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This study attempts to explore
some of the antecedents of em-
powering behavior of team lead-
ers both from leaders’ and their
subordinates’ perspectives. Data
were collected from 240 respon-
dents working in professionally
run organizations of Indian ori-
gin as well as multi-national com-
panies. The study employing mul-
tivariate data analysis revealed
that leaders’ organization based
self esteem and global self esteem
impact their empowering behav-
ior towards subordinates and this
relationship is further moderated
by organization culture. The re-
lation between task characteris-
tics and members’ readiness was
not moderated by culture. The
finding from this research may be
utilized to develop leaders who
empower their teams such that
they act as leaders themselves
and become stimulants for the
growth of organizations.

Introduction

Today’s successful organizations
demand employees who can take the ini-
tiative to extend beyond job requirements
(Lester, Meglino & Korsgaard, 2008).
Today’s workforce shows a higher need
for achievement, innovation, personal
control and self-esteem. (Kundu & Rani,
2007). These demand a paradigm shift
from the traditional “command and con-
trol” style of management to a new “in-
volvement and commitment” style in
which managers devolve power while
enabling or “empowering” individual
employees to take responsibility for per-
formance targets (Fligstein, 1990). This
paper aims to explore the antecedents of
leader’s empowering behavior both from
leaders and their subordinates’ perspec-
tives. Further, it also examines the mod-
erating role of organization culture be-
tween the independent and dependent
variables.

Empowerment

It is understood that empowered
employees would contribute more and
better to their organizational outcomes.
This is supported by literature (Bass &
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Avolio, 1994; Luthans & Avolio, 2003;
Walumbwa et al., 2003) which suggested
that followers who work with leaders
exhibiting high moral standards and ex-
pectations, integrity, and optimism feel
more comfortable and empowered to do
the activities required for successful task
accomplishment.

Conger and Kanungo (1988) popu-
larized the concept of empowerment and
gave it relational as well as motivational
dimensions. ‘Employee Empowerment’
was referred to as a “process of enhanc-
ing feelings of self-efficacy among or-
ganizational members through the identi-
fication of conditions that foster power-
lessness and through their removal both
by formal organizational practices and
informal techniques of providing efficacy
information.” Spreitzer (1995) defined
Employee Empowerment as “A motiva-
tional construct manifested in four cog-
nitions-meaning, competence, self-deter-
mination and impact.” ‘Bowen and
Lawler (1992) focused on empowering
management practices including delega-

tion of decision making from higher to
lower organizational levels, increasing
access to information and resources from
higher to lower levels. Arnold, Rhoades
and others (2000) emphasized participa-
tive unit climate, socio-political support,
access to information, and training and
development as elements that make up
empowerment. The role of coaching, in-
forming, and participative decision-mak-
ing behaviors in the empowerment pro-
cess has been suggested by researchers
(Blau & Alba, 1982; Bowen & Lawler,
1992).

Management literature has seen the
evolution of leadership theories, starting
from early trait theories to transactional,
transformational, authentic and spiritual
perspective of leadership. The early
seeds of Empowering Leadership are to
be found in Transformational Leadership
which emphasized the role of empower-
ment as a central mechanism to building
commitment to the organization’s objec-
tives (Avolio, et. al, 2004; Bass, 1998;
Yukl, 1998; Lowe et al.1996; Laschinger,

Figure 1
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Finegan & Shamian, 2001). While the
transactional and transformational line of
leadership styles was being developed, a
theory on Authentic Leadership (Shamir
& Eilam, 2005; Gardner et al., 2005;
Cerne, et. al., 2013) has also found its
way propagating development of authen-
tic followers.

In our paper, empowering leadership
behaviors were preliminarily taken to in-
clude the following five dimensions viz.
Participative Decision Making (PDM),
Showing Concern/Interacting with the
Team, Leading by Example, Informing,
and Coaching. The paper further de-
scribes the independent variables consid-
ered from the leaders’ perspective i.e.
self-esteem & belief about people and
variables from team members’ perspec-
tive i.e. task structure and members’
readiness.

Self-Esteem & Leadership
Empowerment

Self-esteem is a person’s overall
evaluation of sense of worth. According
to Bass (1990), self-esteem in leaders
appeared to be related to their ability to
accept people as they were, to trust oth-
ers, and to be able to work without the
constant need for approval or recogni-
tion.  Locke, McClear and Knight (1996)
discovered that leaders with high self-

esteem are more effective in setting or-
ganizational goals and in motivating sub-
ordinates than leaders with low self-es-
teem. Pierce et al (2004) mentioned  that
for measuring self-esteem in the organi-
zational context, a leader’s Organization-
Based Self-Esteem(OBSE) as a con-
struct is all the more relevant. Pierce et
al (1989) stated that employees with high
levels of OBSE have a deep-seated (ab-
solute, unquestioning) belief that “I count
around here”, and “I am an important part
of this place. These go on to reflect a
self-judgment of one’s organizational
worthiness (Coopersmith, 1967).

In the present study, both global self-
esteem and OBSE were taken into con-
sideration. Global self-esteem is defined
as the overall value that one places on one-
self as a person, a person’s self-accep-
tance, self-liking and self-respect; how he
sees his abilities and is satisfied with what
he has achieved of his potential; and a
general sense of worth when he compares
himself with others. OBSE is
operationalized through the leaders’ feel-
ings of being valuable and important to the
organization, being trusted and being seen
as a contributing and respected member
in the organizational team.

Leader’s Beliefs

This variable is a reflection of a
leader’s values in relation to subordinates.
It has been seen that managerial beliefs
about people can cause autocratic and
democratic leadership behaviors
(McGregor, 1960; 1967).  McGregor
(1960) labeled these beliefs as ‘Theory
X and Theory Y.’ Managers with Theory

Leaders with high self-esteem are
more effective in setting organiza-
tional goals and in motivating sub-
ordinates than leaders with low
self-esteem.
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X mindsets tend to have a negative, pes-
simistic view of subordinates and display
more coercive, autocratic leadership
styles using external means of controls,
such as threats and punishment. By
contrast,  managers with Theory
Y attitudes tend to have positive, optimis-
tic views of subordinates and display
more participative leadership styles us-
ing internal motivation and rewards
(McGregor, 1960; McGregor& Cutcher-
Gershenfeld, 2006). Sager (2008) also
examined the concomitant relationship
between managers’ theory X/Y assump-
tions and communication styles and found
similar significant associations. He ar-
gued that these beliefs of managers could
affect their empowering behaviors.
Drawing upon the literature, it seems
important to consider whether leaders’
beliefs about his team member would in-
fluence his/her empowering behavior.

In the present study, “Leaders’ be-
liefs about people” is included as one of
the antecedents to empowering leader-
ship and includes the leaders’ beliefs
about the team members’ attitude to
work, motivations, aspirations, the per-
ceived need to supervise them, self con-
trol, desire to participate in organizational
decisions, commitment and willingness to
take responsibility.

Following research question was
raised from the leaders’ perspective:

1. How leaders’ perception of their own
global and organization based self-
esteem and belief about people is as-
sociated with his/her empowering be-
haviors towards team members?

Task Structure & Leaders’
Empowerment

Task structure is one of the variables
that have probably received the most re-
search attention among all the other en-
vironmental variables (Srivastava &
Sinha, 2011).The nature of the task that
the team member must perform is con-
sidered to be one of the important fac-
tors that determine the extent to which a
leader can actually empower his team
members. Bass (1985) suggested that
more empowering approach would seem
an appropriate choice for followers in
unstructured task environments. Leader-
ship theorists have further suggested that
a directive leadership style would be most
appropriate for unstructured task envi-
ronments (House, 1971; 1996;
Silverthorne, 2001). Pawar and Eastman
(1997) went on to suggest that individu-
als operating within the routine structured
tasks will be resistant to leader transfor-
mation efforts whereas those in relatively
unstructured units will be more receptive
to a transformational leader. According
to Path-Goal theory, supportive leader
behavior will have a positive effect on
satisfaction for subordinates who work
on highly structured tasks and will have
little effect on job satisfaction or perfor-
mance when task structure is low (House
&Mitchell, 1974). Similar assertions have
been made by other authors such as
Awan, Zaidi et al (2011).

Directive leadership style would be
most appropriate for unstructured
task environments.
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In our study the task structure is de-
fined as the degree to which the team
member is engaged in task performance
from  beginning  to end, freedom  in the
way the task is completed, how repeti-
tive it is and the degree of compliance
that exists around that task.

Readiness of Team Members

Johnson & Paper (1998) stated that
in order for empowerment to be success-
ful, empowered workers must be knowl-
edgeable, competent, and confident in
their job processes and in their decision-
making ability. According to Hersey et
al. (1996) there is no one best way to
influence people and leaders need to as-
sess the readiness level defined as the
ability and willingness to accomplish a
specific task and then use the appropri-
ate leadership style. Irgens (1995) con-
siders the knowledge of the task; skill in
performing the task; ability to plan the
work; and ability to meet deadlines as
elements to define maturity or readiness.
Similar findings are articulated by Klein
and House (1995), Vecchio and
Boatwright (2002), Spreitzer ( 1995).
Hence , ‘readiness of team member’
considered for this paper is defined as
“The degree to which the team member
feels adequately informed, skilled and
competent to complete the tasks s/he is
assigned and is also willing to take on
more responsibility.”

Following research question was ex-
plored from team members’ perspective:

2. Is there any relationship between the
team members’ readiness, nature of

task and leaders’ empowering lead-
ership behaviors?

Organization Culture

Leader behaviors have been shaped
by the manager’s interpretations of his/
her contextual environment (Shivers-
Blackwell, 2006). In specific organiza-
tional culture, through its existence and
influence on behavior, has been found to
frame and shape the use of leader be-
haviors (Ammeter, et.al, 2002). Manage-
rial practices fostering the climate of
empowerment allow employees to exer-
cise autonomous actions that create a
sense of self-control and influence, share
information that develop a sense of com-
petence, and gain team-based authority
that enhances a sense of competence and
impact in their organizations (Chen, Lam
& Zhong, 2007; Seibert et al., 2004). The
organization’s culture develops in large
part from its leadership while the culture
of an organization can also affect the
development of its leadership (Bass &
Avolio, 1994). Many studies clearly sug-
gest that organizational climate matters
when managers want to empower their
work unit members. 

Organizational climate matters
when managers want to empower
their work unit members. 

In addition, a number of leadership
theorists view culture as a key factor that
may moderate the relationship between
leader behavior and leadership effective-
ness (Kim, Kyoungsu et al, 2004; Bass,
1990; House et al., 1999). Cerne, Jaklic
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& Skerlavaj(2013) found that if climate
is seen as supportive by team members
leadership has an influence in enhancing
creativity among team members.

Various researchers have strongly
indicated the influence of culture on em-
ployees as well as leadership behavior.
The moderating role of organization cul-
ture is also being examined in our paper.
Organization culture is examined in terms
of: the relationships that are encouraged,
nature and form of interaction with oth-
ers and seniors, level of communication
and feedback, level of trust, level of free-
dom and innovation allowed, rigidity or
flexibility of processes, opportunity to
express oneself, training and career de-
velopment opportunities available, the
degree to which one feels a sense of
belonging to the organization and a per-
sonal sense of identification.

On the basis of literature review two
more research questions are raised:

3. Does organizational culture moder-
ate the relationship between the lead-
ers’ personal variables and leadership
empowerment behavior?

4. Does organizational culture moder-
ate the relationship between the team
members’ readiness, nature of task
and leadership empowerment behav-
ior?

The Research Design

The research design was exploratory,
employing field survey of 240 respon-
dents. Data was gathered in a triadic
manner, i.e. each data unit consisted of

1 manager and 2 reportee.  There were
80 managers and 160 of their direct re-
ports belonging to large professional or-
ganizations of Indian origin and MNCs.
This research used triadic design over self
report to reduce the bias arising due to
common method variance. Certain demo-
graphic variables like minimum no. of
work experience minimum years of ten-
ure in the organization, team sizes etc.
were chosen as control variables. Man-
agers were chosen from across business
functions to represent a variety of task
structures and complexities. Care was
taken to respect the privacy of the indi-
viduals and organizations participating in
the research.

Measurement

To measure the constructs in the re-
search, questionnaires were used em-
ploying Likert type 5 point rating scale.
All the scales except one were taken
from the published sources and modified
as a result of pilot test. The scales were
subjected to exploratory factor analysis
and confirmatory factor analysis for as-
certaining reliability and validity of the
tools. Following scales were used:

1. Empowering Leadership Question-
naire (ELQ): The scale was adapted
from Arnold et al. (2000) for use and
responses from both team members
and team leaders were taken on the
same tool. This questionnaire consists
of 21 items. Factor analysis results
showed two significant factors. They
were named as: Balanced Leader-
ship, and Open Two-way Commu-
nication. The Cronbach Alpha for
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this scale was 0.99; Mean = 111.18;
SD = 12.95.  Sample items include
evaluation of the manager on items
such as “My manager takes the time
to discuss team members’ concerns
patiently, s/he shows concern for
team members’ success”.

2. Organization Based Self-Esteem
(OBSE): The scale was adapted
from Pierce et al. (1989).   This scale
had three factors with nine items and
the alpha coefficient was .867, Mean
= 37.30; SD = 5.05.  The factors
were named as value to the organi-
zation, trust from others and contri-
bution to others. Sample items in-
cluded were: “I am valuable around
here” and “I count around here”; “ I
feel  I am taken seriously in this or-
ganization”.

3. Global Self-Esteem: Rosenberg’s
scale (1979) measuring global self-
esteem was used to collect the re-
sponse from leaders.   This question-
naire consisted of 10 items. Factor
analysis results showed three signifi-
cant factors. They were named as:
(1) Self-Enhancing Beliefs (2) Ad-
equacy and Usefulness (3)
Aspirational Self. The alpha coeffi-
cient was .80 with mean = 26.57; SD
= 2.73. Sample items included “I am
satisfied with what I have achieved
so far”, “I feel I have achieved as
per my potential”. Certain items were
reverse scored and entered accord-
ingly at the analysis stage.

4. Leaders’ Beliefs about People:
Leader’s Beliefs about People were
assessed using a 17-item questionnaire

(Kopelman, Prottas & Davis, 2008).
Factor analysis results showed four
significant factors. They were named
as: (1) Lack of effort and integrity (2)
Need for supervision and directive
behavior (3) Lack of contribution and
(4) Lack of motivation. The Cronbach
alpha for this scale was 0.76; Mean =
27.03; SD = 5.94. Sample question
items included, “Most employees will
not exercise self-control and self-mo-
tivation — managers must do this for
them”, “Most employees have little
ambition”,

5. Team Members’ Readiness: Team
members’ perception of their readi-
ness was measured using a 16 item
questionnaire (Srivastava, 1998).
Factor analysis results showed three
significant factors and they were
named as: 1. Challenge self 2. Ex-
ecution excellence 3. Satisfaction and
fulfillment. The Cronbach alpha for
this scale was 0.87; Mean = 52.36;
SD = 6.48. Sample items include:
(My past job experience has   great
relevance   to   the     current job I
am holding, I possess necessary
knowledge to a high degree to do my
current job well)

6. Nature of Task:Team members’ per-
ception of nature of task was as-
sessed using a 16 item questionnaire
(Earley & Erez, 1997).  Factor analy-
sis results showed three significant
factors. The factors were named
as:1. Autonomy over whole job, 2.
Complexity, 3. Predictability /  Re-
petitiveness of task. The Cronbach
alpha for this scale was 0.80; Mean
= 29.87; SD 4.36. Sample items in-
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cluded: “I get the opportunity to do a
job from the beginning to end (i.e.  the
chance to do a whole job)”, “I gen-
erally see projects or jobs through to
completion”.

7. Organization Culture: A bipolar
scale was developed by the re-
searchers to measure organization
culture with 19 items. Factor analy-
sis resulted into nine significant
factors. They were named as: 1.
Transparent process for feedback
and escalation, 2. Assertiveness, 3.
Encouragement and congeniality, 4.
Friendship and informal environ-
ment, 5. Respect for individuality,
6. Coaching and training, 7. Coach-
ing and delegation,  8. Leveraging
differences, 9. Holistic involve-
ment. 24 items were dropped. The
Cronbach alpha for this scale was
0.99; Mean = 75.28; SD = 8.82.
Sample items in this instrument in-
clude choosing a score between:
“Saying ‘No’ is frowned upon” v/s
“Saying ‘No’  i s  acceptable” ;
“Seeking permiss ion to  make
change ‘versus’ Courage to make
changes on one’s own”

Statistical Analyses

As mentioned earlier, all the scales
were subjected to exploratory factor
analysis using SPSS ver. 20. The confir-
matory factor analysis was done using
AMOS. After achieving the model fit in-
dices of each scale further exploration
was done to address the research ques-
tions. The results of confirmatory factor
analyses of scales used are given below.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Results

The model fits of the estimated mod-
els were assessed by the measure of chi-
square (χ2), the ratio of the chi-square
to degrees of freedom (χ2/ df), the Com-
parative Fit Index CFI), the Goodness-
of-Fit Index (GFI), Adjusted Goodness-
of-Fit Index (AGFI), Normed Fit Index
(NFI), and Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA). The results of
model fit are given in Table 1.

Regression Analysis Results

To answer the research questions
regression analysis was carried out. Prior

Table 1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results of all the Measures

Fit Index ELQ Organiz- Self Beliefs Organi- Team Task
ation Based  Esteem About zation Member Charac-
Self-Esteem  People Culture Readiness teristics

χ 2 /df 1.16 2 2 1.20 1.03 1.250 1.030
GFI .81 .93 .92 .93 .86 .892 .936
AGFI .79 .86 .84 .86 .80 .818 .871
NFI .90 .94 .87 .86 .77 .881 .918
CFI .98 .99 .97 .98 .99 .973 .982
RMSEA .045 .04 .05 .04 .02 .056 .057
Alpha .98 .866 .54 .749 .84 .881 .849
No. of items 21 9 10 10 19 13 8
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to the regression analysis, the indepen-
dent variables both at team leader’s level
and team members’ level were examined
for collinearity.  The results of the vari-
ance inflation factor showed all the val-
ues below 2.0. It conveys the absence
of collinearity.

The first research question was: do
leaders’ self-esteem and their belief
about people account for their own em-
powering behavior towards subordi-
nates? The result of the regression

analysis (Table 2) shows that variance
accounted for (R2) with the first three
predictors (Leaders’ organization based
self-esteem, global self-esteem and be-
lief about people) equaled .103 (ad-
justed R2=.07), which was significantly
di f ferent  f rom zero  (F (3 ,  76)=2 .913
p<.04). The standardized beta coeffi-
cients reflect that among the three pre-
dictors OBSE and global self-esteem
accounted for the variance. The third
predictor, belief about people was
dropped out of the equation.

Table 2 Hierarchical Regression Analyses Evaluating Predictors of Empowering Leadership
Behavior from Leaders’ Perspective

Variables R R2 Adjusted R Square F p DF β p
R Square Change

Personal variables .321 .103 .068 .103 2.913 .040 3,76
OBSE .254 .023
Global Self-Esteem .202 .071
Belief about people -.063 .570

The second research issue was to
explore the moderating effect of organi-
zation culture on leaders’ empowering
behavior. The research question raised

was: does organization culture moderate
the relationship between leaders’ percep-
tion of self-esteem, global self-esteem
and belief about people?

Table 3 Hierarchical Regression Analysis Evaluating the Impact of Moderating Variable Orga-
nization Culture on Empowering Leadership Behavior from Leaders’ Perspective

Variables R R2 Adjusted R Square F p DF β p
R Square Change

Personal variables .386 .149 .104 .046 3.292 .015 4,75
OBSE .209 .061
Global self esteem .178 .106
Belief about people -.063 .566
Organization Culture .221 .047

Hierarchical regression analysis result
shows that when organization culture was
included as moderator the change in vari-
ance accounted for (R2) with the indepen-
dent variables (Leaders’ organization

based self esteem, Global self-esteem,
belief about people and moderating vari-
able organization culture) equaled .149
(adjusted R2=.104), R square change was
.047, which was a statistically significant
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increase in variance accounted above the
variability contributed by the previous pre-
dictor variables entered in step one. In this
regression model only one of the three in-
dependent variables (organization based
self-esteem) emerged as the positive pre-
dictor of empowering behavior, the other
two variables (global self-esteem and be-
liefs about people) were dropped from the
equation and  organization culture emerged
as a moderating variable between inde-
pendent and dependent variable. Organi-
zation culture has the highest beta weight
(β=.221) among all the predictors.

The next research issue was to ex-
plore the leader’s empowering behav-
ior from team members’ perspective
and also the role of organization cul-
ture impacting the relationship between
the  independent and dependent vari-
ables? The question was addressed
using Hierarchical regression in spss
version 20. The third research question
was: how the team members’ readiness
and their task characteristics is asso-
ciated with their leaders’ empowering
behavior?

Table 4 Hierarchical Regression Analysis Evaluating Predictors of Empowering Leadership
Behavior from Team Members’ Perspective

Variables R R2 Adjusted R Square F p DF β p
R Square Change

Team members .737 .543 .536 .543 80.758 .000 2,136
variables
TM Readiness .257 .000
TM task characteristics .800 .000

Results in Table 4 shows that vari-
ance accounted for (R2) with the first two
predictors (team member’s readiness and
team task characteristics) equaled .543
(adjusted R2=.53), which was signifi-
cantly different from zero (F (2,

1366)=80.758 p<.00). The standardized
beta coefficients reflect that both the
predictors, team member’s readiness and
task characteristics accounted for the
variance. Task characteristics have
emerged as a stronger positive predictor
for leaders’ empowering behavior than
team members’ readiness.

The fourth research question was:
does organization culture moderate the
relationship between team members’ per-

ception of self-readiness and task char-
acteristic variable and  empowerment?

The next regression equation shows
that overall model fit was achieved. The
R2 with all the predictors (team member’s
readiness, team task characteristics and
organization culture) equaled .543 (ad-
justed R2=.53), significant at .00. But the
change statistics show no difference ( R
square change =0) after introducing the
moderator in the equation. Same as the
third equation, the beta weights in the
fourth equation show that team member’s
task characteristics emerged as the stron-
gest predictor of empowering behavior
(b=.805, p>.00), team member’s readiness
as the next predictor in the order (β=.256,
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Table 5 Hierarchical Regression Analysis Evaluating the Impact  of Moderating Variable
Organization Culture on  Empowering Leadership Behavior from Team Members’
Perspective

Variables R R2 Adjusted R Square F p DF β p
R Square Change

Team members .737 .543 .533 .000 53.498 .000 3,135
 variables
TM Readiness .256 .000
TM task characteristics .805 .000
Organization Culture .017 .784

p>.00) and organization culture with very
low insignificant beta weight. This con-
veys that organization culture does not
moderate the relationship between inde-
pendent and dependent variables.

Discussion

The results show that self-esteem of
a leader is very important especially if
one is looking towards empowerment of
subordinates from their superiors. Be-
tween the two types of self-esteem, or-
ganization based self-esteem is all the
more important than global self-esteem.
It makes sense as for leaders spending
most of their time addressing organiza-
tional issues, their self-appraisal in the
context of organization is much more rel-
evant. Once a leader has a positive opin-
ion about himself/herself especially with
respect to the work, s/he would be more
ready to empower subordinates. This
conveys that leader’s self-esteem plays
one of the foundational roles in determin-
ing a leader ’s behavior (Cremer &
Knippenberg, 2004). Individuals with a
high degree of self-esteem can influence
others because their own sense of per-
sonal security is not disturbed by inter-
personal exchanges (Hill, 1976). Additional
empirical linkages have been demonstrated

between self-esteem and leadership, indi-
cating that in general those with higher
levels of self-esteem are more likely to
emerge as leaders and more likely to be
viewed as leaders by others (Bass, 1990).
Self-esteem operates as a mechanism for
maintaining one’s inner consistency. It has
been seen that leaders need to have a
secure base of operations - inner consis-
tency and they need to be predictable.
Hence, positive self-esteem is important
for effective leadership behavior. The re-
sults also show that the other variable,
‘leader’s belief about people’ did not
emerge as a predictor of empowerment.
At this juncture it would be difficult to give
any plausible explanation. This may require
further exploration.

Organization culture plays an impor-
tant role for empowerment to happen.
There is no doubt that self-esteem of a
leader  is an important factor for empow-
ering behavior but our finding also shows

Once a leader has a positive opin-
ion about himself/herself especially
with respect to the work, s/he
would be more ready to empower
subordinates.
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that the context of organization culture is
all the more important. A positive Organi-
zation Culture may facilitate the empow-
ering behavior. A natural corollary is that
organizations with an open culture that
welcome upward feedback and suggestions
from the employees and have leaders with
a strong sense of  being worthy and a posi-
tive self-evaluation are likely to display a
greater empowering leadership quotient.

Literature with respect to organization
culture has validated its role in determining
individual behaviors in the workplace
(Srivastava & Sinha, 2009). Gharibvand
(2012) demonstrated a significant positive
relationship between organizational culture
and participative leadership style. Strong
organizational cultures have been found to
be associated with strong and competent
leadership (Kotter & Heskett, 1992;
Sheridan, 1992; Srivastava, 1998; Spreitzer
et al, 2005, Tipu et al, 2012).

The study further addressed the con-
cerns towards empowering behavior from
the subordinates’ perspective. Analyses
show that factors that influence leader’s
empowerment towards subordinates are,
‘self-readiness and task characteristics’.
Task structure emerged as a stronger
predictor than members’ perception of
self-readiness.

The notion of ‘task structure’ here
is the degree to which the team member
is engaged in performing beginning to end
task, the freedom s/he has in the way the
task is completed. It also includes aspects
of how repetitive it is and the degree of
compliance and regulations that exist
around the possible outcomes of that task.

The nature of the task that the team
member must perform is considered to
be one of the important factors that de-
termine the extent to which a leader can
actually empower his team members to
perform independently. Bass (1985) sug-
gested that more empowering approach
would be seen as an appropriate choice
for followers in unstructured task envi-
ronments. Studies (Awan, 2003; Dessler,
1973; House, 1971; House and Dessler,
1974; Schriesheim & Glinow, 1977) found
support for task structure on supportive
leader behavior. Awan, Zaidi, et al (2011)
found, as was predicted in Path-Goal
theory, that directive leader behavior had
a negative effect on subordinate’s job
satisfaction when the task was dissatis-
fying or structured.

Directive leader behavior had a
negative effect on subordinate’s
job satisfaction.

Self-readiness was the other factor
that emerged as an important dimension
from subordinates’ perspective. Team
members’ self-readiness implies that they
feel adequately informed, skilled and
competent to complete the task and are
also willing to take on more responsibili-
ties. It is commonly believed that in or-
der that empowerment is successful,
empowered workers must be knowl-
edgeable, competent, and confident in
their job processes and in their decision-
making ability (Johnson & Paper, 1998).

Chen and  Silverthorne (2005) in their
paper on Leadership effectiveness, lead-
ership style and employee readiness, cit-
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ing  Hersey et al. (1996) mentioned that
at the lower levels of readiness, the
leader needs to provide direction but with
higher levels of readiness, followers be-
come responsible for task direction.
Hence, as the results revealed both mem-
bers’ readiness and the kind of task they
do have an impact on leader’s empow-
ering behavior towards subordinates.
This relationship was not influenced by
organization culture.

Subordinates/team members’ em-
powerment is really important for
effective functioning of people in
the organization.

It may thus be concluded that sub-
ordinates/team members’ empower-
ment is really important for effective
functioning of people in the organiza-
tion. Results from this study show that
according to team leaders some of the
important attributes that may enhance
leaders’ positive attitude towards em-
powerment of their team members are
leaders’ own self-esteem with respect
to their work organization and overall
life. A positive organization culture may
accelerate the process of leaders’ em-
powerment.  The team members con-
sider that empowerment is a matter of
relevant task structure and members’
self-readiness towards empowerment.
As per the study team members didn’t
show importance to organization cul-
ture.

Therefore, as an implication of this
study it is suggested that for leadership
development both individual leaders

and organizations should ensure en-
hancement of organization based self-
esteem and global self-esteem of lead-
ers.  Fostering a positive organization
culture, giving task related autonomy
and decision making and preparing
employees to be ready to take charge
of the situation is need of the hour.
Employees’ and leaders’ training initia-
tives should be taken for employee
empowerment.

Limitations

While research findings of the study
are interesting one should see them with
the following caution:

This research was limited to orga-
nizations in the trading, service, knowl-
edge and consulting industries and the
sampling was purposive. Though, the
responses on empowerment and orga-
nization culture were collected both from
leaders and their subordinates, the
chances of respondent’s bias and error
cannot be rule out. Other variables in
the study were either a perception of a
leader or subordinates. Since the design
of the research used triads, achieving a
larger sample size proved rather chal-
lenging. This may be considered a pos-
sible limitation. Similar research could
be done with a larger sample size to
validate these findings.
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