become reliant on their leader for inspiration and guidance (Kark et al., 2003).  Also, as argued by Sharma and Kirkman (2015), leaders may exhibit TL behavior without actually transferring much control or power to their followers.  Thus, EL is arguably distinct from TL as it explicitly encourages independence and autonomy (e.g., Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014; Sharma & Kirkman, 2015).  
EL also has theoretical links with LMX as both share relation-oriented behaviors that build respect between followers and leaders (Derue et al., 2011).  Like EL and TL, LMX is often considered to be empowering in nature, and psychological empowerment mediates the effects of high-quality LMX relationships (Martin, Guillaume, Thomas, Lee, & Epitropaki, 2016).  However, unlike EL, the development of empowerment is not fundamental to LMX theory.  In fact, as highlighted by Sharma and Kirkman (2015), followers may report high levels of LMX even with leaders who are highly directive.  In other words, LMX focuses on the unique relationship between leaders and followers (e.g., Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997), which may or may not be built on empowerment.  Taken together, on the basis of the above arguments we predict the following:
	Hypothesis 6: Empowering leadership predicts follower and team outcomes beyond a) TL and b) LMX.
Mediators of the Empowering Leadership-Performance Relationship 
Individual-level mediators
  To understand the underlying mechanisms through which EL takes effect, the research to date has often focused on psychological empowerment (Chen et al., 2011) or related concepts such as self-efficacy (e.g., Ahearne et al., 2005), or intrinsic motivation (e.g., Zhang & Bartol, 2010).  As discussed earlier, this is unsurprising given the fact that, arguably, EL can only be considered effective if it engenders a sense of empowerment within followers (Admunsen & Martinsen, 2014).  However, while psychological empowerment may be the most obvious explanatory mechanism, there are strong theoretical reasons to consider additional pathways through which EL might take effect.  For example, Huang and colleagues (2010) draw a conceptual distinction between two explanatory pathways that can explain the effects of participative leadership, which is conceptually related to EL, on individual-level follower outcomes.  The authors describe a motivational model whereby higher levels of psychological empowerment result in improved work performance.  They also propose an alternative exchange-based model which asserts that leader behavior that empowers subordinates sends a message that the leader has confidence in, and concern and respect for, their followers, thus fostering higher levels of trust in the leader (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002).  According to this pathway, followers are likely to reciprocate such behavior with higher levels of work performance.  Central to this pathway is the establishment of trust in leader as a key psychological facilitator of the exchange process.  In relation to EL, scholars have paid less attention to this exchange-based explanation when exploring mediating mechanisms.  Thus, one key goal of the current analysis is to test both psychological empowerment and trust in leader simultaneously as alternative motivational and exchange-based processes.  
Furthermore, in order to strengthen the robustness of our test of the indirect effects proposed above, all of the analyses conducted test the mediating links between EL and different components of individual job performance (i.e., task performance, OCB, and creativity) while at the same time accounting for the relative effects of both LMX and TL, thus aiming to rigorously examine the indirect effects of EL.  This is important as both TL and LMX have been shown to have indirect effects on employee behavior through the same mediating mechanisms described above (Bartram & Casimir, 2007; Martin et al., 2016).  Thus, we seek to not only determine the degree to which the effects of EL can be explained through the development of trust in leader and psychological empowerment but also the degree to which such mediating mechanisms are unique from LMX and TL.  Below, we discuss the rationale for examining these mediating mechanisms in the current analysis.
Psychological empowerment as mediator.  Psychological empowerment describes a psychological state that is manifested in four cognitions: meaning, competence, self-determination, and impact (Spreitzer, 1995).  Psychological empowerment represents the internal process that ensues out of an act of empowering by someone such as a supervisor or manager (Ahearne et al., 2005).  Moreover, it has been argued that in essence EL behaviors are only effective if they do in fact evoke subordinates’ experience of empowerment (Leach, Wall, & Jackson, 2003; Raub & Robert, 2010).  Strong conceptual links have been made between the actions of an empowering leader and each of the four cognitions associated with the experience of psychological empowerment (e.g., Zhang & Bartol, 2010).  For instance, an empowering leader provides an employee with autonomy and prospects for self-determination by encouraging the individual to decide how to carry out his or her job (Pearce, Manz, & Sims, 2008).  
It is also argued that through the development of psychological empowerment in their followers, empowering leaders facilitate the development of intrinsic motivation (e.g., Zhang & Bartol, 2010), the extent to which an individual is inner directed, is interested in or fascinated with a task, and engages in a task for the sake of the task itself (Utman, 1997).  A core proposition of psychological empowerment theory is that the experience of empowerment and intrinsic motivation will be related to positive forms of work performance due to the more active orientation psychologically empowered employees are said to take toward their work (e.g., Spreitzer, 1995, 2008).  Accordingly, task performance, OCB, and creativity have been proposed as individual-level behavioral outcomes.  Indeed, meta-analytic support exists for the strong link between psychological empowerment and all three outcomes (Seibert et al., 2011).  Furthermore, empirical studies have provided support for psychological empowerment as a mediator (e.g., Zhang & Bartol, 2010) between EL and employee outcomes; however, there is considerable variation in the strength of effects (Raub & Robert, 2010) and even findings that did not support psychological empowerment as a mediator (Ahearne et al., 2005).  Despite these inconsistencies, given that the majority of the research has provided support for empowerment as a mediator, we propose the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 7: Follower psychological empowerment will mediate the relationship between empowering leadership and individual-level a) task performance, b) creativity, and c) OCB.
Trust in leader as mediator.  Trust has been defined and conceptualized in a number of ways but can be generally defined as a psychological state consisting of a willingness to be vulnerable due to the positive expectations of another party (e.g., Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998).  Established leadership styles such as TL have consistently shown robust relationships with trust in leader (Hoch, Bommer, Dulebohn, & Wu, 2016).  Similarly, Biemann and colleagues (2015) posit that an empowering leader will engage in more frequent, high-quality social exchanges with their subordinates, which will facilitate a relationship that is characterized by high levels of trust.  Leaders who involve subordinates in key decisions and grant employees latitude in their job role make themselves vulnerable as they relinquish power and control.  According to social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), team members will reciprocate this faith shown by their leaders by increasing the extent to which they trust their leader (e.g., Huang et al., 2010).  Higher levels of trust in a leader in turn have been shown as an important source for employees’ task performance and OCB (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002).  However, within the EL literature, trust in leader as a mediating mechanism has rarely been examined.  This is particularly surprising given the fact that trust in leader has frequently been explored as a mediator in relation to other leadership approaches, including LMX (see Martin et al., 2016) and TL (e.g., Jung & Avolio, 2000).  Thus, the present meta-analysis advances our understanding of the EL process by examining subordinates’ trust in leader as a mediator and comparing the magnitude of this pathway to the motivational mechanism described previously (i.e., psychological empowerment).
Hypothesis 8: Follower trust in leader mediates the relationship between empowering leadership and individual-level a) task performance, b) creativity, and c) OCB.
LMX as mediator.  As discussed above, a key aim of the current research is to explore the effects of EL compared to those of TL and LMX.  An alternative way of viewing LMX, however, is as a mediator between EL and outcomes.  Indeed, an interesting plurality exists within the leadership literature whereby LMX, a relational approach to leadership, can be viewed either as a leadership predictor or as a mediator explaining the effects of other leadership styles.  LMX, like trust in the leader, relies heavily on social exchange principles as a theoretical basis. As such, LMX has been posited as a mediator between leader behavior and follower outcomes (Wang, Law, Hackett, Wang, & Chen, 2005).  A recent study by Hassan, Mahsud, Yukl, and Prussia (2013) found empirical support for LMX as a mediator between EL and followers’ affective commitment and perceptions of leader effectiveness.  The authors argue that EL behaviors signal to followers that the leader has confidence and trust in their skills and motivation to accomplish a difficult task or project, leading to a higher quality LMX relationship.  Although no previous empirical work has explored LMX as a mediator between EL and followers’ behavior at work, such an exchange-based pathway can be predicted on the basis of social exchange theory (Blau, 1964).  Furthermore, as both theoretical explanations hinge on social exchange, it is not clear whether LMX and trust in the leader offer distinct or largely overlapping roles for mediating the EL-outcome relationship. In line with this, we seek to add clarity to the literature by determining the distinctiveness of trust in the leader and LMX as mediators of EL.
Hypothesis 9: Follower-rated LMX will mediate the relationship between empowering leadership and individual-level a) task performance, b) creativity, and c) OCB.
Team-level mediators: team empowerment and knowledge sharing.  
At the team-level of analysis, there are only enough primary studies available to explore mediation in relation to team performance.  Thus, we only focus on team performance as the dependent variable in the following hypotheses.  
Team empowerment as mediator.  As discussed, empowerment is a central mediating mechanism linking EL with both individual- and team-level outcomes (Leach et al., 2003; Sharma & Kirkman, 2015).  Kirkman and Rosen (1999) propose that team empowerment is highly similar to individual empowerment in terms of its underlying dimensions, predictors, and outcomes.  As such, empowerment has been conceptualized as a multilevel construct, or a construct that shares similar meaning and functions across levels (Chen, Mathieu, & Bliese, 2004).  Because empowered employees feel more competent and able to influence their team’s outcomes, team empowerment has regularly been shown to lead to positive team outcomes, such as performance (e.g., Seibert et al., 2011).  Furthermore, empirical studies have supported a model whereby team empowerment mediates the relationship between EL and team performance outcomes (e.g., Fong & Snape, 2015; Lorinkova et al., 2013).  
Hypothesis 10: Team empowerment will mediate the relationship between EL and team-level task performance.  
Team knowledge sharing as mediator.  While the effect of EL on team outcomes is theorized to primarily manifest itself through a feeling of empowerment in a team (Chen et al., 2011; Mathieu et al., 2006), like at the individual-level, an alternative explanation for the effects of EL at the team-level can also be advanced.  In particular, knowledge sharing has been posited as a mechanism that can explain the positive effects of team-focused EL.  Team knowledge sharing refers to activities that aid the sharing of task-relevant ideas, information, and suggestions among team members (Srivastava et al., 2006).  It is crucial to team performance because it enables team members to capitalize on existing knowledge bases residing within the team, thus enhancing their capacity to exploit different types of specialized and distinct expertise more effectively (Srivastava et al., 2006).  There are several reasons to expect that EL will have a positive impact on team knowledge sharing.  For example, the behaviors of an empowering leader should encourage team members to express their own thoughts and ideas and recognize their inputs as valuable (e.g., Srivastava et al., 2006).  Furthermore, the coaching behavior of an empowering leader includes inspiring team members to solve problems together as a team, thus promoting knowledge sharing among them (Arnold et al., 2000), which, in turn, contributes to better performance (Srivastava et al., 2006).  Consistent with these arguments, a few empirical studies have provided support for the role of team knowledge sharing as a mediating team process in the empowering leadership-team performance relationship (e.g., Srivastava et al., 2006).  On the basis of the aforementioned theory and empirical support, we propose the following: 
Hypothesis 11: Team knowledge sharing will mediate the relationship between EL and team performance.  
Method
Literature Search
To identify relevant studies, we searched a number of databases, including Proquest, Web of Science, and EBSCO, until the year 2016 using keywords such as “Empowering Leader” and “Empowering Leadership.”  This search was limited to journal articles, dissertations, book chapters, and conference proceedings.  We also searched the reference lists from relevant review articles and the most recent papers (e.g., Cheong et al., 2016; Sharma & Kirkman, 2015).  These publications were all scrutinized using the study inclusion criteria discussed below.
Study inclusion criteria and coding.  A study had to meet a number of criteria to be included in our final analysis.  First, it had to provide (a) a zero-order correlation between a measure of EL and any potential outcome (i.e., performance) or mediator (i.e., psychological empowerment, trust in leader, and knowledge sharing) or (b) sufficient information to calculate the zero-order correlation.  Second, in order to calculate the sampling error, the study had to state the sample size.  Using these criteria, 89 publications and 105 independent samples (several publications reported multiple samples) were included in our analysis.  Of these studies, 16 were unpublished (i.e., dissertations or conference proceedings).  The vast majority of the primary studies included in our final sample involved full-time working adults from various industries. Exceptions were 4 studies which included student samples. These were either students involved in business simulation tasks designed to emulate real-world project teams (Lee & Wei, 2011; Lorinkova et al., 2013) or students working in research groups (Meng, Zou, He, & Luo, 2015). Further, one primary study involved an experimental manipulation involving student participants (van Dijke, De Cremer, Mayer, & Van Quaquebeke, 2012 [Study 1]).  The coding of the studies was then completed by one of the authors.  Once completed, one of the authors (who did not code the original studies) double checked the coded studies and found no discrepancies.  
Meta-analysis procedure.  The meta-analysis employed the Hunter and Schmidt (1990, 2004) approach, which produces a sample weighted mean correlation (r) as well as a mean correlation corrected for unreliability in both outcome and predictor variables, the  corrected population correlation (ρ).  In this approach, missing values (i.e., reliabilities of measures) can be estimated by adding the average value across the studies in which information was provided (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990, 2004).  Objective performance data were not corrected for unreliability because researchers frequently argue that measures based on objective data are less subject to bias (Riketta, 2005).  The 90% confidence intervals (90% CI) of the sample-weighted mean correlation and the 80% credibility intervals (80% CV) of the corrected population correlation were also reported.  These confidence intervals estimate the variability in the sample-weighted mean correlation that is due to sampling error; credibility intervals estimate the variability in the individual correlations across studies due to moderator variables (Whitener, 1990).  Furthermore, confidence intervals can be used to determine whether two estimates differ from each other; two estimates are considered different when their confidence intervals are nonoverlapping.  
We also calculated whether sampling error and error of measurement accounted for more than 75% of the variance between studies (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990).  In doing so, we present the percentage of the variance accounted for in the corrected population correlation by sampling and measurement error (% VE).  This calculation provides an additional indicator of the likelihood of moderators being present, if this error accounts for less than 75% of the variance.  Categorical moderators (e.g., common vs. noncommon source ratings) were computed using Hunter and Schmidt’s (1990, 2004) subgroup analyses techniques, wherein separate meta-analyses were conducted at each of the specified moderator levels.  For the moderator that was not categorical in nature, organizational tenure, we created categories based on high versus low levels (i.e., studies above and below the mean level of organizational tenure).  The mean level of organizational tenure in our moderation sample was 40.26 months (Standard Deviation = 26.8).
To reduce common source variance in our incremental contribution and mediation analysis, the correlations between EL and the dependent variables and the correlations between the mediators and the dependent variables were based on noncommon source estimates (c.f., Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003).  In order to run this analysis, we used correlations from the current meta-analysis as well as correlations provided by other recent meta-analyses (see Appendix 2).  For some relationships (e.g., between trust in leader and psychological empowerment), we could not find any previous meta-analytic correlations.  In such cases, we conducted a separate search of the literature in order to isolate relevant studies and create the corrected correlation (see Appendix 2).  Once all the meta-analytic correlations were calculated or found, we moved on to the second step of testing the incremental contribution and mediation models.  To do this, we used the meta-analytic structural equation modelling (MASEM) procedure as detailed by Viswesvaran and Ones (1995).  All path models were estimated using robust maximum likelihood estimation within Mplus (version 7).  Due to the fact that sample sizes varied across the correlation estimates we first calculated the harmonic mean of each subsample size in order to produce a sample size for our analysis (Viswesvaran & Ones, 1995).  This is the approach used by a number of recent meta-analyses (e.g., Martin et al., 2016).  
Results
Main Effects
Table 1 presents the uncorrected and corrected effect sizes for the relationships of EL with each of the performance outcomes.  In support of Hypothesis 1, positive and significant associations between EL and individual-level performance outcomes were found.  Specifically, EL was positively and significantly related to task performance ( =.21), OCB ( =.37), and creativity ( =.35).  Interestingly, the correlation between EL and task performance was significantly lower than the correlation between EL and both OCB and creativity (as indicated by nonoverlapping 90% CIs).  These results indicate that EL is more strongly related to creativity and OCB than to task performance.
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	At the team-level of analysis, we found support for Hypothesis 2 by showing that EL is positively and significantly associated with team-level performance ( =.24), OCB ( =.36), and creativity ( =.32).  Unlike at the individual-level, the magnitude of these positive effects was not significantly different.  In other words, the effect of EL on team performance was not significantly different to its effect on team creativity or OCB.  Interestingly, when comparing the effects of EL across the two levels, the results show that EL has a comparable association with individual- and team-level outcomes. In other words, EL seems to have a similar effect on team behavior as it does on individual behavior. 
Examining Methodological Moderators
As the studies included in our meta-analysis varied in terms of the source from which they obtained performance ratings, including self-rated performance (common-source) and other-rated or objective performance measures, we assessed whether rating source impacted on the effect of EL.  With the exception of objective task performance ( =.08), we found no significant differences in the effect of EL on self-rated ( =.26) versus other-rated ( =.17) individual task performance, OCB (self-rated  =.44; other-rated  =.30), creativity (self-rated  =.40; other-rated  =.33), or team performance (Table 1).
We also tested for the possibility of publication bias, comparing whether the effects of EL vary for published versus unpublished studies.  Table 1 shows no evidence of publication bias, as the correlation between EL and employee outcomes in published studies was not significantly different from the correlation found in unpublished studies.  Finally, we explored any differential effects of the various scales used to measure EL.  As shown in Appendix 1, EL is most frequently measured using the scales developed by Ahearne et al. (2005) and Arnold et al. (2000).  Both of these scales predict individual task performance, creativity, and psychological empowerment to the same extent.  In fact, our analysis shows that no meaningful differences can be seen between any of the scales with the exception of the Amundsen and Martinsen (2014) measure, which has a significantly larger correlation with psychological empowerment ( = .65) compared with either the Arnold et al. (2000;  = .44) or Ahearne et al. (2005;  = .50) scales.  The aforementioned scale is the most recently developed and therefore has received relatively little research attention.  Therefore, it is unknown whether this scale also predicts employee behavior (or other outcomes) to a similarly larger extent.  
Moderating Effects 
In the introduction, we reasoned that moderating effects are likely to particularly influence the link between EL and individual task performance.  This was supported in our analysis as the credibility intervals (CV) showed that for other-rated individual task performance, the 80% CV was both large and included zero (lower = -.01; upper = .36), suggesting much variation between studies (Table 1).  This level of variation was less evident for the other performance outcomes, which showed smaller credibility intervals.  Interestingly, this variation was also less evident at the team-level of analysis. For instance, the 80% CV for team-level performance were much narrow than at the individual-level (lower = .15; upper = .26). Thus, as intimated in the literature review, we focused our moderation analysis on the relationship between EL and other-rated individual task performance.
	Table 2 displays our categorical moderation analysis and reveals some interesting findings.  Firstly, contrary to Hypothesis 3, we found that the effect of EL on task performance is only significant in vertical-collectivist cultures and is nonsignificant in horizontal-individualistic cultures.  In relation to Hypothesis 4, we found no evidence for a difference in the effect of EL on performance for high versus low capital intensity industries.  Finally, we found that the effects of EL are larger when employees have lower organizational tenure ( = .23) than when they have high organizational tenure ( = .05), thus supporting Hypothesis 5.
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Relative Weights Analysis and Incremental Contribution
In order to explore the effect of EL compared to that of both TL and LMX, we employed relative weights analysis and tests of incremental contribution.  These analyses were based on meta-analytic correlations between EL, LMX, and TL and between these leadership constructs and follower behavioral outcomes and potential mediators.  At the team-level, we were unable to explore the relative predictive validity of EL compared to LMX due to a lack of prerequisite correlations.  As such, at the team-level, we only examined the relative weight and incremental contribution of EL above TL.  First, we conducted a series of relative weights using the guidelines set forth by Tonidandel and LeBreton (2011).  The results of these analyses are shown in Table 3.  Looking at the results of these analyses, some interesting patterns emerge.  At the individual-level of analysis, EL played a dominant role when it came to explaining creativity (55.25%) and psychological empowerment (61.80%).  EL, LMX, and TL had largely similar effects on OCB and trust in leader.  Interestingly, LMX had a dominant effect on task performance (61.70% of the variance).  At the team-level, due to a lack of primary studies, we were only able to compare the effects of EL with TL.  We found that compared to TL, EL explained a greater amount of the variance in team empowerment (73.50%).  However, TL played a stronger role in explaining team-level performance (81.31%), OCB (81.72%), and knowledge sharing (64%).  
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Table 4 displays the results of our incremental contribution analysis and demonstrates mixed support for Hypothesis 6.  In particular, at the individual-level of analysis, controlling for TL and LMX, EL was a significant predictor of OCB, creativity, psychological empowerment, and trust in leader.  Unsurprisingly, EL accounted for most of the additional variance, above that accounted for by TL and LMX, in relation to psychological empowerment (41%).  Of the behavioral outcomes, EL accounted for most of the additional variance in followers’ creativity (31%), followed by followers’ OCB (8%).  At the team-level, EL accounted for a considerable amount of the additional variance, over and above that accounted for by TL, in predicting team empowerment (52%), followed by team knowledge sharing (13%).  These findings suggest that EL is a leadership construct that is able to add explanatory power to several key organizational constructs.  However, the analysis also highlighted that in relation to task performance (both individual and team-level) and team-level OCB, EL adds no explanatory power beyond that provided by TL and LMX.  
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Mediation Analysis
As discussed previously, we conducted MASEM analysis to explore theoretical relevant mediating variables at both the individual and team-level.  As with the test of incremental contribution, we focused on noncommon source ratings of the behavioral outcome variables in order to reduce common source bias.  These models were based on the meta-analytic correlations displayed in Appendix 2.  The results, shown graphically in Figure 1, demonstrate that at the individual-level of analysis, EL has a significant indirect effect on follower task performance, OCB, and creativity through trust in leader and psychological empowerment.  Thus, both mediators explain the positive effects of EL, supporting Hypotheses 7 and 8.  Interestingly, despite the centrality of psychological empowerment to EL theory, EL actually had a larger indirect effect on OCB through trust in leader (.15 vs. .13).  In relation to follower creativity, the indirect effect of EL was identical for both psychological empowerment and trust in leader (.12).  These findings position trust in leader as an important explanatory variable in explaining the effects of EL.  The findings related to the role of LMX in relation to EL were also interesting.  When LMX was included as a mediator between EL and task performance, we found a significant indirect effect (.16), thus supporting Hypothesis 9a.  This indirect effect was larger than was found for both psychological empowerment and trust in leader.  These results suggest that LMX may be well positioned as a mediator between EL and individual task performance.  However, in relation to OCB and creativity, we found no evidence of LMX as a mediator; thus, neither Hypothesis 9b or 9c were supported.  Furthermore, comparison of model fit between the models with LMX as a predictor (model 1a for task performance, 2a for OCB, and 3a for creativity in Figure 1) and the models with LMX as a mediator (model 1b for task performance, 2b for OCB, and 3b for creativity in Figure 1) showed better model fit for the models with LMX specified as a predictor (see Appendix 3).  
At the team-level, we found evidence for team empowerment as a mediator between team-level EL and team performance (.18).  Conversely, we found no evidence for knowledge sharing as a mediator.  Thus, support was found for Hypothesis 10 but not for Hypothesis 11.  We were unable to explore mediation between EL and team-level OCB or creativity due to insufficient studies on the relationship(s) between these variables and the mediators and/or TL.
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Discussion
Overall, we found evidence to support that EL represents a leadership construct that adds additional explanatory power beyond that provided by TL.  However, the effects of EL were found to be reliant on the development of followers’ psychological empowerment, trust in leader, and LMX.  Otherwise, the direct effects of EL were negative.  Surprisingly, we also found that the main effect of EL on task performance was only significant in vertical-collectivistic cultures and was stronger when followers had lower organizational tenure.  
Theoretical Implications
	Our research contributes to the understanding of EL in a number of important ways.  When examined on its own, we found that, as expected, EL had significant positive effects on individual-level OCB and creativity, regardless of whether these variables were self- or other-rated.  Interestingly, compared with task performance, EL was more strongly related to both these outcomes.  This finding supports the contention of scholars who argue that EL is most effective at influencing work behaviors that require creativity or proactivity (e.g., Martin et al., 2013).  For instance, it has been argued that EL behaviors can help employees gain a sense of competence and autonomy, hence enhancing intrinsic motivation and subsequently proactive behavior and creativity. Conversely, our results support the view that EL holds less value in connection with more routine tasks associated with core task performance.  Unlike proactive behavior, the additional autonomy granted by an empowering leader seems to holds less value in connection with routine tasks (Gagné & Deci, 2005). Such tasks, being fairly structured, limit the advantage of the additional latitude granted by empowering leaders. 
Regarding task performance, our results show that EL did have significant effects on self-rated, other-rated, and objective performance, but the relationship, especially with other-rated performance, was highly variable, indicating the presence of moderating variables.  
At the team-level of analysis, we also found evidence of significant relationships between EL and team performance, OCB, and creativity.  The magnitude of the effect between EL and these team outcomes did not vary significantly, suggesting that EL predicts team-level performance to a similar extent as it does team-level OCB and creativity.  Overall, our findings contribute to the understanding of the EL construct by showing support for a positive association between EL and follower behavior at work.  Leaders who empower their subordinates seem to particularly encourage OCB and creative behavior.  While this was predicted on the basis of the psychological empowerment literature, this represents an important initial finding given that a degree of theoretical and empirical ambiguity exists regarding the effects of EL.  For example, on the basis of the cost of autonomy and role theory perspectives, Cheong et al. (2016) argue for the potential negative effects of EL on work performance.  Overall, we can be confident that the overall effects of EL are positive.
Another aim of the current research was to explore a number of categorical moderators (i.e., organizational tenure, national culture, and industry capital intensity) of the link between EL and task performance. The focus on individual-level task performance (other-rated) was due to the large variation seen in the relationship between this outcome and EL.  Furthermore, the relatively large number of primary studies that have explored this relationship made the moderation analysis more feasible.  The findings were somewhat surprising.  In particular, we found that the effects of EL on task performance were more pronounced when employees had low rather than high organizational tenure.  This finding goes against much of the theory related to the role of psychological empowerment and experience.  Scholars have argued that employees who possess an array of attributes that enable them to be successful in an empowered environment will benefit most from EL (Ahearne et al., 2005).  For instance, Hersey and Blanchard (1982) argue that less experienced and less knowledgeable employees may be less prepared to seize the opportunity when the manager uses an empowering style of management.  Our results show the opposite effect.  Despite this, our findings are in line with previous empirical work demonstrating that employees with low levels of product/industry knowledge and experience benefit the most from EL, whereas EL is least effective for those with high levels of experience (e.g., Ahearne et al., 2005; Rapp et al., 2006).  Such effects may be explained by the fact that new employees may have greater desires for intrinsically motivating tasks and experiences of self-control in the workplace (e.g., Cropanzano, James, & Konovsky, 1993; Wright & Bonett, 2002).  Moreover, prior studies have revealed that new employees tend to react more favorably towards various organizational practices in their first few months with the organization, a period referred to as the “honeymoon period’’ (e.g., Wright & Bonett, 2002).  
	Another surprising finding that arose from our moderation analysis was that in horizontal-individualistic cultures, the direct effect of EL on task performance was nonsignificant.  Conversely, in vertical-collectivistic cultures, we found a significant positive effect.  Again, this is contrary to theory which suggests that individuals in high power distance societies (i.e., vertical-collectivistic cultures) will be less willing to accept and exercise discretionary power granted by leaders (e.g., Chow, Lo, Sha, & Hong, 2006). It has been suggested that within such cultures, employees  are accustomed to clear hierarchal structures and often hesitate to take the initiative or make decisions without consulting supervisors (Chen & Fahr, 2001).  Interestingly, however, researchers have argued that the moderating role of power distance depends on the type of empowerment that is the focus of the research(e.g., Fock, Hui, Au, & Bond, 2013).  For instance, Fock, Hui, Au, and Bond (2013) demonstrate that the effect of discretion empowerment (i.e., perceived discretionary authority at work) is mitigated by higher power distance but that the effect of leadership empowerment is actually heightened by high power distance.  Our results support this contention that in vertical-collectivistic cultures, behavioral reactions to EL, in the form of task performance, are more pronounced than they are in horizontal-individualistic cultures.  
	While we found somewhat unexpected moderating effects in relation to national culture and employee organizational tenure, it was similarly surprising that we found no evidence for a moderating role played by organizational context in the form of industry capital intensity.  While we know of no study that has examined the moderating effect of industry capital intensity on EL and task performance, this result is contrary to previous research where industry capital intensity was found to moderate the relationships between a number of organizational policies and practices and organizational performance (e.g., Chadwick, Way, Kerr, & Thacker, 2013; Datta et al., 2005).  Although we predicted otherwise, our results indicate that EL was effective in promoting task performance regardless of the level to which industry capital intensity was involved.  It is possible that this result occurred because employee performance is an intermediate outcome measure between EL and the individual employee.  Intermediate outcomes such as task performance need not depend upon macro-level contextual factors such as industry capital intensity; rather, they may depend more on meso-level moderating factors such as team-level variables.  Echoing Sharma and Kirkman (2015), we believe additional research is needed to better understand the interplay of EL and a range of organizational contextual factors and the resultant impact on organizationally relevant outcomes.	
  A primary goal of the current study was to explore the incremental contribution of EL compared to TL and LMX.  Both TL and LMX have conceptual similarities with EL (Sharma & Kirkman, 2015) and represent the two most researched leadership theories.  While individual studies have explored the incremental contribution of EL relative to these constructs (e.g., Amundson & Martinsen, 2014), such studies have rarely focused on follower behavior as the outcome.  For instance, Amundsen and Martinsen (2014) demonstrated that EL predicts significant incremental variance, beyond that predicted by TL and LMX, in employees’ psychological empowerment, but they did not measure any behavioral outcomes.  A recent study that did include both LMX and EL as predictors of task performance found no significant effect of EL or LMX (Lee et al., 2017).  Given the lack of previous empirical evidence to support that EL has an incremental contribution over and above that of TL and LMX in relation to followers’ behavioral outcomes, the results of the current analysis represent an important step for EL to be considered a useful theory of leadership in its own right.  Our findings provide mixed support for the direct effects of EL beyond those of the other leadership constructs.  In terms of predicting employee behavior (other-rated), EL had positive effects on individual-level OCB and creativity.  In fact, EL was the strongest predictor of creativity when all three leadership constructs were included as predictors.  Conversely, the effect of EL on task performance became negative when included with TL and LMX.  Similarly, EL had no significant effect on team-level performance or OCB (other-rated) when included alongside TL.  These findings again suggest that, compared with task performance, EL is a better predictor of creativity and OCB, at least at the individual-level.  Compared with LMX and TL, EL was also the strongest predictor of both psychological empowerment and trust in leader.  Further, at the team-level, EL significantly predicted team empowerment and knowledge sharing more effectively than TL.  Taken together, the results of this analysis largely support the predictive effects of EL over those of TL and LMX.  This is an important theoretical contribution given that it is important for more contemporary leadership styles to show that they have greater predictive validity than the established leadership constructs (e.g., Piccolo et al., 2012).  
	Our final set of analyses focused on exploring the mediating mechanisms through which EL influences individual and team behavioral outcomes.  The results showed, as expected, that psychological empowerment was a significant mediator between EL and all behavioral outcomes at both the individual and team-level.  Interestingly, however, at the individual-level, psychological empowerment had the smallest indirect effect on all the outcomes.  For task performance, LMX had the largest indirect effect, while for OCB and creativity, it was trust in leader.  The fact that we found evidence for trust in leader and LMX as mediators of EL represents an important contribution to EL theory.  Despite the centrality of psychological empowerment to EL theory, in the current research, we posited that exchange-based mediators might additionally explain the effects of EL.  In particular, we explored the role of trust in leader and LMX as potential mediators of EL.  Previous research has rarely considered such variables.  Huang and colleagues (2010) found support for the view that participative leadership (measured as a dimension of EL) predicts employee task performance and OCB through increased trust in leader.  The link between EL and both LMX and trust in leader is based on social exchange theory (e.g., Blau, 1964).  The theory suggests that empowering leader behaviors, such as providing opportunities for growth and self-development, represent favorable social exchanges on the part of the leader.  According to LMX theory (e.g., Graen & Scandura, 1987), a high-quality dyadic relationship develops through positive exchanges.  Thus, EL may predict the development of a high-quality relationship if the follower values the leader’s empowering behavior and reciprocates appropriately.  In a similar vein, empowering leader behavior also sends a message that a leader has confidence in, and concern and respect for, their followers, behavior that is likely to foster higher levels of trust in the superior (e.g., Huang et al., 2010).  The fact that we found support for these exchange-based processes represents an important theoretical implication as it clearly suggests that research related to EL should consider such mechanisms rather than just focusing on motivational mechanisms.  
	Another striking implication of our mediation results concerns the direct effects of EL on employee behavior.  Across all our outcome variables, at both levels of analysis, we found either negative or nonsignificant direct effects of EL.  This is somewhat surprising as it suggests that when the effects of the other variables included in the analysis are accounted for, EL may have deleterious effects on employee outcomes.  These results may be explained in two ways.  First, the negative effects may simply be methodological artefacts.  Specifically, the results may indicate a suppression effect, whereby the large correlations between the variables (particularly between the three leadership constructs) may artificially suppress the relationship observed in the path analysis.  The correlations between EL and both TL (r = .67) and LMX (r = .76) were indeed high, suggesting collinearity issues may be present.  
	The second explanation for the negative direct effects of EL in our mediation models is theoretical.  As alluded to in the introduction, researchers have questioned whether EL always has positive effects on employee outcomes.  For instance, Cheong and colleagues (2016) recently proposed that EL can be both “enhancing” and “burdening” for followers.  In relation to burdening, the authors suggest that receiving extra assignments and additional responsibilities from a leader can interfere with followers’ role perceptions that were previously constructed, increasing individuals’ role stress (Cheong et al., 2016).  What appears to be evident from the current analysis is that if EL is to have positive effects on employee behavior, it is essential that empowering behavior engender psychological empowerment, trust in leader, and LMX.  Through these motivational and exchange-based mediators, EL has significant positive effects on followers’ behavioral outcomes.  Conversely, if empowering behaviors do not facilitate the conditions to create empowerment, trust in leader, or LMX, it seems like EL may have deleterious effects on followers.  This suggests that ultimately the effects of EL are determined by how followers perceive their leader’s behavior.  On the one hand, followers may view leader behaviors such as fostering participative decision making or providing autonomy from bureaucratic constraints as an indication that the leader trusts them and is providing them with opportunities for self-development and growth.  Alternatively, such behaviors could be interpreted as indicating that the leader lacks the ability to lead or is passing responsibility on to followers in order to avoid making difficult decisions.  In the first instance, EL should enhance the psychological empowerment, trust in leader, and LMX of followers.  In the latter example, followers may be frustrated and uncertain about their role and may not participate in a positive exchange relationship with their leader.  If the attributions of leader behavior are fundamental, it is vital that leaders are able to portray the reasons behind their use of empowering behavior and the benefits for the follower.  
It is interesting to note that our results did not support the proposed mediating role of knowledge sharing between EL and team performance. Separately, we found a positive and significant relationship between team EL and team knowledge sharing and between team knowledge sharing and team performance. However, the relationship between team knowledge sharing and team performance was non-significant when team empowerment was included as a parallel mediator. The non-significant indirect effect of team knowledge sharing is inconsistent with limited studies which provided support that EL has an indirect effect on team performance through team knowledge sharing (e.g., Srivastava et al., 2006). It is important to note that this analysis was based on relatively few primary studies and future research should continue to explore whether knowledge sharing does have any indirect effects when in the presence of other team-level mediators. 
Implications for Practice 
As well as the theoretical implications described above, our meta-analysis provides a number of important practical implications.  Our results reveal some well-supported benefits of EL for individuals and teams.  In particular, they suggest that such leadership may be especially useful in enhancing OCB and creativity.  Thus, organizations that particularly require employees to be creative and engage in OCB should consider EL as a means to achieving this.  Although our analysis does not focus on the antecedents of EL (a notable weakness of the literature more generally), organizations wishing to promote EL in their work settings should strive to better understand the reasons why this leadership style is likely to occur.  For example, the selection of leaders can be better understood and more accurately performed when organizations better understand the personal and organizational factors that will foster EL.  In their review of EL, Sharma and Kirkman (2015) propose of number of personal factors that may increase the use of EL behavior; for instance, they suggest that leaders low in narcissism will be more willing to empower their subordinates than leaders high in narcissism.
Relatedly, the results of the meta-analysis have ramifications for leadership training and development systems in organizations.  In particular, the positive effects of EL emphasize the utility of leadership training focused on increasing the use of empowering behaviors by leaders.  Furthermore, the results of the meta-analysis identify some of the mechanisms that might account for why high EL is beneficial and therefore highlights what should be addressed in such leadership training programs.  Specifically, leadership training that focuses on techniques to improve EL through enhancing followers’ psychological empowerment and trust in leader is likely to result in improvements in performance outcomes.  
An interesting finding of our research is that the rater of the performance data did not moderate the relationship between EL and task performance and OCB.  This has practical implications for the evaluation of leadership training and development programs.  Organizations’ evaluations of development programs often fall short due to resource and time constraints.  The fact that the follower self-rated performance data showed relationships with EL that were comparable to those shown by the other-rated performance data indicates that less resource-intensive evaluations, such as surveys that assess the effectiveness of an EL intervention from the perspective of subordinates, are appropriate to evaluate EL leadership training.  
Limitations and Future Research
The current research has a number of limitations and has highlighted several areas of future research.  First, although we conducted a comprehensive search for relevant articles to include in our analysis, it is important that any conclusions drawn about relationships for which we only had a few studies are treated with a degree of caution.  For instance, only six studies examined objective measures of individual-level performance.  When relatively few studies are available, it is harder to draw firm conclusions from the results due to the fact that such results might be heavily influenced by particularly strong or weak correlations.  This limitation also indicates clear areas for future research by demonstrating which outcomes particularly require further investigation.  Scholars, for example, should continue to investigate the link between EL and objective measures of performance.  Even more imperative is research which utilizes objective measures of other outcomes, such as creativity.  For instance, rather than ratings of creativity, future research could focus on objectively measurable creative output (e.g., Scott & Bruce, 1994).  Such measures are less likely to contain bias and can help clarify relationships that at the moment are reliant on subjective assessments.
Second, the vast majority of the studies included in our analysis relied on cross-sectional designs, and thus it is impossible to draw any substantive causal inferences regarding the direction of effects between EL and outcomes.  While there are strong theoretical reasons to suspect that EL predicts employee outcomes, it is possible to argue the opposite.  For instance, it may be that employees who perform well, or who are creative, will be given greater autonomy and thus will be more likely to perceive their leader as empowering.  A number of studies investigating EL have used temporally separate designs (e.g., Rapp, Ahearne, Mathieu, & Rapp, 2010; Zhang & Zhou, 2014), but simply separating independent and dependent variables by time points does not guarantee the direction of causality.  Thus, future research could use a longitudinal design (i.e., crossed-lagged) to determine the direction of effects between EL and various outcomes.  
Third, we focused on employee outcomes associated with EL.  This focus was due to a dearth of research relating to the antecedents of EL.  To date, there is virtually no empirical examination of the factors predicting when EL is more likely to occur.  Thus, the motivation behind the use of EL is unclear.  As noted in the section related to practical implications, the identification of antecedents is vital if organizations wish to utilize the benefits of EL.  
Finally, beyond the issues mentioned above, limitations more specific to our procedures and analyses are also important to consider. As noted by a number of researchers (e.g., Aguinis, Dalton, Bosco, Pierce, & Dalton, 2010; Hoch et al., 2016), every meta-analytic study is subject to a variety of judgment calls; for example, when it comes to retrieving relevant studies and the coding data. To reduce issues related to the former, we conducted an exhaustive search of studies on EL. Second, to address coding issues, the coding of the data was double checked to minimize judgment impacts. In spite of these efforts, these limitations may have unintentionally influenced the findings.
Conclusion
EL is a contemporary leadership construct that is attracting a great deal of empirical attention. At the foundation of EL is the belief that leaders who empower their followers will allow their followers to thrive. The current meta-analytic review considered the empirical redundancy of EL by computing its correlation with TL and LMX and considering the incremental contribution and relative importance of EL in comparison to these leadership approaches. EL showed some dominance over TL and LMX when predicting selected outcomes. Furthermore, the findings highlight psychological empowerment, trust in leader, and LMX as important mediators of the effects of EL.  In sum, EL is a leadership construct that shows much promise.
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	Table 1 
Meta-analytic Results for the Relationship between EL and Follower Outcomes at Individual- and Team-level of Analysis

	 
	 
	 
	 
	90% CI
	 
	 
	 
	80% CV

	Variable
	k
	N
	
	Lower
	Upper
	
	SDρ
	%VE
	Lower
	Upper

	Task Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Individual Task Performance
	27
	8532
	0.19
	0.14
	0.23
	0.21
	0.15
	13.40
	0.01
	0.41

	Individual Task Performance (other-rated)
	20
	5873
	0.16
	0.11
	0.21
	0.17
	0.14
	16.94
	-0.01
	0.36

	Individual Task Performance (self-rated)
	9
	3397
	0.23
	0.15
	0.31
	0.26
	0.15
	11.36
	0.06
	0.46

	Individual Task Performance (Objective)
	7
	1819
	0.08
	0.06
	0.10
	0.08
	0.00
	100.00
	0.08
	0.08

	Individual Task Performance - Published
	24
	7194
	0.18
	0.13
	0.24
	0.20
	0.16
	13.15
	0.00
	0.41

	Individual Task Performance - Unpublished
	3
	959
	0.14
	0.09
	0.19
	0.15
	0.00
	100.00
	0.15
	0.15

	Team Performance
	19
	1376
	0.21
	0.15
	0.26
	0.24
	0.11
	59.80
	0.10
	0.37

	Team Performance (other-rated)
	15
	1116
	0.17
	0.11
	0.23
	0.20
	0.06
	80.62
	0.12
	0.28

	Team Performance (self-rated)
	4
	260
	0.25
	0.12
	0.39
	0.29
	0.12
	53.53
	0.13
	0.45

	Team Performance Published
	17
	1222
	0.20
	0.14
	0.26
	0.23
	0.08
	72.02
	0.13
	0.34

	Team Performance Unpublished
	2
	154
	0.26
	0.01
	0.52
	0.28
	0.20
	24.38
	0.03
	0.54

	OCB
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Individual-level
	14
	5161
	0.33
	0.27
	0.38
	0.37
	0.13
	13.50
	0.20
	0.54

	Individual-level (other-rated)
	10
	2908
	0.27
	0.22
	0.31
	0.30
	0.07
	42.73
	0.21
	0.39

	Individual-level (self-rated)
	5
	2466
	0.39
	0.28
	0.49
	0.44
	0.14
	8.56
	0.26
	0.62

	Individual-level Published
	11
	4154
	0.31
	0.25
	0.37
	0.35
	0.12
	15.55
	0.19
	0.50

	Individual-level Unpublished
	3
	1007
	0.41
	0.29
	0.53
	0.44
	0.14
	11.02
	0.26
	0.62

	Team-level 
	7
	546
	0.33
	0.22
	0.43
	0.36
	0.16
	33.69
	0.16
	0.56

	Team-level (other-rated)
	6
	448
	0.25
	0.21
	0.29
	0.27
	0.00
	100.00
	0.27
	0.27

	Team-level Published
	4
	323
	0.38
	0.22
	0.55
	0.42
	0.20
	22.12
	0.17
	0.68

	Team-level Unpublished
	3
	223
	0.25
	0.20
	0.30
	0.27
	0.00
	100.00
	0.27
	0.27

	Creativity 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Individual-level
	18
	5277
	0.32
	0.26
	0.38
	0.35
	0.16
	11.96
	0.15
	0.55

	Individual-level (other-rated)
	11
	3984
	0.30
	0.22
	0.37
	0.33
	0.16
	9.59
	0.12
	0.54

	Individual-level (self-rated)
	7
	1474
	0.36
	0.30
	0.42
	0.40
	0.10
	31.21
	0.27
	0.52

	Individual-level Published
	16
	4220
	0.32
	0.28
	0.37
	0.35
	0.10
	26.53
	0.22
	0.48

	Individual-level Unpublished
	2
	1057
	0.30
	0.01
	0.60
	0.34
	0.30
	2.26
	-0.05
	0.73

	Team-level
	4
	671
	0.26
	0.18
	0.34
	0.32
	0.08
	58.33
	0.22
	0.41

	Mediators
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Individual Psychological Empowerment
	41
	12454
	0.41
	0.39
	0.44
	0.47
	0.10
	21.82
	0.34
	0.60

	Team Psychological Empowerment
	6
	357
	0.47
	0.41
	0.52
	0.52
	0.00
	100.00
	0.52
	0.52

	Trust in Leader
	10
	2547
	0.58
	0.52
	0.63
	0.66
	0.09
	21.32
	0.54
	0.78

	Team Knowledge Sharing
	7
	635
	0.39
	0.35
	0.43
	0.43
	0.00
	100.00
	0.43
	0.43

	Note. Results are corrected for criterion and predictor unreliability. k = number of correlations; N = number of respondents;  = sample weighted mean correlation;  = corrected population correlation; SDρ = standard deviation of the corrected population correlation; % VE = percentage of variance attributed to sampling error in corrected population correlation; 90% CI = 90% confidence interval around the sample weighted mean correlation; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around the corrected population correlation.

	
Table 2
Meta-analytic Results for the Relationship between EL and Individual Follower Performance at High and Low Levels of the Moderators

	 
	 
	 
	 
	90% CI
	 
	 
	 
	80% CV

	Variable
	k
	N
	
	Lower
	Upper
	
	SDρ
	%VE
	Lower
	Upper

	High Capital Intensity
	6
	1742
	0.18
	0.13
	0.23
	0.21
	0.04
	69.92
	0.15
	0.26

	Low Capital Intensity
	8
	2311
	0.16
	0.08
	0.24
	0.18
	0.14
	16.53
	-0.01
	0.36

	Vertical-Collectivist 
	13
	4092
	0.19
	0.14
	0.24
	0.22
	0.12
	22.15
	0.07
	0.37

	Horizontal-individualistic 
	6
	1674
	0.08
	-0.02
	0.18
	0.08
	0.15
	15.51
	-0.11
	0.27

	High Org Tenure
	4
	1277
	0.05
	0.00
	0.10
	0.05
	0.03
	78.05
	0.01
	0.09

	Low Org Tenure
	8
	2604
	0.20
	0.15
	0.24
	0.23
	0.06
	53.20
	0.15
	0.30



Note. Results are corrected for criterion and predictor unreliability. k = number of correlations; N = number of respondents;  = sample weighted mean correlation;  = corrected population correlation; SDρ = standard deviation of the corrected population correlation; % VE = percentage of variance attributed to sampling error in corrected population correlation; 90% CI = 90% confidence interval around the sample weighted mean correlation; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around the corrected population correlation.




Table 3
Results of Relative Weights Analysis Comparing EL to TL and LMX




	Outcome Variable 
	EL
	TL
	LMX

	Individual Task Performance 
	14.60
	23.70
	61.70

	Individual OCB
	32.38
	33.46
	34.17

	Individual Creativity
	55.25
	14.15
	30.60

	Psychological Empowerment
	61.80
	18.81
	19.39

	Trust in Leader
	36.40
	31.67
	31.92

	Team Performance
	18.69
	81.32
	--

	Team OCB
	18.28
	81.72
	--

	Team Empowerment
	73.50
	26.50
	--

	Team Knowledge Sharing
	36.00
	64.00
	--








Note: Values indicate relative weights as a % of R2
EL = Empowering Leadership; TL = Transformational Leadership; LMX = Leader-Member Exchange

Table 4
Results of Multiple Regression Analysis Examining the Incremental Contribution of EL Compared to LMX and TL
	Outcome Variable 
	N
	EL
	TL
	LMX
	Change in R2 from EL and additional variance account for (%)

	Individual Task Performance 
	3359
	-.11**
	.04
	.34**
	.00 (0%)

	Individual OCB
	2632
	.12**
	.13**
	.13**
	.01 (8%)

	Individual Creativity
	3059
	.30**
	-.05*
	.11**
	.04 (31%)

	Psychological Empowerment
	2487
	.49**
	.06*
	-.07*
	.09 (41%)

	Trust in Leader
	2133
	.32**
	.25**
	.22**
	.01 (2%)

	Team Performance
	570
	.04
	.31**
	--
	0 (0%)

	Team OCB
	295
	.05
	.42**
	--
	0 (0%)

	Team Empowerment
	304
	.45**
	.14*
	--
	.15 (52%)

	Team Knowledge Sharing
	258
	.22**
	.41**
	--
	.04 (13%)


Note: Values indicate β coefficients 
EL = Empowering Leadership; TL = Transformational Leadership; LMX = Leader-Member Exchange
N = Harmonic Mean
Figure 1
Models Showing the Direct and Indirect Effects of EL, LMX, and TL on Individual- and Team-Level Outcomes

Individual Task Performance - N (Harmonic Mean) = 2317

[image: ][image: ] Model 1a 								Model 1b





EL – Direct -.28* Indirect .11* (empowerment), .06* (Trust), .16* (LMX)
TL – Direct -.01 Indirect .01 (empowerment), .05* (Trust), .13* (LMX)

TL – Direct -.01 Indirect .01 (empowerment), .05* (Trust), 13* (LMX)

TL – Direct -.01 Indirect .01 (empowerment), .05* (Trust), 13* (LMX)


EL – Direct -.28* Indirect .12* (empowerment), .05* (Trust) 
TL – Direct -.01 Indirect .01 (empowerment), .04* (Trust)		
LMX – Direct .32* Indirect -.02 (empowerment), .03* (Trust)		


Individual OCB - N (Harmonic Mean) = 2043
[image: ][image: ]Model 2a										Model 2b





EL – Direct -.15* Indirect .12* (empowerment), .20* (Trust), .02 (LMX)
TL – Direct .00 Indirect .01 (empowerment), .15* (Trust), .02 (LMX)

TL – Direct -.01 Indirect .01 (empowerment), .05* (Trust), 13* (LMX)

TL – Direct -.01 Indirect .01 (empowerment), .05* (Trust), 13* (LMX)


EL – Direct -.15* Indirect .13* (empowerment), .15* (Trust)
TL – Direct .00 Indirect .01 (empowerment), .11* (Trust)
LMX – Direct .05 Indirect -.02 (empowerment), .10* (Trust)			






Individual Creativity N (Harmonic Mean) = 2499

Model 3a											Model 3b
[image: ][image: ]
EL – Direct .06 Indirect .12* (empowerment), .12* (Trust)EL – Direct .06 Indirect .12* (empowerment), .15* (Trust), .02 (LMX)
TL – Direct -.16* Indirect .01 (empowerment), .12* (Trust), 02 (LMX)

TL – Direct -.01 Indirect .01 (empowerment), .05* (Trust), 13* (LMX)

TL – Direct -.01 Indirect .01 (empowerment), .05* (Trust), 13* (LMX)


TL – Direct -.15* Indirect .01 (empowerment), .09* (Trust)
LMX – Direct .05 Indirect -.02 (empowerment), .08* (Trust)			





Team Performance - N (Harmonic Mean) = 406 teams
Model 4
[image: ]

EL – Direct -.14* Indirect .18* (empowerment), .01 (Knowledge Sharing)
TL – Direct .24* Indirect .05* (empowerment), .01 (Knowledge Sharing)





Appendix 1
Meta-analytic Results for the Relationship between EL and Individual Follower Outcomes Measured with Different Scales
	 
	 
	 
	 
	90% CI
	 
	 
	 
	80% CV

	Variable
	k
	N
	
	Lower
	Upper
	
	SDρ
	%VE
	Lower
	Upper

	Individual Task Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ahearne et al. (2005)
	9
	3696
	0.24
	0.18
	0.31
	0.27
	0.12
	15.04
	0.11
	0.43

	Arnold et al. (2000)
	19
	4678
	0.21
	0.16
	0.25
	0.24
	0.11
	27.55
	0.09
	0.38

	Individual Creativity 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ahearne et al. (2005)
	7
	2964
	0.32
	0.22
	0.43
	0.35
	0.19
	6.37
	0.12
	0.59

	Arnold et al. (2000)
	3
	737
	0.28
	0.24
	0.31
	0.31
	0.00
	100.00
	0.31
	0.31

	Kirkman
	4
	790
	0.23
	0.15
	0.31
	0.25
	0.08
	46.01
	0.15
	0.35

	Individual Psychological Empowerment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Arnold et al. (2000)
	17
	4786
	0.38
	0.34
	0.42
	0.44
	0.09
	30.89
	0.32
	0.55

	Ahearne et al. (2005)
	13
	5199
	0.45
	0.41
	0.49
	0.50
	0.09
	18.78
	0.38
	0.63

	Amundsen and Martinsen (2014)
	5
	854
	0.56
	0.53
	0.60
	0.65
	0.05
	55.87
	0.58
	0.72


Note. Results are corrected for criterion and predictor unreliability. k = number of correlations; N = number of respondents;  = sample weighted mean correlation;  = corrected population correlation; SDρ = standard deviation of the corrected population correlation; % VE = percentage of variance attributed to sampling error in corrected population correlation; 90% CI = 90% confidence interval around the sample weighted mean correlation; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around the corrected population correlation.

	Appendix 2

Meta-analytic Results for the Relationships Forming the Basis of the Incremental Contribution and Mediation Analysis

	 
	 
	 
	 
	90% CI
	 
	 
	 
	80% CV

	
	k
	N
	
	Lower
	Upper
	
	SDρ
	%VE
	Lower
	Upper

	EL – TL
	5
	1721
	0.60
	0.56
	0.64
	0.67
	0.03
	65.72
	0.63
	0.70

	EL – LMX
	5
	1491
	0.71
	0.68
	0.74
	0.76
	0.03
	56.82
	0.72
	0.79

	TL – LMX1
	20
	5451
	0.66
	0.49
	0.97
	0.73
	0.19
	
	0.49
	0.97

	Team-level EL – Team-level TL
	4
	249
	0.43
	0.26
	0.60
	0.52
	0.19
	30.90
	0.29
	0.76

	TL – Psychological Empowerment
	8
	1739
	0.43
	0.16
	11.12
	0.33
	0.53
	0.51
	0.18
	11.63

	TL – Trust in Leader
	23
	6138
	0.67
	0.13
	6.44
	0.63
	0.72
	0.75
	0.14
	6.92

	TL –Task Performance2
	31
	7016
	0.19
	0.16
	0.26
	0.21
	0.14
	
	0.03
	0.38

	TL –OCB2
	28
	7970
	0.26
	0.26
	0.34
	0.30
	0.09
	
	0.18
	0.42

	TL-Creativity 
	34
	10442
	0.21
	0.16
	0.25
	0.23
	0.17
	11.48
	0.01
	0.45

	TL – Team Performance2
	34
	2830
	0.24
	0.29
	0.37
	0.33
	0.07
	
	0.24
	0.42

	TL – Team OCB
	4
	290
	0.40
	0.36
	0.44
	0.45
	0.00
	100.00
	0.45
	0.45

	TL – Team Empowerment
	4
	328
	0.34
	0.25
	0.43
	0.37
	0.07
	69.03
	0.27
	0.46

	TL – Team Knowledge Sharing
	3
	166
	0.47
	0.39
	0.55
	0.52
	0.00
	100.00
	0.55
	0.55

	LMX – Psychological Empowerment3
	15
	3110
	0.29
	0.23
	0.35
	0.34
	0.13
	
	0.17
	0.51

	LMX – Trust in Leader3
	8
	1217
	0.55
	0.45
	0.66
	0.65
	0.19
	
	0.41
	0.89

	LMX – Task Performance3
	118
	26294
	0.25
	0.23
	0.27
	0.28
	0.10
	33.03
	0.15
	0.41

	LMX – OCB3
	72
	15365
	0.27
	0.25
	0.30
	0.31
	0.13
	24.91
	0.15
	0.48

	LMX-Creativity 
	25
	5573
	0.27
	0.22
	0.31
	0.30
	0.13
	23.67
	0.14
	0.46

	Psychological Empowerment – Trust in Leader
	6
	1279
	0.39
	0.10
	26.04
	0.31
	0.47
	0.45
	0.10
	31.62

	Psychological Empowerment – Task Performance4
	22
	6118
	0.21
	.20
	.34
	0.27
	
	
	
	

	Psychological Empowerment – OCB 4
	11
	3174
	.24
	0.14
	0.50
	0.34
	0.07
	
	
	

	Psychological Empowerment-Creativity 
	9
	2933
	0.31
	0.25
	0.37
	0.36
	0.14
	14.50
	0.17
	0.54

	Trust in Leader – Task Performance 3
	5
	599
	0.20
	0.16
	0.24
	0.24
	0.00
	
	0.24
	0.24

	Trust in Leader – OCB 3
	3
	563
	0.42
	0.32
	0.52
	0.46
	0.11
	27.88
	0.33
	0.60

	Trust in Leader -Creativity 
	4
	988
	0.37
	0.26
	0.48
	0.41
	0.15
	14.81
	0.22
	0.60

	Team Empowerment – Team Knowledge Sharing
	4
	468
	0.59
	0.50
	0.68
	0.70
	0.15
	18.91
	0.51
	0.89

	Team Empowerment – Team Performance4
	18
	1561
	0.32
	0.26
	0.58
	0.43
	
	
	
	

	Team Knowledge Sharing – Team Performance
	4
	317
	0.35
	0.21
	0.50
	0.37
	0.16
	30.20
	0.16
	0.57





Note. Unless stated, meta-analytic correlations were calculated by authors. 1 – Dulebohn et al. 2012; 2 – Wang et al. 2011; 3 – Martin et al. 2016; 4 – Seibert et al. 2011; 5 – Podsakoff et al. 2009; Task Performance, OCB, and Creativity based on noncommon source, Individual-level Correlations 

Results are corrected for criterion and predictor unreliability. k = number of correlations; N = number of respondents;  = sample weighted mean correlation;  = corrected population correlation; SDρ = standard deviation of the corrected population correlation; % VE = percentage of variance attributed to sampling error in corrected population correlation; 90% CI = 90% confidence interval around the sample weighted mean correlation; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around the corrected population correlation.

















Appendix 3
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Model Fit Statistics of our Individual-Level Mediation Models

	
	AIC
	BIC 
	BIC-adj

	DV: Task performance
	
	
	

	Model 1a (LMX as Predictor)
	13911.42
	13988.97
	13944.50

	Model 1b (LMX as Mediator)
	17252.52
	17335.61
	17287.96

	DV: OCB
	
	
	

	Model 2a (LMX as Predictor)
	13638.94
	13716.49
	13672.01

	Model 2b (LMX as Mediator)
	16980.04
	17063.13
	17015.47

	DV: Creativity
	
	
	

	Model 3a (LMX as Predictor)
	13688.67
	13766.22
	13721.74

	Model 3b (LMX as Mediator)
	17029.77
	17112.86
	17065.21

	Note. Model numbers correspond to the models illustrated in Figure 1. As models with LMX as the predictor were saturated, we used AIC, BIC, and sample size-adjusted BIC (BIC-adj) to compare model fit.  
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