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Abstract

Leadership style is one of the key external factors to effectively stimulate employees’ innovative
behavior. Based on social identity theory and social situation theory, this paper constructs a mod-
erated mediating role model to explore the mechanism of empowering leadership’s influence on
employee innovation behavior. The results show that empowering leadership positively affects
employees’ innovation behavior; The organization recognizes the relationship between the in-
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termediate-empowered leadership and employee innovation. Organizational supportive climate
plays a positive moderating role in the relationship between empowering leadership and organi-
zational identity.
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BB AL S AT IR AR, AL ED i B se - th s . BUHR AR il AN A AT A
B RER, L TRIEIHAT AR A R A B ERUR XAk e G A dlb & e B B .
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ORI S0 53 TRSHAT AN, I AAHGUARD A th AR &, SCRF R SR Dy i 1938 & JR I F
FCo WX EAHGT . AIUNFE . SCRFRALGUR A 51 TAGHAT A AR B AR R Rk & o0 #r, /T
LS4 SRR 53 TAUHAT MK A FESIHLA AN, 92 SURVE B $ (A 20O B3 T AHTAT M ) S ik
FEVCAIAE BN o A SORER A 1) 26 & A 77 A BEAT M BT B i Ui, JF i i) PSS26.0 B AFREAT Hodl 4k 2E
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2. BRSHSHRER/IL
21 RRBASERTBIFITANXER

BB A G F mak sm R T 53 T E R SRR B AT AU, Sl R B R A HL AT 7 201
KEEWNIEETFRERE, REOEGSH A TREME. BT TERAN. RITAEN. RTAHIT NET
A FHRENIEFREER. AASE B TER AR &, SRR T 45 SRR PR AU 45 535 5
FTAEIE . B R BEREEIET N[2]. A FE s 55l i T H IR A A R0 i T S0
INED, dETHE S L LAETT R3] Bk, At thRik:

H1: A R TR A BA EREH .

2.2. ALARIBIPT1ER

MRAE AL 2N R R 52 I H SO RS, &M B & SHAREE R 15 5% I G A Wy, FHERee 5
EREHLAF BT LA AEAT RARIARAT R[4]. 1T 2 1 A58 0 FE R B A [R] R 410 JXUAS XS
BT ZEN R 22 b i s, BRSNS . REKAGS . BESRS . AMMEAS5] [6][7] [8]
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Figure 1. Research hypothesis model
1. MREEER

3. ARt
3.1. HARHELX

AWFFCR R SR, FERE R WL, IR =0 Al 5 TR %, R
R TR RIBUETT R, JERIBFEA 400 £, [BIWCREA 376 13, 4IFk 54t oRn s, #3315 804
322 4y, b RifgHLIX 126 40 2R 80.5%. AR A N L GeitREEan ~: YRR, LABMR T
HEEER, A 61.3%, 5Lk 38.7%; FRE T, 31~40 % (5L KA 48.3%, 50 % UL LAy EiEN, X
N 11.5%; SCAGFREE T, ARFEED G T —/, A B] T 57.0%, K KESDG L 16.4%. fii -
KUL B2 L 15.8%; TAEFERRITH, A3 TAEEMR )y 2.92 4, 6~10 A RZ, K 204%, 2 F—
N AR D, O 12.7%; ALEE T T, RS AL 5 T LR, N 35.3%, [EA Ak, AT LR
RL AR GEANE A 50 A7 B 29.1% . 21.7%. 8.7%; TAEERZ 71, id i TR %, H53.3%, HEZE
H R EEEE ) (5 28.8%F1 13.9%, #E RN S B EEE NBER >, AN A 4.0%.

32. WETHR
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ZmlER, WA 3 AMERIL 13 MNETL, AR SNBSS B CRMNTF R SR 4.

4, ARGER
4.1, FHERLE

B 4cig F SPSS26.0 Il & HZ A4 T L 3 T AHHAT A BRMEA [RI AT ZH 23 3 #7450 4 /N4E 5 ) Cronbach’s
a 25, SR 1R, 40519 0.878. 0.895. 0.873. 0.983, ¥ kT 0.8, UM &EXRAGE ENEE,

Table 1. Variable reliability analysis results

* 1 BERBENNER

AR Y pg 5% Cronbach’s a {8
BB Ay 24 0.878
T TREAT g 0.895
HLINF gk 0.872
H I o =4 13 0.983

HERM KMO {E 1 Bartlett IERIEAT IR FF & B35 20, Wk 2 frR L HAUH 4T KMO HI1E N
0.962. 7 T.HIH47 8 KMO {5 0.889, 4141\ [H KMO BN 0.925, 44357 #747F KMO {4 0.969,
Bl KMO {3 KT 0.7, HEZMHA 0.000, /N 0.05, & &R IR FIE .

Table 2. KMO and Bartlett spherical test results of each variable

52 2. BLE KMO H Bartlett BRZ 4016 45 58
B KMO H H £ (df) 2 (sig)
B S 0.962 86 0
RLAHAT N 0.889 29 0
i EbNE| 0.925 16 0
HAZ R 0.969 77 0

4.2. #EHZRERE

A TR i B AR iy s, vl e A IR R i 2, AR T 5 U A5 TR AT
FEFP4 LA b, IR SPSS26.0 B, KA Harman SR ZAG I /A T4, 45 RNk 3 piow,
FAEERT 1R TIEH 44, B E TR A 8y 35.617%, KT 40%FIFniE, Ui A 77

FE LR L R T iR 22

Table 3. Common method variation test results
%3 HEFZETEHRIEHER

3% VIR AEE FEE A 1 7

Mt JTZEE 2 % it FEEH 2 %
1 14.959 35.617 35.617 14.959 35.617 35.617
2 5.652 13.457 49.074 5.652 13.457 49.074
3 3.399 8.094 57.168 3.399 8.094 57.168
4 2.265 5.393 62.561 2.265 5.393 62.561
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4.3. XM

A IR AR B AT AR AT, X AR AR B [ (A D S B AR AL A AT SR AT IR IE

H7 4 HdE AR, A5 A TAIHT NIEA K (r = 0.519, p < 0.01); ARSI T 520 LU A IE
AR (r=0.273, p < 0.01); HLLA[ELE 5 TOBHAT AR IEAS(r = 0.382, p < 0.01); HHSCRFFESHN
A IR 3 IEAE G (r = 0.299, p < 0.01). WIPIRUEIEA ST BB, NN SCHE /5B B35 il

Table 4. Correlation analysis results

4 BXRMDRER

A HE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 g 1
2 HFiR 0.263™ 1
3% 0.02 -0.038 1
4 TAEER 0.353"  0.666™  0.098" 1
5 BT -0.029 -0.041 0.054 -0.054 1
6 BIHITH —0.052 -0.06 0.055 -0.042 0.519™ 1
7 HLHN -0.085 -0.086 0.066 -0.052 0.273™ 0.382™ 1
8 ML R 0.088 0.034 0.091"  0.124™ 0.353™ 0.471™ 0.299™ 1

HE 0.01 ZHIGUR), MR,
“fE 0.05 ZA(AUR), AAMERE.

4.4, EFEYMSDNYRKLE

AW I SR A SPSS26.0 i A %5 [l V335t L GUA R 1 FR A RO HEA TR 6 . e 5 R 45 SRR,
FRALARAT G0 B2 TR AT 90 IE A 20 2 3% (8 = 0.5675, p < 0.001), KIS H pRor; 7EAR #E R4 S A1
T TAEAT R AN A LGN E, ASENE R 5 TASHAT A IE [ 20 5.2 (8 = 0.2487, p < 0.001). i#id4h
BXTHORBL, AR AG N R T AT AR/ F B 0.5675 (p < 0.001) FF%E] T 0.4924 (p < 0.001). AP
HEVNRITERAI AT 5 5 TOAT N Z M R /T A ER, BRI B H2 15 SI560E .

Table 5. Organizational identity mediation mode test

5. BLUARIK RN ERRE

R HALAFE R LREET N LR N
coeffect t coeffect t coeffect t

551 -0.1349 -1.5121 -0.0655 -0.8453 -0.032 -0.429
TS —0.0844 —1.3436 —0.0489 -0.8951 -0.0279 -0.5312
AFESE 0.0517 1.0422 0.025 0.5793 0.0121 0.2926
TAREER 0.0311 0.5872 0.023 0.5004 0.0153 0.3463
PR FLAS: 0.302" 6.1399 0.5675™ 13.2821 0.4924™ 11.5731
HLAUAFE 0.2487" 6.5665

R 0.2952 0.5224 0.5767

R-s( 0.0871 0.2729 0.3325

F 9.239 36.3395 40.1046

2 (8 3| Pl {5 32D R AR AT Wi A SN A B8 A7 A — B BB, ASHF 70 Bootstrapping i#t— 35
WIS HLUNEIR T AER . R 6 45N, AT SEX B T AT NI EERNAE N 0.5675, 95%
B A5 X 7] 4[0.4836, 0.6515], ANELE 0, PiHHARHEAYAR S 1 [m) 5m 51 TR TR, RW HL oz, kA
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ZUARIFEA MR 5 0 TRDHT N [ B 24 MAE 2 0.0751, 95%E 15 [X [ 4[0.475, 0.1236], A% 0,
YA A ZUA R E B, B0 H2b 15 350 .

Table 6. Breakdown table of total effect, direct effect and indirect effect
6. DML, EIEME. EIEME S REE

BB FriEiR 2 BootLLCl BootULCI
AR 0.5675 0.0427 0.4836 0.6515
JERZ3 4N 0.4924 0.0426 0.4088 0.576
AR H A BN 0.0751 0.0183 0.0475 0.1236

4.5. PR LS

KA SPSS [H1A 7y Mrid A 36 1 RS, Ay b 2 AL LR M 1o, XU B AT O AR B ) A
SEFRAUALAT S S5 H SRR EAS E. 45 R 7 fion, EHND ARG, AU R AU
A5 5 A AR 22 18] B R RN 2 35 (B = 0.1402, p < 0.001). Tt B 2H 23 3 3 50 A 8 1 RRE A7 AE Bk
H3 15 2| %0E

Table 7. Analysis of the moderating effects of organizational support climate
7. HAXFFRERIFTTR MR ER

B HEUA R
coeff t
5 -0.1704 -1.9739
A ‘ ElS -0.0511 —0.9056
SALFREE 0.0389 0.8117
TARAFERR -0.0032 -0.0616
HA & PSS 0.2557 47533
WAL HI R 0.3196 6.0012
A2 I BRI S H A A 0.1402" 2.9756
R 0.3904
R-sq 0.1524
F 12.3812

5. IRGERERT
51. ARG

ARSCHET AT SR DL R 4518 SRBURT 58 5.2 1E R 520 52 TAUHAT Jy; HILAFZERAUL
AN TRHAT N EE AR 2 Fh A, R A R s 03 T SO RS, dE AT Rfie st 2 T AR Bl
WAT N AR AR R U AN 5 TSV Z AR IE R R, RPH SRR RS, 5
TR GRS N N, A7 SR A AN K
52. fRBT

1) EEE N A TA B . AT LA B I R AL, S 5 A s M AR A
RENEA RO 03 TR AR LA GFAT 9 G0 A T AR R M ZUN R 08, B EE RN
R BUNIE 2 B SCRPAI R B SS , BOR 52 T REAA RO PR BB .
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2) AV ERCE IEH LSRR . TR GRSy, AU NSRS 5 R AR
it K B Tamdl 2 TR HRNVIN RIS, SR RE 06 A3 ROk 52 T BIHTAT Jy, (R sk b AT RS
J. BAREIE SRR ASUR L EEE RN LA T, B e ZAE LG T A R
16, ff G LA DUE o S WA, AR Rl RGN A AT R . LR A A AR B B YR AN
SCHF DAMRAEHR 76 B TAFAE DS, I B B 50 R TR BN ok . 85 J AR MR a2 > AL 450 Ak
NG TR DA RIAPOL BT L, 8 2 THETHRRE . BEANME O LA S A AR
A H bR X LA R B AT G5 3 TSN R, WOR R T BIHTAT A

53. IRTEMRE

AIOOEOR R L HIBIHTAT N A B R EIR B NS EE S, BEE — AL, EEAAENN
PIRANE: — RASCHHTIBTE EER M WS R AL, I BRSSO, KRR
WEFEAT LR 2 Mt ST s AN Be T, IR RO REEREVEH, DR E AR HET . —
FEAR S BT I EBORIE MR I A3 7 A AN R 30 2 TAMARIBAT A2, RO AT Lt —2b
TRUTA 5% 5 LAVHAT A ARSI R =TT

BE K
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