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ABSTRACT 

This research sets out to provide enhanced knowledge on the impact of 

transformational leadership on employees’ innovation behavior. In particular, 

drawing on leadership and innovation literature, this research attempts to examine 

such a relationship by both theorizing and testing the extent to which employees’ 

readiness for change mediates on it. Moreover, this research takes the view that 

the effectiveness of transformational leadership varies according to the presence 

of different moderating variables. As such, employees’ perceived high 

commitment work system of their firm as well as these employees’ learning 

capability are examined as moderators on the aforementioned relationship.  

I collected multi-source and supervisor-employee matched data from two 

hotels, and the results of data analysis supported the total effect of 

transformational leadership on innovation behavior, the mediating effect of 

readiness for change, as well as the moderating effect of employee learning 

capability. The moderating role of high commitment work system was also found 

significant but opposite to the initially hypothesized direction. 

Practically, this research offers implications to managers the importance of 

leadership on facilitating the change and innovation processes in organizations. 

 

Keywords: transformational leadership; readiness for change; innovation behavior; 

high commitment work system; employee learning capability 
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CHAPTER 1:                                         

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Research Background 

“Without change there is no innovation, creativity, or incentive for 

improvement. Those who initiate change will have a better 

opportunity to manage the change that is inevitable” (William G. 

Pollard (1911 - 1989). 

“The enterprise that does not innovate inevitably ages and declines. 

And in a period of rapid change such as the present… the decline will 

be fast” (Peter F. Drucker, 1909 - 2005). 

Deutschman (2007) suggested, perhaps over dramatically, that 

organizations must change or die. Organizational change is aimed to make an 

organization adapt to the environment, to improve its performance, to renew itself, 

or most probably a combination of all three of them (Barr, Stimpert, & Huff, 1992; 

Boeker, 1997; Child & Smith, 1987; De Meuse, Marks, & Dai, 2010; Gordon, 

Stewart, Sweo, & Luker, 2000; Jones, 2013; Keck & Tushman, 1993; Leana & 

Barry, 2000; Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt, 2009).  

Organizational change comes in many forms and sizes. While change can 

be made in the markets served, products produced, and services delivered by an 

organization, it can be manifested in the organization’s leadership, strategies, 

culture, structure, systems, processes, and tasks (Burkle & Litwin, 1992). While 

organizational change is typically organization-wide, it may happen to a 

department, a team, or a single individual. However, whatever level it is, the 

change should have non-trivial impact on the overall organizational performance 

to be referred as meaningful organizational change (Daft, 1995).  

Nowadays, organizations frequently undergo change. The American 

Management Association reported that more than 80 percent of U.S. firms were 
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implementing one or more large scale change initiatives and about one-half of the 

responding firms said that they were in the midst of three or more organizational 

change programs (Peak, 1996). And, there is a general consensus that the rates of 

change, in all organizations in all industries, have not been as fast as in today’s 

environment (Balogun & Hope Hailey, 2004; Burnes, 2004a; Carnall, 2003; 

Kotter, 1996; Luecke, 2003; Moran & Brightman, 2001; Okumus & Hemmington, 

1998; Paton & McCalman, 2000; Senior, 2002).  

No matter what the forms, sizes, rates, and aims of organizational change 

are, embracing change is now deemed as an important part of organizational life 

and necessity for business prosperity (Burnes, 2004a; Luecke, 2003; Okumus & 

Hemmington, 1998). Drucker (1999, p. 73) declared that “everybody has 

accepted by now that change is unavoidable” and “change is the norm.” Whether 

one likes it or not, change has already been taken as a constant (Berquist, 1993), 

and it is certain that organizational change will not go away for the foreseeable 

future.  

There is no sign that the pace of organizational change will slow down 

anytime in the near future. Instead, the pace will likely become even faster in the 

upcoming decade as the competition in most industries heightens (Kotter, 1996). 

Nevertheless, although of high importance, leading organizational change is not 

at all a well-understood aspect of being a contemporary organizational leader 

(Armenakis & Harris, 2002). Most, if not all, organizations are confronted with a 

major challenge in leading change effectively. As cited by Vakola & Nikolaou 

(2005), a U.S. Bureau of National Affairs survey revealed that a significant 

number of responding companies considered change to be their real challenge and 

major concern.  

Similarly, Burke and Litwin (1992) and Pritchett (1996) described 
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organizational change as chaotic. According to the findings of relevant studies 

(e.g., Appelbaum & Wohl, 2000; Beer, Eisenstat, & Spector, 1990; Bibler, 1989; 

Burns, 2004; Cope, 2003; Elving, 2005; Porras & Robertson, 1992), the failure 

rates associated with organizational change are high. Balogun and Hope Hailey 

(2004), Beer and Nohria (2000), Burke and Biggart (1997), and Furman and 

McGahan (2002) figured that about 70 percent of organizational change 

initiatives fail to achieve the original objectives. In their book, The Dance of 

Change, Senge, Kleiner, Roberts, Ross, Roth, and Smith (1999, p. 5) described 

the challenge, “Most change initiatives fail… and even without knowing the 

statistics most of us know firsthand that change programs fail.” 

As cited by Jacobs (1998), the Harvard Business School found that 

organizational change costs Fortune 100 corporations on average one billion 

dollars each company between 1980 and 1995. When an organization fails to 

change in necessary ways or deliver the expected change outcomes, the costs of 

failure could be very high (Gamal & McLaughlin, 1991; Moravec, 1995). In 

today’s business environment, the capability to adapt, improve, and change 

successfully is highly regarded as a competitive advantage. As a result, as pointed 

out by Szamosi and Duxbury (2002), it is crucial for companies to understand 

how to better lead change. It is against this backdrop of organizational change the 

present research regarding the relationship between leadership and innovation 

was proposed and subsequently conducted. 

This present research aimed to investigate the effect of leadership on 

innovation. Organizational leaders have viewed innovation as a much needed 

sustainable competitive advantage and have played a key role in seeking such an 

advantage. In the hypercompetitive business landscape of nowadays, companies 

seldom find themselves having the option of not pursuing innovation. 
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Unless companies innovate continuously, their chances of survival and 

prosperity are seriously hampered (Christensen, 1997; Tidd et al., 2009). Yet, 

innovation is to create change (Drucker, 1999). Since innovation by its nature 

necessitates change (Arend, 2009; Butler, 1981; Du Plessis, 2007; Hill & 

Hlavacek, 1972; Tidd et al., 2009), organizational leaders have initiated all sorts 

of change in order to drive innovation (Gilley, Dixon, & Gilley, 2008). Given the 

high rates of failure of organizational change, innovation is no easy undertaking.  

Most organizations have been struggling with change and innovation. The 

importance of organizational capability to change, renew, and re-create as an 

indispensable source of a firm’s innovativeness, effectiveness, and 

competitiveness cannot be overstated (Denning, 2005; Drucker, 1999; Eisenhardt 

& Martin, 2000; Ford & Gioia, 2000; Friedman, 2005; Grant, 1996; Hargadon, 

1998; Johansson, 2004; Leonard-Barton, 1995; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Teece, 

Pisano, & Shuen, 1997). In order to sustain high performance, organizations of all 

types and sizes are in “constant and desperate needs” of effective leadership to 

drive innovation and change (Patterson, 2010, p. 32). Innovation and change 

demand deft leadership indeed, and it is such a contention that underpinned this 

present research. 

 

1.2 Research Justification 

This present research was positioned as an individual level study and set 

out to study leadership as well as its relationship to innovation. The studies of 

leadership have drawn a lot of attention of researchers. Many studies (e.g., Avolio, 

Walumbwa, & Weber, 2009; Avolio, Reichard, Hannah, Walumbwa, & Chan, 

2009; Yukl, 2009) have illustrated the principal role of leadership in influencing 

employees to work at high levels and toward the accomplishment of 
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organizational goals. As noted by Northouse (2010, p. 1), “Leadership is a highly 

sought-after and highly valued commodity.” Nowadays, organizations, for-profit 

and non-profit alike, seek enthusiastically those with effective leadership because 

they believe that effective leaders are special assets to their organizations and are 

vital to improvement of organizational performance and ultimately 

accomplishment of organizational goals.  

A host of different theoretical approaches have been developed for 

explaining the complexity of being a leader and his or her leadership. Burns 

(1978) differentiated between two primary approaches of leadership— that is, 

transformational and transactional leadership. Contrasting to a transactional 

leader who resorts to contingent reinforcement and management by exception, a 

transformational leader sets out to motivate followers to deliver 

above-expectation performance by raising their awareness of what is right and 

important (Bass, 1985; Bass & Avolio, 1993; Bass & Bass, 2008; Bass & Riggio, 

2005). According to Rubin, Munz, and Boomer (2005), the most effective 

leadership approach is transformational leadership. Transformational leadership 

has attracted considerable attention from researchers (Judge & Piccolo, 2004). 

Numerous research findings have suggested that transformational leadership is a 

significant driver of organizational performance (e.g., Bass & Bass, 2008; Osborn 

& Marion, 2009; Pawar & Eastman, 1997; Waldman, Ramirez, House, & 

Puranam, 2001). In this present research, Bass’s (1985) transformational 

leadership theory was taken as the backbone theory, and transformation 

leadership of supervisors as perceived by employees was considered the focal 

variable and studied as the independent variable. 

Innovation is about producing, adopting, and implementing useful new 

ideas (Kanter, 1988; Van de Ven, 1986). Innovation is key performance driver for 
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business (Christensen & Raynor, 2003; A. T. Kearney, 2002). In contemporary 

highly competitive, globalized business environment, innovation is more 

important than ever before (Yukl, 2009). Some studies (e.g., Birkinshaw, Hamel, 

& Mol, 2008; Breznitz, 2006; De Brentani, Kleinschmidt, & Salomo, 2010; 

Eisenbeiss, Van Knippenberg, & Boerner, 2008; Janssen, Van de Vliert, & West, 

2004; Michalski, 2006) have found that innovation is a key element of an 

organization’s capability to attain effectiveness, create a sustainable advantage 

over competitors, achieve long-term survival and success. Ancona and Caldwell 

(1987) and Damanpour (1987) noted that the important role innovation plays in 

organizational performance has always been an interesting topic to both 

researchers and practitioners. Innovation has been researched at organizational, 

team, and individual levels. However, as argued by Van de Ven (1986), 

innovation behavior of individual employees is of fundamental importance to 

innovation performance of an organization because the basis of innovation is 

people’s ideas, and it is the people who “develop, carry, react to, and modify ideas” 

(p. 592). As such, this present research studied employees’ innovation behavior as 

the dependent variable.  

Employees’ innovation behavior can be viewed as a set of actions taken by 

employees to generate, support, and materialize new and useful ideas in the place 

of work (Janssen, 2000; Kanter, 1988; Scott & Bruce, 1994), and have been found 

advantageous to effective functioning of organizations (Yuan & Woodman, 2010). 

Research findings have indicated that individual innovation behavior relates to 

new products, services, work procedures development, interpersonal 

communication, employee satisfaction, and firm effectiveness (Janssen, 2000; 

Janssen et al., 2004). Nowadays, organizations cannot rely merely on rigid rules, 

regulations, or procedures to achieve effectiveness (Janssen, 2000); they need 
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their employees to exhibit innovation behavior to adapt to unexpected 

circumstances or take advantage of new opportunities associated with their work 

(Kanter, 1988; West & Farr, 1990). 

Examining what enables or facilitates employees’ innovation behavior is 

crucial. Leadership has been taken as a key contributor to innovation in an 

organization. Researchers such as King (1990), Osborne (1998), Schein (1992), 

and Schin and McClomb (1998) have kept suggesting leadership as one of the 

major factors affecting innovation in the workplace. At the individual level, prior 

studies have indicated that leadership in general affects innovation (Oldham & 

Cummings, 1996, Scott & Bruce, 1994; Tierney, Farmer, & Graen, 1999). 

However, some researchers believe that transformational leadership in particular 

has potentially substantial impact on employee innovation (e.g., Gong, Huang, & 

Farh, 2009; Gumusluoglu & Ilsev, 2009; Michaelis, Stegmaier, & Sonntag, 2010; 

Shin & Zhou, 2003; Sun, Zhang, Qi, & Chen, 2012; Tse & Chiu, 2014).  

Among different approaches of leadership, transformational leadership is 

considered most closely relevant to innovation of employees. Transformational 

leaders often engage in such exemplary behaviors as “articulating a vision of the 

future, fostering the acceptance of group goals, communicating high-performance 

expectations, providing intellectual stimulation, modeling appropriate behaviors, 

and displaying supportive behavior” (Bommer, Rich, & Rubin, 2005, p. 735), 

which are believed to be useful in fostering employees’ innovation. Yet, past 

studies have shown mixed results of the relationship between transformational 

leadership and employees’ innovation. Therefore, as appealed by Rosing, Frese, 

and Bausch (2011), more empirical studies are needed to substantiate the 

relationship between transformational leadership and innovation in the 

workplace.  
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As per the aforesaid arguments that transformational leadership and 

individual innovation behavior are of high theoretical and practical significance, 

as well as the fact that only two empirical studies (Michaelis et al., 2010; Pieterse, 

Van Knippenberg, Schippers, & Stam, 2010) have specifically tested the 

relationship between transformational leadership and innovation behavior, this 

study aimed to address this important yet relatively inconclusive link by 

investigating further how employees’ perception of transformational leadership of 

their supervisors affects these employees’ innovation behavior.1 

Conceptually, innovation and change are closely related. By definition, 

“innovation unavoidably involves challenging the status quo” (Anderson, De 

Dreu, & Nijstad, 2004, p. 160). Although change does not necessarily involve 

innovation, all innovation does involve change (King, 1990; Tidd et al., 2009). 

Drawing on Epstein’s (1990) generativity theory, Woodman (2008) contended 

that innovation may be meaningfully modeled as the changing of established 

process, underlying behaviors and thinking, and so on into novel ones that 

effectively solve problems facing the system. In line with Woodman, this present 

research viewed innovation as nestled within the broader construct of change. 

Having said that, the notion of “all innovation is a change” (Woodman, 2008, p. 

295) brings about one of the most difficult practical issues encountered by 

organizational leaders when promoting innovation behavior of employees, which 

is these employees’ resistance to change (Jones, 2013).  

In practice, workplace change is stressful to employees. Since workplace 

change inevitably disrupts the ways how employees do things and moves them 

from familiar to unfamiliar situations (Gleick, 1987; Abrahamson, 2000), 

                                                      
1
 Michaelis et al. (2010) revealed that transformational leadership related to innovation behavior. 

Pieterse et al. (2010) also found these two constructs related but in a complex way— they 

related only when high psychological empowerment was perceived. 
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employees will experience a lot of uncertainty and fear about their possible 

incapability of coping with the new work situations, thus exhibiting resistance to 

change (Coch & French, 1948). Many researchers (e.g., Del Val & Fuentes, 2003; 

Maurer, 1996; Reger, Mullane, Gustafson, & DeMarie, 1994; Spiker & Lesser, 

1995) have acknowledged that resistance to change is a significant barrier to 

successful implementation of change in the workplace.  

Researchers have been identifying methods that help neutralize or reduce 

employees’ resistance to change and one effective way is to increase their 

readiness for change (Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 1993), that is, to prepare 

or make ready them for change by shaping their attitude toward change in such a 

way that these employees hold positive views about the need for change as well 

as believe that such change is beneficial for themselves and the wider 

organization (Jones, Jimmieson, & Griffiths, 2005). Readiness for change is an 

attitudinal construct which expresses the extent to which an organizational 

member is cognitively, affectively, and behaviorally prepared (or ready) to 

implement change (Bouckenooghe, Devos, & Van den Broeck, 2009; Holt, 

Armenakis, Harris, & Feild, 2006; Holt, Helfrich, Hall, & Weiner, 2010). An 

employee’s change readiness is considered as “the precursor to the behavior of 

either resistance to, or support for a change effort” (Armenakis, Harris, & 

Mossholder, 1993, p. 681). Raising readiness for change has been reported to 

decrease resistance to change and promote effective implementation of change 

(Chreim, 2006). Employee readiness for change thus appears to be critical to any 

successful change effort in the workplace (Armenakis, et al., 1993; Bernerth, 

2004, Holt et al., 2006).  

In the extant literature, there are three other constructs, namely, cynicism 

about change, openness to change, and commitment to change, which are similar 
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to readiness for change in the sense that they are also conceptualized as some 

sorts of attitude toward change (Choi, 2011). However, in accordance to a review 

of the four constructs of attitude toward change by Bouckenooghe (2010), 

readiness for change is found most widely cited by researchers, considered most 

representative of the tripartite model of attitude, and rooted in the most influential 

theory of change developed by Lewin (1947, 1951). As such, among the four 

constructs of attitude toward change, this present study picked and focused on 

readiness for change. 

Given the disappointing records of implementing change in the workplace, 

there is high practical value to investigate employees’ readiness for change, what 

benefits it brings, and how to enhance it (Choi, 2011; Fugate, 2012; Oreg, Vakola, 

& Armenakis, 2011). Since readiness for change is critical to employees’ support 

to and implementation of change (Armenakis et al., 1993), it follows that 

readiness for change is also critical to their exhibition of innovation behavior 

basing on the above-mentioned notion that innovation necessitates change. That 

said, employees need to be well prepared in their attitude toward change for them 

to exhibit innovation behavior. Employees are likely to act and exhibit innovation 

behavior when they are ready for change attitudinally. From the tripartite 

perspective of attitude, for employees to engage in innovation behavior, they need 

to have positive affective, cognitive, and behavioral evaluations of performing 

change. However, existing empirical evidence testifying the relationship between 

readiness for change and innovation behavior of employees is rare. In the extant 

literature, there is only one study by Michaelis et al. (2010) empirically testing a 

somewhat similar link between commitment to change and innovation 

implementation behavior. As such, this present research also aimed to fill this 

literature gap and examined the relationship between these two important 
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constructs: readiness for change and innovation behavior. 

Leadership has consistently been viewed as an important variable in 

effecting change in the workplace (Burke & Litwin, 1992; Falletta, 2008; Gilley, 

2005; Gilley, Dixon, & Gilley, 2008; Gilley, Quatro, Hoekstra, Whittle, & 

Maycunich, 2001; Kotter, 1996; Pfeffer, 2005; Rubin, Dierdorff, Bommer, & 

Baldwin, 2009; Waterman, Peters, & Phillips, 1980). While organizational leaders 

are the key players responsible for driving change efforts in the workplace, one 

important way available to them for facilitating change, as previously mentioned, 

is to shape or change followers’ attitudes so that these followers are 

psychologically ready for supporting and implementing change (Armenakis et al., 

1993; Choi & Runa, 2011; Jones et al., 2005; Szabla, 2007). 

Indeed, leadership can effectively shape and change the attitudes of 

followers (Avolio, Gardner, Walumbwa, Luthans, & May, 2004; Falbe & Yukl, 

1992; Hater & Bass, 1988; Johnson, Maio, & Smith-McLallen; 2005; Ofshe, 

1992; Redmond, Mumford, & Teach, 1993; Williamson & Johnston, 2013). An 

influential study of attitude changing processes may be traced back to the 

Kelman’s (1958) classic work which has been cited frequently by researchers. 

Specifically, Kelman made an important distinction between three types of 

attitude change mechanism that have different underlying bases, namely, 

identification, internalization, and compliance, which organization leaders may 

adopt for shaping their followers’ attitudes. According to Kelman, identification 

occurs when followers adopt new attitudes on the basis of admiring their leaders 

and their attitudes; internalization happens when followers adopt new attitudes 

due to the intrinsic value of such attitudes; and compliance takes place when 

followers do so on the expectation of gaining rewards or avoiding punishment 

from their leaders.  



 

12 

 

Transformational leadership seems particularly good at shaping followers’ 

values and attitudes (Bass, 1985; Bass & Avolio, 1992; Burn, 1978). As noted by 

Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, and Fetter (1990, p. 180), transformational 

leaders effectively “transform or change the basic values, beliefs, and attitudes of 

followers” in such a way that the followers are willing to accomplish or even 

exceed organizational requirements. Transformational leaders are thus in the best 

position to effectively shape followers’ attitude toward change and mobilizing 

them to implement change in the workplace. Basing on the way transformational 

leadership is conceptualized by Podsakoff et al. and making reference to 

Kelman’s (1958) terminology, the relevant attitude changing processes occurring 

in transformational leadership are indeed identification and internalization but not 

compliance. 

In line with Podsakoff et al.’s study, Bommer et al. (2005) showed that the 

transformational leaders change followers’ attitude toward change and transform 

them to become more receptive to workplace change. In the relevant literature, 

there are four empirical studies conducted respectively by Bommer et al. (2005), 

Wu, Neubert, and Yi (2007), Herold, Fedor, Caldwell, and Liu (2008), and 

Michaelis et al. (2010) providing support to the relationship between 

transformational leadership and attitude toward change. While the former two 

studies examined cynicism about change, the latter two investigated commitment 

to change as their respective version of attitude toward change. Since no prior 

research has tested specifically the role of transformational leadership on 

readiness for change, researchers have yet to find evidence for such an interesting 

and important relationship, especially when readiness for change is the most cited 

version of attitude toward change (Bouckenooghe, 2010). In response to the 

appeal by Fugate (2012), who called for more research regarding the role of 
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leadership on attitude toward change, this present study investigated the effect of 

transformational leadership of supervisors as perceived by employees on these 

employees’ readiness for change. 

How does transformational leadership affect innovation behavior? What 

are the mechanisms or mediators operating between transformational leadership 

and innovation behavior? As noted by Brynjolfsson and Saunders (2010), 

researchers asking these important questions will surely yield useful results. 

Indeed, as pointed out earlier, transformational leadership, change readiness, and 

innovation behavior are of high importance in the workplace, an examination of 

the relationship between these three constructs should produce high practical 

value. Quite surprisingly, no empirical study to date has tested this particular 

combination of constructs in one research study. As such, this present study 

attempted as one of the key objectives to examine further the relationship 

between employees’ perceived transformational leadership of their supervisors 

and these employees’ innovation behavior by both theorizing and testing the 

extent to which employees’ readiness for change mediates on the relationship.  

In previous paragraphs, I argued that transformational leadership 

contributes to readiness for change. And, I argued that readiness for change 

contributes to innovation behavior. Attempting to open the black box of how 

transformational leadership affects innovation behavior, I carried this present 

research a step forward to argue further that transformational leadership 

contributes to innovation behavior through contributing to readiness for change. 

That said, enhancement of readiness for change of an employee, through 

perceiving more transformational leadership influence from the supervisors, 

causes an increase of exhibition of such an employee’s innovation behavior. 

Following this line of thinking, this present study proposed that transformational 
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leaders aiming to promote innovation behavior of employees in the workplace 

need to successful shape in the first place these employees’ attitude toward 

change in such a way that they hold positive views about the change that is 

necessitated by innovation.  

To some extent, this present study’s testing of the mediating role of 

readiness for change was motivated by a prior research by Michaelis et al. (2010). 

With a quantitative survey of sample of 198 R&D managerial respondents from 

an automotive company in Germany, Michaelis et al. examined the mediating role 

of commitment to change on the link between transformation leadership and 

innovation implementation behavior. Although somewhat similar, Michaelis et 

al.’s mediating effect is different from that of this present research in terms of the 

mediator (commitment to change vs. readiness for change) as well as the 

dependent variable (innovation implementation behavior vs. innovation 

behavior— innovation implementation behavior is nestled within the construct of 

innovation behavior). And, even though gaining empirical support, the study of 

Michaelis et al. was limited by single source, single time, single job level, single 

job type, and single organization. In contrast to the work of Michaelis et al., this 

present study aimed for a research improvement with a more solid design as well 

as better measures and data. 

This present research also upheld the view that the effectiveness of 

transformational leadership varies according to the presence of different 

moderating factors. In alignment with Shamir and Howell (1999), this present 

research contended that transformational leadership, like other leadership 

approaches, applies across a variety of situations; nevertheless, there are some 

situations in which it is more effective than in the others. In order to more 

thoroughly understand the relationship between employee perceived 
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transformational leadership and employee innovation behavior, this present study 

took into consideration the role of two moderating factors. The two moderating 

factors this present research examined are high commitment work system of a 

firm as perceived by employees as well as learning capability of these employees 

as introduced below.  

In practice, in order to effectively influence employees to achieve 

organizational goals, organizational leaders need to have at their disposal the 

support of different management systems. Similarly, in his flexible leadership 

theory, Yukl (2008) proposed that organizational performance is stronger when 

leadership behavior is commensurate with some formal management systems, and 

suggested other researchers to test his theory with management systems as 

moderating variables to leadership behaviors. In response to Yukl’s calling, for 

testing such a moderating effect on the relationship between supervisors’ 

transformational leadership and employees’ ready for change, this study held that 

high commitment work system is the best moderator candidate because it is 

conceptualized as a management system that supports effectively organizational 

leaders in managing specifically the human resource and eliciting particularly 

desirable psychological state of affective commitment among employees (Baron 

& Krep, 1999), and that the deployment of such a management system 

strengthens the influence of transformational leadership on readiness for change 

of employees. Yet, no empirical evidence has so far existed in the literature 

directly supporting such a moderating effect of high commitment work system. 

High commitment work system is a collection of human resource 

management practices aiming to make best use of human resource available to an 

organization by increasing involvement, trust, and affective commitment (Blyton 

& Turnbull, 1992). Although there is still some disagreement about which work 
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practices should be included in such a list, they usually entail recruiting and 

selection, training and development, appraising performance, compensation and 

benefits, employment relations, communication, team working, and 

decentralization (Arthur, 1994; Baron & Kreps, 1999; Becker & Gerhart, 1996; 

Cutcher-Gershenfeld, 1991; Delery & Doty, 1996; Guthrie, 2001; Kochan & 

Osterman, 1994; MacDuffie, 1995; Pfeffer, 1994; Walton, 1985; Wood, 1996; 

Xiao & Björkman, 2006; Youndt, Snell, Dean, & Lepak, 1996).  

In line with the notion of behavioral capability in the social cognitive 

theory by Bandura (1986) which states that, in order for an individual to 

undertake successfully a particular behavior, that individual needs to have 

adequate capability for performing it effectively, this present study argued that 

employees’ learning capability complements these employees’ readiness for 

change in their attempts to exhibit innovation behavior in the workplace. 

Employees’ individual learning refers to the process whereby employees 

generate new insights and modify their previous understanding for certain 

problems or issues, and is thus vital for innovation to take place (Crossan, Lane, 

& White, 1999; Huber, 1991; Senge, 1990; Slater & Narver, 1995; Stata, 1989). 

In the workplace, differences exist between how effectively employees learn 

(Murray & Moses, 2005). One important cause of such differences is the different 

levels of individual learning capability among employees according to which 

employees’ effective learning at individual level is facilitated or hampered to 

different extents (Barba-Aragón, Jiménez-Jiménez, & Sanz-Valle, 2014).  

Individual learning capability refers to an individual’s capacity to engage 

in learning activities by which he or she generates new ideas and insights, from 

existing tacit or explicit information and knowledge, that enable informed 

decision making and problem solving (Bontis, Crossan, & Hulland, 2002; 
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Crossan, Lane, & White, 1999). As examples of employee learning capability, 

Lowik, Krasijenbrink, and Groen (2012) pointed out that employees need to be 

competent in recognition, assimilation, transformation, and exploitation of 

information and knowledge. 

Basing on the aforesaid conceptual understanding of what employee 

learning capability is, it is reasonable to believe that even highly change-ready 

employees may be hindered by their low learning capability when attempting to 

be more innovative. That said, when employees do not have adequate capability 

in recognition, assimilation, transformation, and exploitation of information and 

knowledge, they cannot generate and utilize new insights and novel alternatives 

for decision making and problem solving which are important elements of 

innovation behavior (Scott & Bruce, 1994), even though such employees are 

highly ready for change. As such, employees’ learning capability should have an 

important moderating role on the relationship between these employees’ readiness 

for change and their innovation behavior, and it was thus proposed and tested as 

the second moderator in this present research. However, no empirical studies have 

directly examined this particular moderating effect before.  

 

1.3 Research Purpose 

This present research looked at some individual-level constructs and their 

interactions that have high theoretical and practical value in actual work settings. 

Firstly, this present research examined the correlation between employee 

perceived transformational leadership and employee innovation behavior. 

Secondly, this research tested whether employee readiness for change mediates 

the relationship between employee perceived transformational leadership and 

employee innovation behavior. Thirdly, this study investigated how employee 



 

18 

 

perceived high commitment work system and employee learning capability 

moderate the relationship between employee perceived transformational 

leadership and employee innovation behavior. Thus, overall speaking, this present 

research examined the effect of transformational leadership on change and 

innovation in the workplace.  

Since innovation and change may be broadly classified as radical or 

incremental (Tidd et al., 2009), while not excluding any radical innovation and 

change, this present research focused more on incremental innovation and change 

as they have been found much more commonplace than radical ones in the 

workplace.  

 

1.4 Research Problem & Questions 

This present study built on and furthered existing research by examining 

employee perceived transformational leadership, its consequence, mediator, and 

two moderators. The primary research problem that guided this study is: 

Does employee perceived transformational leadership contribute to 

employee innovation behavior in the work settings? 

Based on such a research problem, this present research raised two 

component research questions as follows:  

1. Does employee perceived transformational leadership contribute to 

employee innovation behavior in the work settings and do so through 

enhancing employee readiness for change? 

2. Does employee perceived transformational leadership contribute to 

employee innovation behavior in the work settings and the effect of 

such contribution depend on the levels of employee perceived high 
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commitment work system and those of employee learning capability 

respectively? 

 

1.5 Research Objectives 

In view of the research purpose, problem, and questions mentioned above, 

this present research was proposed and subsequently conducted to accomplish the 

following three overall objectives:  

1. Examine the effectiveness of employee perceived transformational 

leadership in enhancing employee innovation behavior. 

2. Test the extent to which employee readiness for change will mediate 

the relationship between employee perceived transformational 

leadership and employee innovation behavior.  

3.  Confirm how the strength of employee perceived high commitment 

work system and employee learning capability will moderate 

respectively the relationship between employee perceived 

transformational leadership and employee readiness for change as 

well as that between employee readiness for change and employee 

innovation behavior.  

 

1.6 Research Model & Hypotheses 

To fulfill the aforementioned research objectives, this present study 

constructed a conceptual research model2 and six hypothesized relationships for 

subsequent testing and analysis. Such a conceptual model and its associated 

hypotheses, which were developed through an extensive review of relevant 

                                                      
2
 A conceptual model is a written or visual presentation that “explains either graphically, or in 

narrative form, the main things to be studied— the key factors, concepts or variables— and the 

presumed relationship among them” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 18).  
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literature, are briefly introduced here in this section as follow. 

Taking Bass’s (1985) transformational leadership theory as the backbone 

theory, the conceptual research model of this present study included 

transformational leadership of supervisors as perceived by employees as the focal 

independent variable, individual innovation behavior of employees as the 

dependent variable, employees’ readiness for change as the mediating variable, as 

well as employees’ perceived high commitment work system of their firm and 

their own learning capability as the two moderating variables. Totally six testable 

hypotheses were developed accordingly for examining the relationships among 

the various study variables included in the conceptual model.  

It was hypothesized that employees’ perceived transformational leadership 

will positively affect respectively such employees’ readiness for change as well as 

their innovation behavior. It was also hypothesized that employees’ readiness for 

change will positively relate to their innovation behavior, and that such 

employees’ readiness for change will mediate completely the effect of their 

perceived transformational leadership on their innovation behavior. Furthermore, 

it was hypothesized that employees’ perceived high commitment work system 

will have positive moderating effect on the relationship between such employees’ 

perceived transformational leadership and their readiness for change. Finally, it 

was hypothesized that employees’ learning capability will have positive 

moderating effect on the relationship between such employees’ readiness for 

change and their innovation behavior. 

Figure 1 provides an illustration of the conceptual model of this present 

study as well as a preview of the six associated hypotheses. Detailed description 

and explanation of the arguments used for building, both theoretically and 

empirically, the conceptual model and hypotheses are provided in the upcoming 
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in Chapter 2, which is dedicated to the review of extant literature and 

development of hypotheses of this present research. 

 

 

Figure 1. Research model and hypotheses. 
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1.7 Research Variable Definitions 

In this present research, various variables have the following operational 

definitions:  

Attitude toward change. It is the summary or overall evaluation of an 

organizational member toward change (Elias, 2009; Petty & Wegener, 1998). It 

acts as effective precursor to such an organizational member’s intention of 

supporting and action of implementing change (Holt, Armenakis, Harris, & Field, 

2006). 

Change. It is an alteration of the status quo (Hodge & Anthony, 1988). 

Creativity. It is “the production of novel and useful ideas” (Amabile, 1988, 

p. 126).  

High commitment work system. It is an approach to managing employees 

emphasizing the need of developing organizational commitment among 

employees (Walton, 1985; Wood, 1996). 

Individual learning capability. It is an individual’s capacity to engage in 

learning activities by which he or she generates new ideas and insights, from 

existing tacit or explicit information and knowledge, that enable informed 

decision making and problem solving (Bontis, Crossan, & Hulland, 2002; 

Crossan, Lane, & White, 1999). 

Innovation. It is “the intentional introduction and application within a role, 

group or organization of ideas, processes, products or procedures, new to the 

relevant unit of adoption, designed to significantly benefit the individual, the 

group, the organization or wider society” (West & Farr, 1990, p. 9).  

Innovation behavior. It is a complex set of behaviors, on the part of 

individuals in the innovation process, consisting of activities relating to both the 

introduction of new ideas and the application of new ideas (Kanter, 1988; Janssen, 
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2000, 2001; Scott & Bruce, 1994). 

Intention. It is a person’s subjective assessment of probability that he or 

she will perform certain behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). 

Leadership. It is the process of influencing others to achieve common 

goals (Daft, 2008; Jones & George, 2008; Northouse, 2010; Robbins & Coulter, 

2009; Yukl, 2009). 

Organizational change. It is the process of alteration of status quo in any 

given setup existing in an organization whereby such setup moves from its 

present state to some desired future state to increase the organization’s 

effectiveness (Hodge & Anthony, 1988; Jones, 2013). 

Readiness for change. It is an organizational member’s attitude toward 

change which expresses the extent to which he or she is cognitively, affectively, 

and behaviorally prepared (or ready) to implement change (Bouckenooghe, 

Devos, & Van den Broeck, 2009; Holt et al., 2006; Holt, Helfrich, Hall, & Weiner, 

2010). 

Transactional leadership. It is a process whereby a leader rewards his or 

her followers in exchange for their efforts in goals achievement (Burns, 1978). 

Transformational leadership. It is a process whereby a leader transforms 

or changes “the basic values, beliefs, and attitudes of followers so that they are 

willing to perform beyond the minimum levels specified by the organization” 

(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990, p. 108). 
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CHAPTER 2:                                               

LITERATURE REVIEW & HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT 

A clear understanding of the literature regarding the various study 

variables is deemed necessary for better determining the interactions they have on 

one another. Extant literature that is related and pertinent to this research is thus 

reviewed in this chapter. This present research explored how leadership effect 

change and innovation in the work settings. Therefore this literature review 

focuses on understanding of the three constructs, namely, leadership, change, and 

innovation, all in workplace settings.  

There are nine sections in this chapter of literature review. To start with, 

the first section reviews the concept of transformational leadership and those of 

other related constructs. The second section describes and analyzes the concept of 

innovation behavior and other associated broader concepts. The third section 

brings section one and two together and excogitates the relationship between 

transformational leadership and innovation behavior. The forth section includes 

an overview of readiness for change as well as other concepts and constructs 

relevant to readiness for change. The fifth section discusses the relationship 

between transformational leadership and readiness for change. The sixth section 

points out the relationship between readiness for change and innovation behavior. 

The seventh section develops readiness for change as a mediator. The eighth and 

final section explicates high commitment work system and learning capability as 

two moderators.  

 

2.1 Leadership and Transformational Leadership 

Transformational leadership was examined as the independent variable in 
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this present research. Therefore, this section of the literature review provides a 

review of the concepts associated with leadership in general and transformational 

leadership in particular. This review of leadership literature is important as it 

provides essential grounding for the present research.  

 

Definitions of Leadership 

“Decades of research on leadership have produced a bewildering mass of 

findings” (Bass, 1981, p. xvii). A lot has been said and written about what leaders 

are and how they lead effectively. Leadership is still a very popular research area. 

In a century of leadership studies, multitudes of ways have been found to 

conceptualize leadership which was once thought of as “a relatively simple 

construct” (Van Fleet & Yukl, 1986, p. 12). Particularly, researchers tend to define 

the construct in accordance to their own perspectives and interests of the 

phenomenon (Yukl, 2009). As such, “there are almost as many definitions of 

leadership as there are persons who have attempted to define the concept” 

(Stogdill, 1974, p. 7). As cited by Yukl (2009), some examples of such definitions 

include: 

Leadership is “the behavior of an individual... directing the activities 

of a group toward a shared goal (Hemphill & Coons, 1957, p.7), “the 

influential increment over and above mechanical compliance with the 

routine directives of the organization” (Katz & Kahn, 1978, p. 528),… 

“the process whereby one or more individuals succeed in attempting 

to frame and define the reality of others” (Smircich & Morgan, 1982, 

p. 258), “the process of influencing the activities of an organized 

group toward goal achievement” (Rauch & Behling, 1984, p. 46),… 

“a process of giving purpose (meaningful direction) to collective effort, 

and causing willing effort to be expended to achieve purpose (Jacobs 

& Jaques, 1990, p. 281), “the ability to step outside the culture... to 

start evolutionary change processes that are more adaptive” (Schein, 

1992, p. 2), “the process of making sense of what people are doing 
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together so that people will understand and be committed” (Drath & 

Palus, 1994, p.4), “the ability of an individual to influence, motivate, 

and enable others to contribute toward the effectiveness and success of 

the organization” (House, Hanges, Ruiz-Quintanilla, Dorfman, 

Javidan, Dickson, Gupta et al., 1999, p. 184). (p. 21) 

While the numerous definitions of leadership differ a lot, they seem to 

converge to one common theme. The definitions mostly reflect that leadership 

entails a process whereby a leader exercises influence on others to facilitate, 

guide, or structure their actions and relations. As such, given organizations are 

social entities (Daft, 1995) and leadership is a social process of influence (Bass, 

1998; Bate, Kahn, & Pye, 2000; Conger, 1998; Parry, 1998; Rost, 1993), 

contemporary view of leadership generally assumes it is a reciprocal process of 

disseminating influence to accomplish shared goals (Lussier & Achua, 2001). 

Thus, this present research adopted the definition that leadership is the process 

whereby a leader influences others to achieve common goals (Daft, 2008; Jones 

& George, 2008; Northouse, 2010; Robbins & Coulter, 2009; Yukl, 2009). 

 

Historical Evolution of Leadership Approaches 

Leadership theories have kept evolving since researchers started to 

systematically study leadership since early twentieth century. Leadership theories 

can be categorized into different approaches. In the 1920s and 1930s, hundreds of 

leadership research studies focused on isolating traits that would distinguish 

leaders from non-leaders and characterized the trait approach of leadership. The 

main theme of this trait approach is that leaders are born, rather than made. 

Stogdill (1948) surveyed and analyzed more than a hundred traits studies 

conducted between 1904 and 1947 and summarized a cluster of leadership traits 

including being responsible, self-confident, intelligent, alert, insightful, proactive, 
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persistent, and sociable. However, the results of Stogdill’s review also revealed 

that a person does not become a successful leader merely because he or she bears 

some desirable traits. And, Stogdill’s research marked the beginning of the 

development of behavioral approach of leadership.  

During the late 1940s to the mid-1960s, leadership research turned to 

study effective behavioral styles that leaders exhibited. This second approach 

looked at what leaders actually did, rather than inherent or innate traits. Important 

studies of leadership behavior during that period were the Ohio State studies, the 

University of Michigan studies, and Blake and Mouton’s Managerial Grid studies 

(Blake & Mouton, 1964; Cartwright & Zander, 1960; Hemphill & Coons, 1957; 

Katz & Kahn, 1952; Likert, 1961, 1967; Stogdill, 1963), and this approach of 

leadership led to the identification of two general forms of leadership behavior: 

task behavior and relationship behavior (Northouse, 2010). Behavioral leadership 

researchers also studied various combinations of the task and relationship 

behaviors in their attempts to arrive at one best style of leadership behavior. Yet, 

their results were contradictory and unclear (Yukl, 2009) and brought forward the 

development of contingency approach of leadership. 

Contingency leadership approach flourished during the 1960s and 1970s. 

The Fiedler’s (1964, 1967) contingency model, Hersey and Blanchard’s (1969) 

situational leadership theory, path-goal theory (Evans, 1970; House, 1977, House 

& Dessler, 1974; House & Mitchell, 1974) are prominent examples of such a 

third leadership approach. Its main theme is that there is no best leadership style; 

the appropriate style varies from situation to situation. Instead of sticking to one 

leadership style, effective leaders should thus choose and apply the leadership 

style that fits the actual situation.  

Signifying the forth approach of leadership, leader-member-exchange 



 

28 

 

(LMX) theory was first described in the mid-1970s in the studies of Dansereau, 

Graen, and Haga (1975), Graen (1976), and Graen and Cashman (1975). The 

premise behind LMX theory is that a leader creates in-groups and out-groups 

according to the dyadic exchange (i.e., relationship) between the leader and each 

of his or her followers. Those belonging to the in-groups likely obtain more or 

better information, influence, confidence, concern from their leaders, as well as 

are more dependable, involved, and communicative (Dansereau et al., 1975). 

Later studies of LMX theory have found that in-group members have higher 

performance ratings, less turnover, and more job satisfaction (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 

1995; Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell, 1993). Unlike other leadership approaches, 

LMX theory focuses on the quality of a leader-subordinate relationship and 

centers its importance in the understanding of effective leadership process.  

According to Northouse (2010), while evolving through several stages of 

development, leadership theories had experienced no paradigm shift only until 

early 1980s when frequent organizational change became the norm and the 

then-existing leadership theories offered little advice for dealing with the turmoil 

caused by drastic change. It was this chaotic business environment that witnessed 

the emergence of the “New Leadership” approach (Bryman, 1992, p. 157) which 

shifted leadership from cherishing stability to valuing change, from control to 

empowerment, from competition to collaboration, and from uniformity to 

diversity (Daft, 1998). Transformational leadership theory has been considered 

constituting the core of this new leadership paradigm.3 Indeed, transformational 

                                                      
3
 Avery (2004) argued that leadership be categorized into four leadership paradigms. Besides 

transformational/charismatic/visionary leadership which is considered as one of the paradigms, 

she suggested that classical leadership, transactional leadership, and organic leadership be the 

other three shifts in leadership style. According to Avery, while classical leadership is the oldest 

paradigm with its origin in antiquity, organic leadership is the latest shift in leadership style with 

which a leader empowers followers with expertise on the issues of interest to emerge and be 

accepted by the team as leaders. 
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leadership is acclaimed to be one of the most contemporary and prevalent 

leadership approaches, and it has remained the mainstay of many studies starting 

from the early 1980s (Northouse, 2010). 

 

Transformational Leadership Theory 

The transformational leadership began to draw great attention with Burns’ 

book published in 1978. In his book titled Leadership, Burns (1978) discussed 

leadership in the political context and specifically distinguished transformational 

from transactional leadership. Burns underpinned transactional leadership as a 

process of exchange whereby a leader rewards followers and receives as a return 

their efforts made in goals achievement. In contrast, a transformational leader 

seeks to fulfill higher-order needs and develop fullest potential of the followers. 

The transformational leadership process can lead to higher levels of motivation 

and morality in both the leaders and followers alike.  

In 1985, basing on the work of Burns (1978), Bass expanded and refined 

the distinction between transformational and transactional leadership by 

introducing the theory in organizational context and explaining its underlying 

psychological mechanism. According to Bass (1985), the transformational leader 

raises followers’ consciousness of the importance of goals, encourages them to 

subordinate personal interests for the overall good of their team or organization, 

as well as enhances their confidence in goals accomplishment. Through 

transformational leadership, followers are willing to perform beyond expectations. 

They are motivated to put forth extra efforts and thus perform at levels higher 

than those attainable as a result of transactional leadership. However, Bass’s 

version is not totally consistent with the prior work of Burns. In contrast to Burns, 

who considered transformational and transactional leadership as polar ends of the 
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leadership spectrum, Bass proposed that transformational and transactional 

leadership build on one another and a leader can exhibit both types of leadership 

behavior (Avolio, 1999; Avolio & Bass, 1988; Bass & Avolio, 1990; Bass & 

Avolio, 1993; Waldman, Bass, & Yammarino, 1990; Kuhnert, 1994). 

In Bass’s (1985) version, transformational leadership is comprised of four 

dimensions. Firstly, the transformational leader exerts idealized influence, or 

serves as charismatic role models for followers. Since such a leader embraces 

admirable values and acts in respectable way, followers tend to emulate, identify 

with, and place great trust in the leader. Secondly, the transformational leader 

articulates mission and vision and communicates them to the followers. And, such 

a leader holds high expectations of accomplishment of followers. Through this 

process of inspirational motivation, followers perceive strong sense of purpose 

and meaning for what they do and become highly motivated to do the right thing. 

Thirdly, the transformational leader engages in intellectual stimulation to 

encourage followers to express freely their ideas, try different approaches, and be 

innovative in problem solving. Under such leadership, followers have no 

hesitation in questioning assumptions, challenging the status quo, and discarding 

old practices of their own as well as those of the leader and the organization. 

Finally, the transformational leader displays individualized consideration by 

attending to the desires and concerns of each individual follower and supporting 

each one to develop. Such a leader acts as a coach or mentor spending time to 

treat every follower in a unique manner. 

Bass (1985) also identified two kinds of transactional leadership, namely, 

contingent reward and management-by-exception. With contingent reward, the 

leader delineates what must be done and, in exchange for doing it, specific 

rewards are provided as positive reinforcement. Management-by-exception takes 
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two forms: active and passive. Active management-by-exception entails watching 

proactively and closely followers to identify and correct problems, whereas a 

leader adopting passive management-by-exception does nothing till problems 

arise. Both forms of management-by-exception essentially entail more negative 

reinforcement than positive one. Finally, laissez-faire leadership, according to 

Bass, represents the absence of leadership with which the leader takes a hands-off 

approach. Together, the four dimensions of transformational leadership, the two 

types of transactional leadership, and laissez-faire leadership constitute the so 

called full-range model of leadership (Bass, 1999; Bass & Avolio, 1994). 

Furthermore, Bass (1985) added to the work of Burns (1978) about the 

measurement of transformational leadership. In a number of interviews conducted 

in South Africa, Bass and his colleagues asked a group of senior executives to 

recall leaders who had elevated their consciousness to higher purposes, motivated 

them to perform beyond expectations, or inspired them to subordinate their own 

interests for the sake of others. The interviewees were then asked to elaborate on 

these leaders’ behaviors. With these and other similar interviews, Bass built the 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire which measures a leader’s behaviors, as 

perceived by his or her followers, according to the full-range leadership model. 

The questionnaire has undergone many revisions since its first release by Bass in 

1985. Indeed, it remains the most popular measure of transformational leadership. 

 

Charismatic Leadership Theory 

Almost the same time when Burns’s book appeared, House (1977) 

published a theory about charismatic leadership. The term charisma was first 

coined by Weber (1947, 1968) to denote a special talent that some people have 

that provides them the capacity of doing something extraordinary. House 
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suggested that charismatic leaders may be distinguishable from non-charismatic 

leaders basing on personality characteristics and leadership behaviors. According 

to House, charismatic leaders can be characterized by their dominance, 

confidence, moral values, and desire to influence others. Charismatic leaders also 

display five specific behaviors. They are (i) role-modeling values, (ii) appearing 

competent and successful, (iii) establishing ideological goals, (iv) exhibiting high 

expectations for and showing confidence in followers, and (v) influencing 

followers through arousing their motives for affiliation, power, or esteem. House 

proposed that charismatic leaders could result in followers’ affection, trust, 

obedience, identification, emulation of the leaders’ values, emotionally 

involvement in the leader’s mission, acceptance of challenging goals, and 

confidence in goal achievement. 

House’s (1977) charismatic theory has undergone various extensions and 

revisions since its original release. One major revision came from Shamir, House, 

and Arthur (1993) who suggested a self-concept based theory of charismatic 

leadership. According to Shamir et al., the charismatic leader uses mission and 

vision as a channel to induce and heighten followers’ self-concept. Specifically, 

the leader provides ideological justifications for action, emphasizes 

collective-identities and collective-efficiency, refers to history, self-worth, 

self-efficacy, and self-efficiency of followers, and expresses confidence in 

followers. With such leadership behaviors, the leader motivates followers to high 

levels of “self-esteem and self-worth… self-efficacy and collective-efficacy... 

personal identification, social identification, and value internalization” (p. 

586-587). Shamir et al. further contended that such effects on self-concept in turn 

lead to “personal commitment to the leader and mission, self-sacrificial behavior, 

organizational citizenship, and task meaningfulness” (p. 581).  
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Drawing from the self-concept theory of charismatic leadership (Shamir et 

al, 1993), House and Shamir (1993) attempted to integrate the theories of 

charismatic leadership and transformational leadership by proposing the 

transformational effects of charismatic leadership on followers. House and 

Shamir posited that the charismatic leader transforms followers’ self-concepts and 

ties their own identity to the organizational identity. To obtain these 

transformational effects, the charismatic leader performs role modelling, exhibits 

motive-arousal behavior, articulates a visionary future, portrays a desirable image, 

takes personal risk and sacrifice, has the followers empowered, and challenges 

their assumptions. 

There also exists another theory of charismatic leadership which Conger 

and Kanungo initially proposed in 1987 and later expanded and refined in 1998. 

Conger and Kanungo (1987, 1998) highlighted that charisma is an attribution 

made by followers when their leader displays the behaviors of (i) formulating and 

articulating an idealized vision, (ii) showing sensitivity to the environment, (iii) 

expressing concern to followers’ needs, (iv) taking personal risk, and (v) 

exhibiting unconventional behaviors. In Conger and Kanungo (1998), they also 

included a stage model of charismatic leadership that explains the process of 

moving followers from the present state to the future state. In stage one, the 

leader reviews the current state and identifies opportunities for improvement. In 

stage two, the leader visions about the future state that is discrepant from the 

current state and communicates it to followers. In stages three and four, the leader 

serves as a role model and takes risks to build commitment to the vision. 

Since the publication of House’s (1977) work, charismatic leadership has 

aroused researchers’ attention and behavioral questionnaires have been developed 

accordingly to test the theory (Conger & Kanungo, 1994, 1998; Conger, Kanungo, 
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Menon, & Mathur, 1997; House, Delbecq, & Taris, 1997; Shamir, Zakay, Breinin, 

& Popper, 1998).4 Nonetheless, charismatic leadership has often been described 

in ways similar or even synonymous to transformational leadership (Bryman, 

1992), despite Bass’s (1985) argument that charisma is necessary but not 

sufficient for transformational leadership. And, as mentioned above, House and 

Shamir (1993) revised the charismatic leadership in ways that make it more 

resemble to transformational leadership, thus further minimizing the differences 

between the two approaches of leadership. Although still being challenged by 

some scholars, for example Yukl (1999) who viewed transformational leadership 

and charismatic leadership as different but overlapping constructs, however, “it is 

now common practice in many books and articles to treat the two approaches as 

equivalent” (p. 298-299).  

 

Integration of Transformational Leadership and Charismatic Leadership 

Transformational and charismatic leadership theories were developed 

concurrently. While each approach differs somewhat in the specific behaviors, 

they have a lot of similarities (Lussier & Achua, 2001). And, this is readily 

observable in the above-mentioned descriptions of these two approaches of 

leadership. Specifically, as pinpointed by Podsakoff et al. (1990, p. 108), “all of 

them share the common perspective that effective leaders transform or change the 

basic values, beliefs, and attitudes of followers so that they are willing to perform 

beyond the minimum levels specified by the organization.” Taking such a 

                                                      
4
 Basing on their charismatic leadership theory, Conger and Kanungo (1994, 1998) and Conger et 

al. (1997) developed a questionnaire (called the C–K Scale) with initially 25 items for measuring 6 

behaviors and later revised to 20 items for 5 behaviors. House, Delbecq, and Taris (1997) 

developed a scale to measure charismatic and transformational leadership behaviors. Shamir, 

Zakay, Breinin, and Popper (1998) designed a questionnaire measuring the charismatic leadership 

behaviors of supporting, displaying exemplary behaviors, emphasizing ideology, and emphasizing 

collective identity. 
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common theme as the core of transformational leadership, Podsakoff et al. (1990) 

summarized the specific transformational behaviors in the major works of both 

transformational and charismatic leadership (e.g., Bass, 1985; Bennis & Nanus, 

1985; Conger & Kanungo, 1987; House, 1977; Kouzes & Posner, 1987; Tichy & 

DeVanna, 1986) and developed their model of transformational leadership 

behavior.  

Similar to Bass (1985), Podsakoff et al. identified six types of key 

behavior of transformational leadership and proposed that the transformational 

leader (i) articulates a vision, (ii) fosters acceptance of group goals, and (iii) 

stimulates followers intellectually, as well as provides to followers (iv) role 

modelling, (v) high expectations of performance, and (vi) individualized support. 

Associated with a leadership behavior scale, Podsakoff et al.’s competing model 

of transformational leadership has created considerable interest among 

researchers (Antonakis, 2012). After Bass’s (1985) model, Podsakoff’s model has 

become the most popular model of transformational leadership among researchers 

(Bass & Riggio, 2006).  

More elaborations on why and how supervisors’ transformational 

leadership affects employees’ innovation behavior are given later in Section 2.3, 

right after a literature review on innovation and innovation behavior in the 

upcoming section. 

 

2.2 Innovation and Innovation Behavior 

Innovation behavior was examined as the dependent variable in this 

present research. Therefore, this section of the literature review provides a review 

of the concepts associated with innovation in general and innovation behavior in 

particular.  
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Innovation Definitions 

Creativity and innovation have generally been viewed as overlapping 

constructs (King, 1995; Patterson, 2002). In essence, both constructs deal with 

novelty. Over the years, however, the concepts of creativity and innovation have 

picked up a variety of definitions and there has been a lot of confusion regarding 

how to properly define them. Such confusion aggravates when the terms 

creativity and innovation are used interchangeably in some studies (King, 1990). 

Nevertheless, some consensus on the terms’ definitions has recently appeared in 

applied settings, such as workplaces (Scott & Bruce, 1994). First of all, creativity 

and innovation are not interchangeable terms (King, 1995). And, creativity is 

about the production of new useful ideas (Amabile, 1983, 1988, 1996; Mumford 

& Gustafson, 1988; Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 

1993), while innovation essentially involves both the introduction and application 

of such ideas (Kanter, 1988; King, 1990; Shalley, Zhou, & Oldham, 2004; Van de 

Ven, 1986; West & Farr, 1990; Zhou, 2003). As reiterated by Scott and Bruce 

(1994): 

Creativity has to do with the production of novel and useful ideas…, 

innovation has to do with the production or adoption of useful ideas 

and idea implementation. (p. 581) 

As such, in this present research, creativity refers to “the production of 

novel and useful ideas” (Amabile, 1988, p. 126). For innovation, the term refers 

to “the intentional introduction and application within a role, group or 

organization of ideas, processes, products or procedures, new to the relevant unit 

of adoption, designed to significantly benefit the individual, the group, 

organization or wider society” (West & Farr, 1990, p. 9). As indicated in these 

two now widely accepted definitions of the field, innovation includes both 
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generation and implementation of ideas while creativity entails generation of 

ideas alone. In other words, innovation includes creativity. As contended by West 

(2001), “If creativity is the development of new ideas, innovation includes 

creativity as well as the process (and outcome) of putting creative ideas into 

practice” (p. 276). 

Indeed, researchers exploring innovation have explicitly recognized that 

innovation encompasses creativity as a subset (Kanter, 1988; Patterson, 2002; 

Scott & Bruce, 1994; Woodman et al., 1993). Yet, West and Farr’s (1990) 

definition of innovation “includes not only creating novel ideas by oneself but 

also adopting others’ ideas that are new to one’s organization or work unit” (Yuan 

& Woodman, 2010, p. 324) as one’s social network is indeed an important 

resource for innovation (Woodman et al., 1993). That said, innovation may also 

be realized by adopting or adapting new product or process ideas from outside 

(Klein, Conn, & Sorra, 2001). It thus follows from West and Farr that creativity is 

one, but not the only, way to fulfill innovation. 

In line with Pierce and Delbecq (1977) and Zaltman, Duncan, and Holbek 

(1973), West and Farr’s (1990) definition of innovation is also defined in terms of 

relative novelty in the sense that its novelty is to the adopting unit only. “An 

innovation may be common practice in other organizations but it would still be 

classed as such if it is novel to the unit under research” (Anderson et al., 2004, p. 

149). This is in contrast to absolute novelty that refers novelty to its first use ever 

or to a population of organizations, as mentioned in some innovation literature 

(Anderson & King, 1993; King & Anderson, 2002). As pointed out by West 

(2002), innovation researchers have mainly focused on relative novelty in 

organizations. Thus, innovation is regarded as such as long as it succeeds to 

introduce novelty to the adopting unit, disregarding the origin of innovation— 
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whether it has been internally-generated, externally-borrowed, or already-adopted 

by other units of the organization (Daft, 1982; Damanpour & Evan, 1984; 

Zaltman et al., 1973).  

 

Innovation Typologies 

While all innovations possess a common element of novelty, there are 

different innovations. Back in the 1930s, Schumpeter (1934) already suggested 

different possible innovation alternatives, namely, development of new products 

or services, new production methods, new market opportunities, new sources of 

supply, and new organizational forms. How could innovations be categorized? In 

the past years, researchers have suggested different innovation typologies for 

classifying innovations. Yet, the various typologies appearing in the extant 

literature indeed fall into two main kinds of innovation typology (Chandy & 

Prabhu, 2010; Smith, 2005). The first kind of typology classifies innovations 

according to the form of an innovation. According to a literature review by 

Kotsemir, Abroskin, and Dirk (2013), the innovation classification scheme 

proposed by OECD (2005) is the most widespread typology regarding the 

different forms of innovation, which classifies innovation into four types, namely, 

product/service, process, marketing, and organizational innovation. An adaption 

of the OECD’s innovation classification is provided in Table 1. Quite similar to 

the OECD’s classic scheme, Bessant and Tidd’s (2007) typology has four classes 

of innovation, namely, production, process, position, and paradigm. As one more 

example of this first kind of innovation typology, Wang and Ahmed’s (2004) 

study came up with five forms of innovation: product, process, market, behavior, 

and strategic innovation.  
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Table 1 

OECD Innovation Classification 

Type Description 

Product/Service 
Innovation 

Innovations relates to the specifications, components, 
materials, or other functional characteristics of the 
products or services. 

Process    
Innovation 

Innovation relates to the technology, equipment, or 
methods used for production or delivery of the products or 
services. 

Marketing  
Innovation 

Innovation relates to the packaging, advertising, 
promotion, positioning, identifying and developing 
opportunities, or other marketing methods of the products 
or services. 

Organizational 
Innovation 

Innovation relates to the forms of organizing the company, 
its environments, jobs, and employees, which may include 
but not limit to the vision, strategies, formal and informal 
structure, and job descriptions. 

 

Another kind of typology bases its classification on the degree of novelty 

associated with an innovation. Incremental innovation and radical innovation are 

the two terms commonly used by researchers to refer respectively to the low-end 

and high-end of the novelty continuum (e.g., Dewar & Dutton, 1986; Ettlie, 

Bridges, & O’Keefe, 1984; García-Morales et al., 2008b; Gumusluoglu & Ilsev, 

2009; Jansen, Van den Bosch, & Volberda, 2006; Kheng, Mahmood, & Beris, 

2013; Ritala & Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2013). While different terms are used 

and different intermediate levels of novelty are introduced, the typologies 

proposed by Freeman (1994), Freeman, Clark, and Soete (1982), Mensch (1979), 

Kleinschmidt and Cooper (1991), and Wheelwright and Clark (1992) belong to 

this second kind of typology. 

Researchers have provided some views regarding how to distinguish 

between incremental innovation and radical innovation. According to Tidd et al. 

(2009), incremental innovation is new stuff leading to only small improvement, 

whereas radical innovation is disruptive new thing that rewrites “the rules of the 
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game” (p. 15). For radical innovation, “neither the end state nor the way in which 

it can be achieved are known about” (p. 39). Tidd et al. even went so far to infer 

radical innovation as thing that is “new to the world” (p. 23). Researchers have 

generally viewed incremental innovation as making small yet significant 

improvement to an existing product, service, process, or form of an organization, 

while radical innovation is about making some sort of revolution, transformation 

or breakthrough and thus is much more than improvement of existing thing 

(Christensen, 1997; Henderson & Clark, 1990).  

Most of the innovation that happens in a company is not radical indeed. 

Rothwell and Gardner (1989) estimated that no more than 10 percent of the 

innovation is radical. According to Ettlie (1999), only 6 to 10 percent of all 

innovation projects could be disruptive. Although not as novel as radical 

innovation, the importance of incremental innovation (or incremental 

improvement) has also been recognized by researchers (e.g., Audretsch, 

Martínez-Fuentes, & Pardo-del-Val, 2011; Banbury & Will, 1995; Dosi, 1982; 

Freeman, 1982; Fuglsang & Sørensen, 2011; Pires, Sarkar, & Carvalho, 2008; 

Rabeh, Jimenéz-Jimenéz, & Martínez-Costa, 2013; Sundbo & Gallouj, 1999; 

Toivonen & Tuominen, 2009). As a prominent case of incremental innovation, 

continuous improvement program is a continuous stream of focused, 

organization-wide improvement activities taking place in a company with the 

goal of maintaining and enhancing its competitiveness (Bessant & Caffyn, 1997; 

Bessant, Caffyn, & Gallagher, 2001; Bessant, Caffyn, Gilbert, Harding, & Webb, 

1994; Bessant & Francis, 1999; Huang, Rode, & Schroeder, 2011; Hyland, 

Becker, & Sloan, 2008).  

As innovation and change are closely related, there are a lot of similarities 

between the typology of innovation and that of change. On the one hand, there are 
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incremental innovation and change and, on the other hand, there are radical 

innovation and change. And, radical innovation typically associates with radical 

change while incremental innovation with incremental change (Tidd et al., 2009). 

While not excluding radical innovation and change, this present research focused 

on much more commonplace incremental innovation and change. Particularly, 

when continuous incremental innovation (or continuous improvement) must be 

made to meet market and customer needs (Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997; Burke, 

2008; Kheng, Mahmood, & Beris, 2013; Weick & Quinn, 1999), companies and 

their employees have to be continuously ready for incremental change (Carter, 

Armenakis, Field, & Mossholder, 2013; Elkjaer, 2007; Kumar, 2010; Rowden, 

2001). 

 

Innovation Process 

The definition by West and Farr (1990) implies that innovation is a 

process consisting of different stages of innovation. While innovation can be 

broadly viewed as introducing and applying new ideas (Glynn, 1996; Patterson, 

2002; West, 1987; West & Farr, 1990), a number of stage-models have been 

conceptualized to explain the temporal sequence of activities that take place 

during innovation. For example, Zaltman et al. (1973) decomposed innovation 

into five stages of knowledge-awareness, attitude forming, decision making, 

initial implementation, and sustained implementation. Daft (1978) proposed four 

stages of idea conception, proposal, adoption/rejection, and implementation, 

while Rogers (1983) suggested a five-stage process of knowledge, persuasion, 

decision, implementation, and confirmation. And, there are totally six stages 

according to Cooper and Zmud’s (1990) model. In an attempt to summarize 

earlier stage-models, Wolfe (1994, p. 410) proposed a ten-stage model consisting 
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of “idea conception, awareness, matching, appraisal, persuasion, adoption 

decision, implementation, confirmation, routinization, and infusion.”  

As commented by Amabile (1988), “there is no one universal and smooth 

sequence of steps from initial vision through idea generation through 

development and final implementation” (p. 151). In the 2000s, researchers have 

indeed kept on growing the literature on innovation stage-models (e.g., Axtell, 

Holman, Unsworth, Wall, Waterson, & Harrington, 2000; Farr, Sin, & Tesluk, 

2003; Kleysen & Street, 2001; Li, 2013). Such stage-models can be useful for 

examining the innovation process and monitoring progress of an innovation 

project. Yet, as noted by King (1992), “What researchers and managers must not 

do is assume that the natural or ideal manner for innovation to progress is in a 

linear sequence of discrete stages” (p. 100).  

 

Innovation Behavior 

While innovation has been researched at organizational, team, and 

individual levels, this present study focused only on the individuals. In line with 

Kanter (1988), Janssen (2000, 2001), and Scott and Bruce (1994), this present 

research viewed employees’ innovation behavior as a complex set of behaviors, 

on the part of individuals in the innovation process, consisting of activities 

relating to both the introduction of new ideas (generated by oneself or adopted 

from others) and the application of new ideas. As noted by Janssen (2000), 

innovation behavior of employees is mostly extra-role behavior which is not 

formally required in their job description. Janssen further elaborated that 

innovation behavior is intentional effort of employees to provide novel outcomes 

which could lead to more effective operation of the organization as well as some 

socio-psychological benefits for individual or group of workers.  
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Basing on the work of Kanter (1988), Scott and Bruce published in 1994 a 

three-stage process model of individual innovation behavior consisting of the 

production, promotion, and realization of ideas. From Scott and Bruce’s (1994) 

perspective: 

Individual innovation begins with problem recognition and the 

generation of ideas or solutions, either novel or adopted. During the 

next stage of the process, an innovative individual seeks sponsorship 

for an idea and attempts to build a coalition of supporters for it. 

Finally, during the third stage of the innovation process, the innovative 

individual completes the idea by producing “a prototype or model of 

the innovation… that can be touched or experienced, that can now be 

diffused, mass-produced, turned to productive use, or institutionalized” 

(Kanter, 1988, p. 191). Thus, innovation is viewed here as a multistage 

process, with different activities and different individual behaviors 

necessary at each stage. (p. 582) 

As noted by De Long and Den Hartog (2010) that “conditions for 

innovation may theoretically be best understood if one assumes the discovery of 

ideas and their implementation as discrete stages, real-world innovation processes 

are reciprocal with overlapping stages” (p. 34). Empirical evidence of the 

distinctiveness of the various dimensions (or stages) has been weak. High 

intercorrelations among different dimensions found in several relevant research 

studies (e.g., De Long & Den Hartog, 2010; Janssen, 2000; Scott & Bruce, 1994) 

suggested that innovation behavior may be one-dimensional, and the various 

dimensions would combine additively to produce an overall measure of 

innovation behavior. 

According to Scott and Bruce (1994), examples of innovation behavior are 

searching out new technologies, generating creative ideas, promoting new ideas 

to others, securing needed funds, as well as developing plans and schedules for 

new idea implementation. Since innovation process actually consists of 
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discontinuous, non-sequential activities rather than discrete, sequential stages 

(Schroeder, Van de Ven, Scudder, & Polley, 1989), an individual can exhibit at 

any one time various combinations of innovation behavior as elaborated in a 

stage-model such as that of Scott and Bruce.  

 

2.3 Relationship between Transformational Leadership and Innovation 

Behavior 

This section of the literature review provides both conceptual and 

empirical reviews on how transformational leadership relates to innovation 

behavior. A hypothesis is also developed accordingly subsequent to the review of 

relevant literature. 

 

Conceptual Understanding of the Relationship 

Transformational leaders are characterized by their dynamism, 

open-mindedness, and future-orientation (Harris, 1985). Transformational leaders 

transform followers into future leaders and expect them “to think beyond 

themselves and become high performers” (Bass, 1985, p. 155). Transformational 

leaders gain followers’ commitment to the organization’s mission and vision 

which they define (Roberts, 1985). They strive to bond followers together and 

motivate them to make the organization’s vision come true (Bryman, 1992). 

Transformational leaders have also been characterized as innovative and having 

novel ideas (Bass, 1985). As argued by Bass (1999), distinctive transformational 

leadership behaviors are particularly applicable for stimulating employees’ 

creativity and enhancing their innovation behavior.  

Transformational leaders are instrumental in promoting innovation 

behavior of followers through providing inspirational motivation to followers 
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(Liaw, Chi, & Chuang, 2010; Narver, Slater, & Tietje, 1998). By means of 

articulating and communicating an appealing vision that provide meanings and 

challenges to followers’ work, transformational leaders are effective in increasing 

followers’ intrinsic motivation and affective commitment. To inspire and motivate 

followers to exhibit innovation behavior, transformational leaders articulate a 

desirable future state of being one of the most innovative organizations that 

outperforms competitors and delights customers by exceeding their requirements. 

Besides envisioning, transformational leaders are good at using communication to 

express their conviction to the vision and solicit followers’ shared commitment to 

the vision (Bennis & Nanus, 1985). They effectively communicate the vision of 

becoming an innovative organization by optimistically talking about it and 

enthusiastically promoting its advantages and benefits (Howell & Higgins, 1990). 

They passionately convey what innovation goals to achieve in order to attain such 

a vision. They also strive to garner followers’ commitment to innovate by holding 

high expectations on their innovation performance and displaying great 

confidence in their followers that stated innovation goals could be exceeded. 

Transformational leaders also effect followers’ innovation behavior 

through intellectual stimulation. According to Bass (1985), transformational 

leaders are likely to offer followers fresh perspectives as intellectual stimulus 

prompting them to think exploratively and solve problem innovatively. They 

stimulate followers intellectually by questioning assumptions whether they are 

appropriate, reframing problems from multiple angles, and approaching old 

situations in novel ways, while avoid publicly ridiculing or criticizing followers’ 

mistakes (Bass & Avolio, 1994). As such, under transformational leadership, 

followers have higher tendency to think out of the box for creative ideas or novel 

solutions in doing their work, thus contributing to their innovation performance.  
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 Followers of transformational leaders admire, respect, and trust their 

leaders. They tend to exhibit innovation behavior when their leaders serve as role 

models in displaying such behavior through idealized influence (Howell & 

Higgins, 1990). With idealized influence or charisma, transformational leaders are 

indeed effective role models for followers who are likely to identify with and 

want to mimic their leaders. Through behavior role-modeling, transformational 

leaders enhance followers' capacity to think on their own, question red tape, and 

develop new ideas (Bass & Avolio, 1990). They can be heroic innovators 

themselves or they can be product champions (Howell and Higgins, 1990) taking 

charge of furthering the internal development and external promotion of a new 

good or service, thus keeping innovation ideas alive and thriving (Dougherty & 

Hardy, 1996). 

A prominent feature of transformational leadership is individualized 

consideration which takes into account that each individual follower does not 

necessarily have the same needs, abilities, and aspirations as others. While paying 

special attention to getting the right followers involved in the right innovation 

projects (Howell, Shea, & Higgins, 2005), transformational leaders provide 

coaching, mentoring, or other forms of supporting to followers according to their 

individual differences to help them deal with problems and issues encountered 

when working on those innovation projects (Avolio & Gibbons, 1988; Bass, 

1985), thereby effectively promoting followers to act innovatively.   

 

Empirical Evidence of the Relationship 

As explained above, when transformational leaders use their idealized 

influence, provide individual consideration, inspirational motivation, and 

intellectual stimulation to followers, more innovation behavior may be resulted. 
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Yet, on top of the theoretical generalization, the impacts of transformational 

leadership on innovation behavior need to be further examined with empirical 

evidence.5 Gumusluoglu and Ilsev (2009, p. 462) noted that “only a handful of 

empirical studies” have looked at the relationship between transformational 

leadership and innovation. The study of such a relationship failed to receive much 

attention of researchers in the early years indeed (Basu & Green, 1997; Mumford, 

Scott, Gaddis, & Strange, 2002). Nevertheless, while there were only a few 

research findings published in the 1990s on the relationship, studies empirically 

testing how transformational leadership influences innovation have grown in the 

past decade.  

This present research has identified and reviewed totally 40 empirical 

studies in major journals regarding the relationship between transformational 

leadership and innovation. An account of the 40 empirical studies regarding their 

purpose, sample, findings, and measures is provided in Table 2 (inserted at the 

end of this section). As revealed in the table, researchers examined innovation at 

three levels, namely, organizational, team, and individual. Among the studies, 9 of 

them researched at organizational level, 17 at team level, 11 at individual level, 1 

at both organizational and individual levels, and 2 at both team and individual 

levels. Regarding the research methodology, 8 studies are experimental studies 

with university students and were mostly done in the early years (in 2003 or 

before) while the rest are quantitative survey studies conducted in real work 

settings.  

In the extant literature, there are altogether 10 studies looking at 

organizational innovation and a review of their research findings are provided as 

                                                      
5
 King and Anderson (1995) noted that practitioners tend to follow theoretical prescriptions 

about what leadership approaches should be used to foster innovation disregarding the presence 

or absence of supporting empirical evidence.  
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follow. Among the various organizational-level studies, Aragón-Correa et al. 

(2007) did a relatively large scale quantitative research in which they surveyed 

the CEOs of 408 firms in Spain engaging in industries of farming, manufacturing, 

construction, and services and identified a positive relationship between 

transformational leadership and organizational innovation (r = .387, p < .001). 

Basing on the same sample but with three added variables forming a more 

complete research model, García-Morales et al. (2008a) reported an even stronger 

positive relationship (r = .456, p < .001). Other smaller-scale studies made by 

Elenkov and Manev (2009), García-Morales et al. (2008b), Gumusluoglu and 

Ilsev (2009), and Jansen et al. (2009) also revealed that transformational 

leadership significantly and positively associated with organizational innovation 

(r ranging from .17 to .49). For the research study conducted by Jung et al. (2003), 

partial least squares structural equation modeling revealed that the relationship 

was significant and positive (β = .04, p < .10) while bivariate correlation 

coefficient analysis indicated that the relationship was not significant. Also using 

structural equation models, Jung et al.’s (2008) study revealed similar result (β 

= .15, p < .01). For Jaskyte’s (2004) study involving 19 nonprofit human service 

organizations, she found no empirical support to her hypothesized relationship 

between transformational leadership and organizational innovation.6 Finally, 

Osborn and Marion (2009) did a quantitative survey study with 93 U.S./Japanese 

alliances in research-intensive settings and found transformational leadership of 

the alliance head negatively, rather than hypothesized positively, related to 

innovation performance of the alliance (r = -.24, p < .05). As illustrated by the 

above-mentioned research results, the empirical evidence for the effect of 

                                                      
6
 Jaskyte (2004) reported only zero-order correlation analysis. No result for higher-order partial 

correlation analysis between transformation leadership and organizational innovation was 

provided in her paper. 
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transformational leadership on organizational innovation is not entirely consistent 

across the studies. Review of results at team and individual levels addressed 

below will further reveal this inconsistency.  

Studying a sample of 107 new product development teams in Turkey from 

a variety of industries, Dayan et al.’s (2009) survey found very strong correlation 

between transformational leadership and team’s new product success (r = .84, p 

< .05). Besides Dayan et al.’s study, a number of quantitative surveys also 

revealed such a positive relationship between transformational leadership and 

team innovation with Pearson correlation coefficient (r) ranging from .19 to .46 

(Boerner et al., 2007; Keller, 1992, 2006; Paulsen et al., 2009; Pirola-Merlo et al., 

2002; Reuvers et al., 2008; Shin & Zhou, 2007; Stoker et al., 2001; Walumbwa et 

al., 2011; Zhang et al., 2011). Yet, two other studies found that transformational 

leadership positively influenced team innovation only in a rather complex way. 

Chen et al. (2013) found a significant indirect effect of transformational 

leadership on team innovative performance via the mediator of support for 

innovation climate, whereas the results of bivariate correlation coefficient 

analysis and hierarchical linear modeling analysis revealed no significant 

relationship. And, despite the results of bivariate correlation coefficient analysis 

and multiple regression analysis indicated no significant relationship, Eisenbeiss 

et al. (2008) found that transformational leadership was indirectly affecting team 

innovation through the mediator of support for innovation but only when there 

was high level of climate for excellence. 

Besides quantitative surveys, six experimental research studies were made 

to examine the effect of transformational leadership on team innovation. Jung 

(2001) found support that experiment participants in the condition of 

transformational leadership exhibited higher fluency and flexibility than their 
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counterparts in the condition of transactional leadership. However, Jaussi and 

Dionne (2003) found that group transformational leadership was significantly and 

negatively, rather than positively, related to group creative performance. While 

Jaussi and Dionne’s experiment revealed an opposite effect, other experimental 

studies on the relationship also generated very mixed results indeed. Sosik et al. 

(1997) found both positive and negative relationships in their experiment. Their 

results showed that transformational leadership produced a stronger effect on 

report effectiveness than transactional leadership, whereas transactional 

leadership had a stronger, rather than weaker, effect on idea generation 

effectiveness than transformational leadership. In another experiment by Sosik et 

al. (1998), some, but not all, of the expected positive relationships were found. 

Sosik et al. (1998) found that groups under high-transformational leadership 

exhibited higher originality and elaboration than groups under 

low-transformational leadership, but they found no such hypothesized effect for 

fluency and flexibility, which is in great contrast to Jung’s (2001) findings. In 

their third experiment, however, Sosik et al. (1999) even failed to replicate the 

positive relationships they had found before. Their experiment provided no 

support to the hypothesized positive relationship between transformational 

leadership and creativity. Neither did Kahai et al. (2003) find empirical support 

for their hypothesized interaction effect of anonymity and transformational 

leadership on group creativity nor for that of anonymity, transformational 

leadership, and rewards on group creativity. Due to the confusing results, further 

experimental research on the relationship between transformational leadership 

and follower creativity was once not encouraged by Mumford and Licuanan 

(2004). Mumford and Licuanan suggested that more studies on the relationship 

should investigate in real work settings instead.  
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Empirical results at individual level have also been inconclusive, if not 

mixed. Quantitative survey studies by Gong et al. (2009), Gumusluoglu and Ilsev 

(2009), Michaelis et al. (2010), Shin and Zhou (2003), Sun et al. (2012), and Tse 

and Chiu (2014) reported positive relationship between transformational 

leadership and individual innovation with Pearson correlation coefficient (r) 

ranging from .15 to .28. Yet, with the exception of the study by Michaelis et al., 

all other five above-mentioned studies examined creativity which is only part of 

the innovation. And, what Michaelis et al. investigated was innovation 

implementation which again is only part of the innovation. That said, none of the 

studies mentioned above that reported positive relationship has examined 

innovation fully, i.e., investigating both the introduction of new ideas and the 

application of such ideas in the same study.  

Also an individual-level study, Moss and Ritossa’s (2007) analysis of 

bivariate correlation coefficient provided support for the positive effects of 

individualized consideration and idealized behavior on follower creativity (r 

ranged from .22 to .25), but no support for the effects of intellectual stimulation, 

inspirational motivation, and idealized attributes on follower creativity. In Chen et 

al.’s (2013) study, the results of bivariate correlation coefficient analysis and 

hierarchical linear modeling analysis revealed that the relationship between 

transformational leadership and innovative performance at individual level was 

nonsignificant. In Lee’s (2008) research, also no significant zero-order correlation 

existed between the two variables. Yet, Lee found the effect of transformational 

leadership on followers’ innovativeness was significant and positive after 

controlling for passive-avoidant leadership and transactional leadership (β = .216, 

p < .05). And, in Pieterse, Van Knippenberg, Schippers, & Stam’s (2010) study, 

neither the bivariate correlation coefficient analysis nor hierarchical regression 
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analysis revealed significant relationship between transformational leadership and 

follower innovative behavior. Nevertheless, similar to the findings of Eisenbeiss 

et al. (2008) at team level, Pieterse et al. found a complex relationship between 

the two variables. Transformational leadership was found positively related to 

innovative behavior when high psychological empowerment was perceived (β 

= .25, p = .03), and there was no such a relationship in low psychological 

empowerment condition. However, in great contrast to the positive relationship 

found in other studies, Basu and Green (1997) in their quantitative survey of 225 

employees in a factory found a negative relationship between transformational 

leadership with innovative behavior after controlling for leader member exchange, 

supervisor support, autonomy, and commitment (β = -.32, p < .01), when 

zero-order correlation coefficient analysis revealed no significant effect.  

The relationship between transformational leadership and individual 

innovation has also been investigated in three laboratory experiments providing 

once again conflicting results. One experiment conducted by Jung and Avolio 

(2000) in a U.S. University revealed a positive effect of transformational 

leadership on quality of ideas generated but a negative, rather than positive, 

impact on the quantity of ideas generated. Also conducted in a U.S. University, an 

experiment by Jaussi and Dionne (2003) indicated no significant zero-order 

correlation (in bivariate correlation coefficient analysis) or first-order partial 

correlation (in hierarchical regression analysis) between transformational 

leadership and follower creative performance. More recently in a German 

University, Herrmann and Felfe (2013) conducted an experimental study and 

succeeded to show that participants achieved better creativity in the condition of 

transformational leadership than that of the transactional leadership. 

Indeed, extant literature has shown mixed results of the relationship 
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between transformational leadership and innovation, organizational, team, and 

individual levels alike. Some studies found a positive relationship and some 

found it only in a complex way, whereas some found a negative effect or did not 

find any effects. Does empirical evidence support a straightforward effect of 

transformational leadership on innovation as it is suggested by theories? After all, 

a meta-analysis of empirical studies (10 studies at organizational level, 12 at team 

level, and 11 at individual level) conducted by Rosing et al. (2011) regarding the 

effect of transformational leadership on innovation revealed that aggregated 

Pearson correlation coefficient (mean r) was .42, .28, and .17 at organizational, 

team, and individual level respectively, suggesting the existence of such an effect. 

Yet, as commented by Rosing et al., more empirical evidence is needed to further 

substantiate and clarify the relationship. Particularly, the previous limited and 

inconclusive research results on the relationship between transformational 

leadership and individual innovation make it necessary to further expand the body 

of empirical evidence. As such, basing on the theoretical understanding of the 

relationship between transformational leadership and followers’ innovation 

behavior (as elaborated at the beginning of this current section) and the results of 

Rosing et al.’s relevant meta-analysis, I hypothesized that employees’ perceived 

transformational leadership of their supervisors positively influence these 

employees’ innovation behavior.7 Thus, 

H1. Employee perceived transformational leadership will positively relate 

to employee innovation behavior. 

 

                                                      
7
 Indeed, the offer of this particular hypothesis for testing is deemed essential as per Baron and 

Kenny’s (1986) criteria for confirming the mediating effect of readiness for change on the 

relationship between transformational leadership and innovation behavior, which is one of the 

stated objectives of this present research. 
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Besides providing further evidence to substantiate the relationship 

transformational leadership and innovation performance, researchers have yet to 

clarify the relationship and address the inconsistency of empirical results 

associated with it (Mumford, Hunter, & Byrne, 2009; Mumford, Scott, Gaddis, & 

Strange, 2002). As noted by Rosing et al. (2011), such inconsistency suggests that 

the relationship is dependent on other variables, and researchers need to clarify 

the mechanisms between transformational leadership and innovation as well as 

the conditions that enhance or neutralize the relationship. As noted by Baron and 

Kenny (1986), mediators indicate how or why certain relationship occurs whilst 

moderators specify when such a relationship will hold. As such, examination of 

mediators provides better understanding on “how leaders influence innovative 

outcomes,” while investigation of moderators sheds more light on “when 

leadership is effective” in promoting innovation performance (Denti & Hemlin, 

2012, p. 2). A review of extant literature regarding the effects of mediators and 

moderators on the relationship between transformational leadership and 

innovation is provided below. 

As can be seen also in Table 2, researchers have shown interest in 

investigating the linking mechanisms between transformational leadership and 

innovation. Among the 40 studies, 15 of them attempted to find mediating effects. 

Some researchers employed Baron and Kenny’s (1986) procedure to test an 

assumed mediator and provided evidence of either partial mediation or complete 

mediation, while other researchers focused on testing the indirect effects of an 

assumed mediator using analytical methods such as those suggested by 

MacKinnon, Lockwood, and Williams (2004).  

At organizational level, Aragón-Correa et al. (2007) successfully found an 

indirect effect of transformation leadership on innovation through the mediator of 
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organizational learning. At team level, researchers successfully identified debate 

(Boerner et al., 2007), team cooperation, team identity-team cooperation (Paulsen 

et al., 2009), team climate (Pirola-Merlo et al., 2002), group knowledge sharing, 

collective efficacy (Zhang et al., 2011) and support for innovation climate (Chen 

et al. 2013; Eisenbeiss et al., 2008) respectively as a full or partial mediator. At 

individual level, successful full or partial mediators were self-efficacy (Gong et 

al., 2009), trust, value congruence (Jung & Avolio, 2000), commitment to change 

(Michaelis et al., 2010), conservation (Shin & Zhou, 2003), intrinsic motivation 

(Gumusluoglu & Ilsev, 2009; Shin & Zhou, 2003), psychological empowerment 

(Gumusluoglu & Ilsev, 2009), structural empowerment-psychological 

empowerment (Sun et al., 2012), and individual differentiation (Tse & Chiu, 

2014). There were two unsuccessful attempts on finding mediators. Lee (2008) 

found no support for leader member exchange quality as a mediator and this 

implied that “transformational leadership by itself is able to effectively stimulate 

followers to be more innovative” (p. 681). In contrast to Chen et al.’s (2013) 

findings, Gumusluoglu and Ilsev (2009) found no support for their hypothesized 

mediating effect of support for innovation climate, and they attributed such an 

unexpected result to the “high power-distance culture” of the Turkish survey 

respondents (p. 470). 

There is one more point worth noting before going on to literature review 

of the moderating effects. A host of mediators have been examined by researchers 

for the relationship between transformational leadership and innovation. Yet, none 

of the studies in the extant literature have investigated readiness for change as a 

mediator in the relationship between transformational leadership and innovation. 

Only Michaelis et al. (2010) studied a mediator which is close to readiness for 

change. In a quantitative survey with a sample of 198 R&D manager respondents 
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from an automotive company in Germany, Michaelis et al. examined the role of 

transformational leadership, commitment to change, and climate for initiative on 

followers’ innovation implementation behavior and found that transformational 

leadership positively linked to followers’ innovation implementation behavior (r 

= .15, p < .05), and such relationship was mediated by followers’ commitment to 

change basing on the criteria of Baron and Kenny (1986). Yet, as noted by Choi 

(2011), although commitment to change and readiness for change are similar and 

both represent attitude toward change, they are not the same construct indeed. 

And, as explained in previous Section 1.2, the study of readiness for change is of 

high importance. As such, this present research set as a stated overall objective to 

test whether or not and, if yes, the extent to which employee readiness for change 

mediates the relationship between employee perceived transformational 

leadership and employee innovation behavior. A conceptual review of readiness 

for change is provided in the upcoming Section 2.4.  

A moderator influences the direction or strength of the relationship 

between the independent and dependent variables, without necessarily having any 

correlation with either of the variables (Howell, Dorfman, & Kerr, 1986). In the 

extant literature, leadership studies tend to focus on identifying and specifying 

moderators and such a focus well aligns with the contingency theories of 

leadership, which hold that leadership effectiveness depends on the condition in 

which a leader is situated (Fiedler, 1964; House, 1971; Van Knippenberg & Hogg, 

2003; Yukl, 2009). Leadership is an influencing process in which a leader’s 

behavior needs to match the followers and situations in order to be influential 

(Reicher, Haslam, & Hopkins, 2005). 

In view of the mixed empirical results regarding the effect of 

transformational leadership on innovation, one reason could be the presence of 
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moderating variables. The conflicting findings have suggested that the 

relationship between transformational leadership of supervisors and innovative 

behavior of employees may be better understood with the identification of 

appropriate moderating variables on which the relationship is contingent. Due to 

the likely contingent nature of the relationship between transformational 

leadership and innovation, researchers need to have clear understanding regarding 

under what contingencies the relationship would hold or not hold and under what 

contingencies it would be positive or negative. 

Seventeen studies included in Table 2 have investigated the effects of 

various moderators on the relationship between transformational leadership and 

innovation. The relationship was found moderated by variables such as gender 

(Reuvers et al., 2008), conservation (Shin & Zhou, 2003), organizational learning 

(García-Morales et al., 2008b), centralization, formalization, uncertainty, and 

competition (Jung et al., 2008). The moderating effect of task type also found 

support in two studies by Herrmann and Felfe (2013) and Keller (1992) 

respectively but was found mixed in Keller’s (2006) study. And, the moderating 

effect of cultural intelligence was tested by Elenkov and Manev (2009) but the 

result was mixed. Among the studies, two moderating variables can be found to 

have drawn much interest of researchers. One such moderator is organizational 

climate. Three studies have confirmed that organizational climate plays a 

moderating role. Eisenbeiss et al. (2008) found the climate for excellence 

moderated the effect of transformational leadership on team innovation. Jung et al. 

(2003, 2008) found the innovation climate moderated the effect of 

transformational leadership on organizational innovation. The climate for 

initiative was also found to moderate the effect of transformational leadership on 

followers’ innovation implementation behavior (Michaelis et al., 2010). Besides 
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organizational climate, perceived empowerment is another popular moderator 

among researchers studying transformational leadership and innovation. However, 

the moderating effect of empowerment has been inconclusive. While Pieterse et 

al. (2010) found support for perceived empowerment as a moderator on the 

relationship between transformational leadership and innovation behavior among 

employees of a government agency in the Netherlands, Jung et al. (2003, 2008) 

did not succeed to find from their studies support for their hypothesized 

moderating effect of perceived empowerment in the samples of Taiwanese 

organizations.  

This present research also took it as one of the stated overall objective to 

add further evidence to the extant empirical literature regarding what factors 

moderate the relationship between employees’ perceived transformational 

leadership of their supervisors and these employees’ innovation behavior. In line 

with the previous studies by Jung et al. (2003) and Pieterse et al. (2010) pointing 

to respectively the importance of perception of support and perceived 

empowerment as factors that may interact with transformational leadership to 

effect innovation, this present research included employees’ perceived high 

commitment work system of their firm as a moderator. And, similar to the work 

of García-Morales et al. (2008b), this study investigated the moderating effect of 

employees’ learning capability on the relationship between readiness for change 

and innovation behavior of the employees. Conceptual reviews of these two 

moderators are provided later in Section 2.8 and Section 2.9 of this chapter 

respectively. 
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Table 2 

An Account of Empirical Research Studies on the Relationship between 

Transformational Leadership and Innovation 

Author(s) Purpose and sample Relevant findings and measures 

Aragón- 
Correa, 
García- 
Morales, & 
Cordón-Pozo 
(2007). 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine leadership 
and organizational 
learning’s role on innovation 
and performance with 
evidence from Spain. 

� The sample consisted of 408 
firms in Spain engaging in 
food farming, 
manufacturing, construction, 
and services. 

� Transformational leadership was 
found positively related to firm 
innovation (r = .387, p < .001). 

� The research also found an 
indirect effect of transformation 
leadership on firm innovation 
through the mediator of 
organizational learning. 

� Transformational leadership was 
measured with five items from 
Podsakoff, Mackenzie, & 
Bommer (1996).  

� Firm innovation was measured 
with a perceptual scale basing on 
Miller and Friesen (1983). 

Basu & 
Green (1997). 
  

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine the 
relationship between 
leader-member exchange 
and transformational 
leadership, particularly the 
innovative behaviors in 
leader-member dyads. 

� The sample consisted of 225 
employee respondents in a 
Fortune 500 manufacturing 
plant of a Fortune 500 
printing company. 

� The results of bivariate correlation 
coefficient analysis revealed that 
the relationship between 
transformational leadership and 
innovative behavior was 
nonsignificant. However, such 
relationship was significant and 
negative, rather than positive, 
after controlling for leader 
member exchange, supervisor 
support, autonomy, and 
commitment (β = -.32, p < .01).  

� Transformational leadership was 
measured with nine items from 
Bass (1985).  

� Innovative behavior was measured 
with an adaptation of Ettlie and 
O’Keefe’s (1982) scale. 

Boerner, 
Eisenbeiss, & 
Griesser 
(2007). 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
set out to investigate the 
relationship between 
follower behavior and 
organizational performance, 
particularly the impact of 
transformational leaders. 

� The sample consisted of 91 
team leaders (working in 
different functional 
departments) from 91 

� The results of bivariate correlation 
coefficient analysis revealed 
transformational leadership 
positively related to team 
innovation (r = .36, p < .001).  

� The above-mentioned relationship 
was also found mediated by 
debate basing on the criteria of 
Baron and Kenny (1986). 

� Transformational leadership was 
measured with MLQ 5X from 
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German companies in a 
variety of industries such as 
telecommunication, 
insurance, and engineering. 

Bass & Avolio (1995).  
� Team innovation was measured 

with the Role Based Performance 
Scale from Welbourne, Johnson, 
and Erez (1998).  

Chen, Farh, 
Campbell- 
Bush, Wu, & 
Wu (2013). 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine team 
innovation, particularly the 
multilevel motivational 
antecedents of innovation in 
R&D teams. 

� The sample consisted of 95 
R&D teams (95 leader and 
428 member respondents) 
and 33 external managers 
across 33 Chinese firms. 

� The results of bivariate correlation 
coefficient analysis (and 
hierarchical linear modeling 
analysis) revealed that the 
relationship between 
transformational leadership and 
innovative performance was 
nonsignificant at both individual 
and team level.  

� However, a significant indirect 
effect of transformational 
leadership on team innovation via 
the mediator of support for 
innovation climate was found.  

� Transformational leadership was 
measured using 13 items adapted 
from Podsakoff et al. (1996).  

� Individual innovative performance 
was measured using the 9-item 
scale from Janssen (2000). 

� Team innovative performance was 
measured using the 4-item scale 
from De Dreu (2002). 

Dayan,        
Di Benedetto, 
& Colak 
(2009). 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine 
managerial trust in new 
product development, 
particularly its antecedents 
and consequences. 

� The sample consisted of 107 
new product development 
teams (107 leader and 228 
member respondents) in 
Turkey representing 
industries of 
telecommunications, food, 
material, software, 
machinery, chemical, and 
service technologies. 

� The results of bivariate correlation 
coefficient analysis revealed 
transformational leadership 
positively related to new product 
success (r = .84, p < .05). 

� Transformational leadership was 
measured using 11 items adapted 
from the MLQ (Avolio, Bass, & 
Jung, 1999).  

� New product success was 
measured with 5 items from 
Cooper and Kleinschmidt (1987). 

Eisenbeiss,   
Van 
Knippenberg, 
Boerner 
(2008). 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine the 
relationship between 
transformational leadership 
and team innovation, 

� The results of bivariate correlation 
coefficient analysis (and multiple 
regression analysis) revealed 
relationship between 
transformational leadership and 
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 particularly integrating team 
climate principles. 

� The sample consisted of 33 
R&D teams (33 leader and 
188 member respondents) 
from one research institute 
and four international R&D 
companies engaged in the 
auto-motive, semiconductor, 
packaging, and scientific 
instruments industries. 

team innovation was not 
significant.  

� However, an indirect effect of 
transformational leadership was 
found on team innovation through 
the mediator of support for 
innovation when under high levels 
of climate for excellence. 

� Transformational leadership was 
measured with the 20-item MLQ 
(Bass and Avolio, 1995).  

� Team innovation was measured 
with a 22-item scale based on 
Axtell et al. (2000) and on West 
and Anderson (1996). 

Elenkov & 
Manev 
(2009). 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine senior 
expatriate leadership’s 
effects on innovation and 
the role of cultural 
intelligence. 

� The sample consisted of 153 
companies (253 manager 
and 498 subordinate 
respondents) in 27 countries 
of the European Union. 

� Visionary–transformational 
leadership of the senior 
expatriates was found positively 
related to the rate of 
product-market innovation 
adoption (r ranged from .19 
to .33) and that of organizational 
innovation adoption (r ranged 
from .20 to .32) respectively.  

� The relationship between 
visionary-transformational 
leadership and organizational 
innovation was also found 
positively moderated by cultural 
intelligence, but no support was 
found for the hypothesized 
moderating effect of cultural 
intelligence on the relationship 
between 
visionary-transformational 
leadership and product-market 
innovation. 

� Visionary–transformational 
leadership was measured with the 
30-item Leadership Practices 
Inventory from Kouzes and 
Posner (1987).  

� Rate of innovation adoption was 
measured with objective data. 

García- 
Morales, 
Lloréns- 
Montes, & 
Verdú-Jover 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine the effects 
of transformational 
leadership on organizational 
performance through 

� Transformational leadership was 
found positively related to 
innovation (r = .456, p < .001).  

� Transformational leadership was 
measured with a scale of five 
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(2008a). 
 

knowledge and innovation. 
� The sample consisted of 408 

firms in Spain in the 
categories of food farming, 
manufacturing, construction, 
and services. 

items basing on Podsakoff et al. 
(1996).  

� Innovation of an organization was 
rated on a 7-point perceptual scale 
basing on Miller and Friesen 
(1983). 

García- 
Morales, 
Matías- 
Reche, & 
Hurtado- 
Torres 
(2008b). 
 

� A quantitative survey 
targeted to investigate the 
influence of 
transformational leadership 
on organizational innovation 
and performance depending 
on the level of 
organizational learning in 
the pharmaceutical industry. 

� The sample consisted of 164 
pharmaceutical 
organizations in Europe and 
America. 

� Transformational leadership was 
found positively related to 
organizational innovation (r 

= .492, p < .001).  
� The above-mentioned relationship 

was also found positively 
moderated by organizational 
learning. 

� Transformational leadership was 
measured with the scale from 
Podsakoff et al. (1996).  

� Organizational innovation was 
measured with objective data. 

Gong, Huang, 
& Farh 
(2009) 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine the 
relationships between 
employee learning 
orientation, transformational 
leadership, and employee 
creativity, particularly the 
mediating role of employee 
creative self-efficacy. 

� The sample consisted of 200 
agent respondents working 
in an insurance company in 
Taiwan. 

� Transformational leadership was 
found positively related to 
employee creativity (r = .18, p 
< .05).  

� The above-mentioned relationship 
was also found mediated by 
self-efficacy basing on the criteria 
of Baron and Kenny (1986). 

� Transformational leadership was 
measured with MLQ 5X (Bass & 
Avolio, 1995).  

� Employee creativity was 
measured with 3 items adapted 
from Oldham and Cummings 
(1996). 

Gumusluoglu 
& Ilsev 
(2009) 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine the 
relationships between 
transformational leadership, 
creativity, and 
organizational innovation. 

� The sample consisted of 163 
employee respondents in 43 
Turkish entrepreneurial 
software development 
companies participated in 
this research. 

� Transformational leadership was 
found positively related to 
creativity (r = .17, p < .05). 

� The above-mentioned relationship 
was also found partially mediated 
respectively by followers’ 
psychological empowerment and 
intrinsic motivation basing on the 
criteria of Baron and Kenny 
(1986). But, no support was found 
for the hypothesized mediating 
effect of support for innovation 
climate. 

� Transformational leadership was 
found positively related to 
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organizational innovation (r = .30, 
p < .05).   

� Transformational leadership was 
measured with MLQ from Bass 
and Avolio (1995).  

� Creativity was measured using a 
13-item scale from Tierney, 
Farmer, and Graen (1999) and 
Zhou and George (2001). 

� Organizational innovation was 
measured as the product of two 
objective data. 

Herrmann & 
Felfe (2013). 
 

� An experimental study 
aimed to examine the 
moderators of the 
relationship between 
leadership style and 
employee creativity, 
particularly the role of task 
novelty and personal 
initiative. 

� The sample consisted of 241 
undergraduate students from 
a German university, 
instructed to act like a 
trainee of a management 
consulting company. 

� The research findings showed that 
participants achieved better 
creativity in the transformational 
leadership condition than in the 
transactional leadership condition.  

� The study also showed the effect 
of transformational leadership on 
creativity was stronger in a high 
task novelty situation than in a 
low task novelty situation.  

� And, the effect of transformational 
leadership on creativity was 
stronger when followers were 
high in personal initiative than 
when followers were low in 
personal initiative. 

� MLQ from Bass and Avolio 
(1996) was administered as post 
experimental manipulation check 
to verify the intended leadership 
manipulation.  

� Creativity was assessed by expert 
judges. 

Jansen, Vera, 
& Crossan 
(2009). 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine the 
strategic leadership for 
exploration and exploitation, 
particularly the moderating 
role of environmental 
dynamism. 

� The sample consisted of 89 
branches (89 
executive-director and 305 
senior team member 
respondents) of a large 
European financial services 
firm. 

� Transformational leadership was 
found positively related to 
exploratory innovation (r = .24, p 
< .05) but no support was found 
for the hypothesized inverted-U 
relationship between 
transformational leadership and 
exploitative innovation.  

� No support for the hypothesized 
moderating effect of 
environmental dynamism was 
found for either of the two 
above-mentioned relations. 

� Transformational leadership was 
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measured with the 20-item MLQ 
from Bass and Avolio (1995).  

� Exploratory innovation was 
measured using a 6-item scale 
adapted from Jansen, Van den 
Bosch, and Volberda (2006).  

� Exploitative innovation was 
measured with another 6-item 
scale from Jansen et al. (2006). 

Jaskyte 
(2004). 
. 
 

� A quantitative survey aimed 
to investigate the 
relationships between 
transformational leadership, 
organizational culture, and 
innovativeness in nonprofit 
organizations 

� The sample consisted of 19 
nonprofit human service 
organizations (247 
employee respondents) of 
Associations of Retarded 
Citizens in Alabama. 

� The results of bivariate correlation 
coefficient analysis revealed 
relationship between 
transformational leadership and 
organizational innovativeness was 
nonsignificant.  

� Transformational Leadership was 
measured with LPI from Posner 
and Kouzes (1988).  

� Organizational innovativeness 
was operationalized through 
thirteen items from the Perri 
(1993) and Damanpour (1987). 

Jaussi & 
Dionne 
(2003). 
 

� An experimental study 
aimed to examine the role of 
Leadership for creativity, 
particularly unconventional 
leader behavior. 

� The sample consisted of 364 
junior and senior students, 
mostly with business major 
at a large northeastern (U.S.) 
public university, divided 
into 79 groups of 4.61 
students per group.  

� The results of bivariate correlation 
coefficient analysis (and 
hierarchical regression analysis) 
revealed relationship between 
individual transformational 
leadership and follower creative 
performance was nonsignificant. 
However, such analyses revealed 
that group transformational 
leadership was significantly and 
negatively, rather than positively, 
related to group creativity.  

� Individual transformational 
leadership was measured with a 
20-item scale from the MLQ 5X 
(Bass & Avolio, 1997). Group 
transformational leadership was 
the aggregate of that perceived by 
individual group members.  

� Individual creative performance 
was measured by the mean 
5-point-scale score of two trained 
graders who observed the subjects 
throughout the entire session 
either in person or on videotape. 

� Creative group performance was 
measured using Torrance’s (1990) 
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creativity test including fluency, 
flexibility, and originality, and 
was rated by two coders. 

Jung & 
Avolio 
(2000). 
 

An experimental study aimed 
to examine the mediating 
effects of trust and value 
congruence on 
transformational and 
transactional leadership. 
The sample consisted of 194 
students from a public 
university in the northeastern 
US. 

� Transformational leadership was 
found to have a positive effect on 
quality of ideas generated.  
However, it was found to have a 
negative, rather than positive 
impact on the quantity of ideas 
generated.  

� The research also found an 
indirect effect of transformational 
leadership on follower 
performance through the 
mediators of trust and value 
congruence respectively.  

� Leadership manipulation check 
was conducted with 17 items (11 
items for transformational and 6 
for transactional leadership) 
adapted from MLQ (Avolio, Bass, 
& Jung, 1999). 

� Follower performance in terms of 
the quantity and quality of 
recommendations generated by 
participants was measured by 
having two research assistants to 
count the number of parsed, 
unduplicated recommendations 
generated by each participant, and 
to rate on a 5-point scale the 
degree to which the 
recommendations were innovative 
and long-term oriented 
respectively. 

Jung (2001). 
 

� An experimental study 
aimed to examine 
transformational and 
transactional leadership and 
their effects on group 
creativeness. 

� The sample consisted of 194 
undergraduate business 
students at a large public 
university, assigned into 53 
experimental groups. 

� The research findings showed that 
participants in the condition of 
transformational leadership 
exhibited higher creativity than 
their counterparts in the condition 
of transactional leadership.  

� MLQ 5X from Bass and Avolio 
(1997) was administered as post 
experimental check to verify the 
intended leadership manipulation.  

� Creativity in terms of fluency and 
flexibility (Diehl & Stroebe, 1991; 
Torrance, 1965) was assessed by 
trained raters. 
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Jung, Chow, 
& Wu (2003). 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine the role of 
transformational leadership 
in increasing organizational 
innovation.  

� The sample consisted of 32 
Taiwanese companies in the 
electronics and 
telecommunications 
industry. 

� Transformational leadership was 
found positively related to 
organizational innovation (β = .04, 
p < .10).  

� The above-mentioned relationship 
was also found positively 
moderated by perception of 
support for innovation but no 
support was found for the 
hypothesized moderating effect of 
perception of empowerment. 

� Transformational leadership was 
measured with MLQ from Bass 
and Avolio (1997).  

� Organizational innovation was 
measured with objective data.  

Jung, Wu, & 
Chow (2008). 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine the direct 
and indirect effects of CEOs' 
transformational leadership 
on organizational 
innovation. 

� The sample consisted of 50 
Taiwanese electronics and 
telecommunications 
companies. 

� Transformational leadership was 
found positively related to 
organizational innovation (β = .15, 
p < .01).  

� The above-mentioned relationship 
was also found positively 
moderated by climate for 
innovation, centralization, 
formalization, uncertainty, and 
competition, but no support was 
found for the hypothesized 
moderating effect of 
empowerment. 

� Transformational leadership was 
measured with MLQ (Bass & 
Avolio, 1997).  

� Three measures were used for 
organizational innovation: two 
were objective data and one was 
perceptual ratings of industry 
financial analysts. 

Kahai, Sosik, 
& Avolio 
(2003). 
 

� An experimental study 
aimed to examine effects of 
leadership style, anonymity, 
and rewards on creativity 
relevant processes and 
outcomes in an electronic 
meeting system context. 

� The sample consisted of 118 
undergraduate and 36 
graduate students, enrolled 
in information systems 
courses at a northeastern 

� The research found no support 
either for the hypothesized 
interaction effect of anonymity 
and transformational leadership on 
group creativity or for the 
hypothesized interaction effect of 
transformational leadership, 
anonymity, and rewards on group 
creativity.  

� The leadership manipulation was 
checked using scale items adapted 
from the MLQ 5X (Bass & 
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public university, assigned 
to 39 four-member 
experimental groups. 

Avolio, 1996).  
� Group creativity in terms of 

originality was rated by coders. 

Keller 
(1992). 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to investigate the 
relationship between 
transformational leadership 
and performance of R&D 
project groups. 

� The sample consisted of 66 
project groups (462 member 
respondents) in time 1 and 
48 groups (349 member 
respondents) in time 2 from 
three industrial R&D 
organizations. 

� Transformational leadership was 
found positively related to project 
group performance (r ranged 
from .25 to .39).  

� The above-mentioned 
relationships were also found 
moderated by the type of R&D 
work such that they were stronger 
in research projects than in 
development and technical service 
projects. 

� Transformational leadership in 
terms of charismatic leadership 
and intellectual stimulation was 
measured with items from MLQ 
(Bass, 1985).  

� Project group performance in 
terms of technical quality, budget 
and cost performance, meeting an 
assigned schedule, value to the 
company, and overall project 
performance was rated with a 
5-point scale by a panel of 
managers of the group.  

Keller 
(2006). 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine the effects 
of transformational 
leadership, initiating 
structure, and substitutes for 
leadership on R&D project 
team performance using a 
longitudinal method. 

� The sample consisted of 118 
project teams (118 leader 
and 674 member 
respondents) from five 
industrial R&D 
organizations engaging in 
the scientific instruments, 
semiconductor, energy, 
petrochemical, and 
aerospace industries. 

� Transformational leadership was 
found positively related to project 
team performance (r ranged 
from .24 to .46). 

� The research also found the type 
of R&D work moderated the 
effect of transformational 
leadership on technical quality but 
not on schedule or cost 
performance such that the 
relationships were stronger in 
research projects than in 
development and technical service 
projects. 

� Transformational leadership in 
terms of charismatic leadership 
and intellectual stimulation was 
measured with 13 items from 
MLQ (Bass, 1985).  

� Project team performance in term 
of technical quality, schedule, and 
cost was measured one year after 
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the leadership variables were rated 
on 5-point scale by a panel of 
managers of the group as well as 
objective data of profitability and 
speed-to-market collected five 
years later. 

Lee (2008). 
. 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to the effects of 
leadership and 
leader-member exchange on 
innovativeness. 

� The sample consisted of 201 
engineer and scientist 
respondents from R&D 
departments of 2 
organizations 

� The results of bivariate correlation 
coefficient analysis revealed that 
the relationship between 
transformational leadership and 
followers’ innovativeness was 
nonsignificant.  

� The research also found no 
support for the hypothesized 
mediating effect of LMX quality 
on the above-mentioned 
relationship. 

� However, the relationship between 
transformational leadership and 
followers’ innovativeness was 
significant and positive after 
controlling for passive-avoidant 
leadership and transactional 
leadership (β = .216, p < .05).  

� Transformational leadership was 
measured with Bass and Avolio’s 
(1997) MLQ 5X.  

� Innovativeness was measured with 
Kirton’s (1976) Adaptive 
Innovation Inventory. 

Michaelis, 
Stegmaier, & 
Sonntag 
(2010) 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine the role of 
transformational leadership, 
commitment to change, and 
climate for initiative on 
followers’ innovation 
implementation behavior. 

� The sample consisted of 198 
employee respondents from 
an automobile company in 
Germany, holding R&D jobs 
at lower and middle 
management positions. 

� Transformational leadership was 
found positively associated with 
the innovation implementation 
behavior of followers (r = .15, p 
< .05). 

� The above-mentioned relationship 
was also found mediated by 
followers’ commitment to change 
basing on the criteria of Baron and 
Kenny (1986).  

� Moreover, the relationship was 
found positively moderated by 
followers’ perceived climate for 
initiative. 

� Transformational leadership was 
measured with MLQ 5X (Avolio 
& Bass, 1995). 

� The measure of innovation 
implementation behavior was 
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adapted from Choi and Price’s 
(2005) 6-item scale.  

Moss & 
Ritossa 
(2007) 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to the effect of goal 
orientation on the 
relationships between 
leadership style and 
follower performance, 
creativity and work 
attitudes. 

� The sample consisted of 263 
employee respondents from 
38 government 
organizations in Australia. 

� The results of bivariate correlation 
coefficient analysis provided 
support for the positive effects of 
individualized consideration and 
idealized behavior on follower 
creativity (r ranged from .22 
to .25), but no support for the 
effects of intellectual stimulation, 
inspirational motivation, and 
idealized attributes on follower 
creativity. 

� Transformational leadership was 
measured with MLQ 5X (Bass 
and Avolio, 2000). 

� Follower creativity was measured 
with the 13-item scale by George 
and Zhou (2001). 

Osborn and 
Marion 
(2009). 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine the 
relationships between 
contextual leadership, 
transformational leadership 
and the performance of 
international innovation 
seeking alliances. 

� The sample consisted of 93 
U.S./Japanese alliances (473 
respondents) known to have 
survived for over five years 
and formed in the computer, 
semiconductor, 
biotechnology and new 
materials sectors. 

� Regarding international alliances 
in research-intensive settings, 
transformational leadership of the 
alliance head was found 
negatively, rather than 
hypothesized positively, related to 
its innovation performance (r = 
-.24, p < .05), and transformation 
leadership of an executive in a 
sponsoring organization, either 
U.S. or Japanese, was negatively, 
as hypothesized, related to its 
innovative performance (r = -.36, 
p < .001; r = -.32, p < .001).  

� However, no support was found 
for the hypothesized moderating 
effect of the type of agreement 
(i.e., technical agreements versus 
joint ventures and supply 
contracts) on the relationship 
between transformational 
leadership by the alliance head 
and the performance of 
international alliances. 

� Transformational leadership was 
measured with the 13-item scale 
from Castro & Schriesheim 
(1999).  

� Innovation performance was 
measured with a 15-item scale 
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developed for this study based on 
Geringer and Hebert (1991). 

Paulsen, 
Maldonado, 
Callan, & 
Ayoko 
(2009). 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine the 
relationships between 
charismatic leadership, 
change and innovation in an 
R&D organization. 

� The sample consisted of 34 
research teams (178 member 
respondents) in a division of 
a large publicly funded 
R&D organization engaging 
in scientific research to 
create innovative solutions. 

� Charismatic leadership was found 
positively related to team 
innovation (r = .55, p < .01). 

� The research also found indirect 
effects of charismatic leadership 
on team innovation through the 
mediator of team cooperation and 
chain-mediators of team identity 
and team cooperation respectively. 

� Charismatic leadership was 
measured with a scale adapted 
from the idealized influence in 
MLQ 5X (Bass & Avolio, 1995).  

� Team innovation was measured 
with an adapted 9-item scale on 
innovation behavior from Janssen 
(2001). 

Pieterse, Van 
Knippenberg, 
Schippers, & 
Stam (2010). 
. 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine the 
relationship between 
transformational and 
transactional leadership and 
innovative behavior, 
particularly the moderating 
role of psychological 
empowerment. 

� The sample consisted of 198 
employee respondents of a 
government agency in the 
Netherlands. 

� The results of bivariate correlation 
coefficient analysis (and 
hierarchical regression analysis) 
revealed that the relationship 
between transformational 
leadership and follower innovative 
behavior was nonsignificant.  

� However, the above-mentioned 
relationship was found moderated 
by psychological empowerment 
such that the relationship was 
positive for individuals high on 
psychological empowerment (β 
= .25, p = .03) but no relationship 
for low empowered individuals. 

� Transformational leadership was 
measured with the MLQ 5X (Bass 
& Avolio, 1995).  

� Innovative behavior was measured 
using a 16-items scale by Janssen, 
Schoonenbeek, and Van Looy 
(1997).  

Pirola-Merlo, 
Hartel, Mann, 
& Hirst 
(2002). 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine leaders’ 
influence on the impact of 
affective events on team 
climate and performance in 
R&D teams. 

� The sample consisted of 54 
R&D teams (54 leader and 

� The results of bivariate correlation 
coefficient analysis revealed 
transformational leadership 
positively related to team 
performance (ranged from .33 
to .54). 

� The research also found an 
indirect effect of transformational 
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313 member respondents) 
from four large Australian 
R&D organizations, two 
public and two private, 
engaging in the industries of 
agriculture, information 
technology, defense, 
materials, and resources. 

leadership on team performance 
through the mediator of team 
climate.  

� Transformational leadership 
regarding to what extent leaders 
instilled a sense of vision and 
pride in the team was measured 
basing on Bass (1985).  

� Team performance in terms of 
effectiveness, viability, and 
members’ satisfaction was 
measured with the Project 
Performance questionnaire from 
Hirst (1999).  

Reuvers,     
Van Engen, 
Vinkenburg, 
& Wilson- 
Evered 
(2008). 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine the 
relationship between 
transformational leadership 
and team innovative work 
behavior, particularly 
exploring the relevance of 
gender differences. 

� The sample consisted of 41 
multidisciplinary teams (335 
member respondents) from 
four hospitals in Australia.  

� Transformational leadership was 
found positively related to team 
innovative work behavior (r = .48, 
p < .01).  

� The above-mentioned relationship 
was also found moderated by 
gender such that transformational 
leadership on team innovative 
work behavior was stronger for 
male managers, than for female 
managers. 

� Transformational leadership was 
measured using MLQ from Bass 
& Avolio (1994). 

� Team innovative work behavior 
was measured with four items 
from West, Markiewicz and 
Dawson (2005). 

Shin & Zhou 
(2003). 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine the 
relationships between 
transformational leadership, 
conservation, and creativity 
using evidence from Korea. 

� The sample consisted of 290 
R&D employee respondents 
from 6 established 
companies and 40 new 
venture companies operating 
in the industries of cable 
manufacturing, 
compressors, construction 
design, defensive 
technology, electronics, 
information technology, 

� Transformational leadership was 
found positively related to 
followers’ creativity (r = .28, p 
< .05). 

� The above-mentioned relationship 
was found partially mediated and 
positively moderated by 
conservation. 

� The research also found intrinsic 
motivation mediated the 
moderated relationship between 
transformational leadership, 
conservation, and creativity, 
basing on the criteria of Baron and 
Kenny (1986). 

� Transformational leadership was 
measured with MLQ 5X (Bass & 
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networking, 
telecommunication, and 
software in Korea. 

Avolio, 1995).  
� Creativity was measured using the 

13-item scale from Zhou and 
George (2001). 

Shin & Zhou 
(2007) 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine the 
relationship between 
educational specialization 
heterogeneity and creativity 
in R&D teams with 
transformational leadership 
as a moderator. 

� The sample consisted of 75 
R&D teams (75 leader and 
288 member respondents) in 
44 Korean companies of 
various sizes in the 
industries of cable 
manufacturing, 
compressors, construction 
design, defense technology, 
electronics, information 
technology, networking, 
software, and 
telecommunication. 

� The results of bivariate correlation 
coefficient analysis revealed 
transformational leadership 
positively related to team 
creativity (r = .28, p < .05).  

� Transformational leadership was 
measured with MLQ 5X (Bass & 
Avolio, 1995).  

� Team creativity was measured 
with four items from Amabile 
(1996). 

Sosik, Avolio, 
& Kahai 
(1997). 
 

� An experimental study 
aimed to examine the effects 
of leadership style and 
anonymity on group potency 
and effectiveness in a group 
decision support system 
environment. 

� The sample consisted of 159 
undergraduate students, 
enrolled in a human 
resource management 
course at a public university 
in the Northeast, assigned to 
21 four-member groups and 
15 five-member groups. 

� The research findings showed that 
transformational leadership had a 
stronger effect on report 
effectiveness than transactional 
leadership, whereas transactional 
leadership had a stronger, rather 
than weaker, effect on idea 
generation effectiveness than 
transformational leadership.  

� The findings also showed that the 
effect of transformational 
leadership relative to transactional 
leadership on both idea generation 
effectiveness and report 
effectiveness became more 
positive due to anonymity. 

� Leadership manipulation check 
items were adapted from the MLQ 
5X (Bass & Avolio, 1996).  

� Group’s idea generation 
effectiveness was measured using 
three of'Torrance's (1965) fluency, 
flexibility, and originality.  

� Report effectiveness was 
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operationalized as the creative 
output of the groups' 
recommendation reports 
produced, using ratings from two 
experts on dimensions of 
imaginativeness, innovativeness, 
and value addition derived from a 
review of the creativity literature 
(Glover, Ronning, & Reynolds, 
1989), and assessed using the 
Consensual Assessment Technique 
(Amabile, 1983). 

Sosik, Kahai, 
& Avolio 
(1998). 
 

� An experimental study 
aimed to examine 
transformational leadership 
and dimensions of creativity, 
particularly the motivating 
idea generation in 
computer-mediated groups. 

� The sample consisted of 159 
undergraduate students, 
enrolled in two sections of 
an introductory human 
resource management 
course at a public university 
in the Northeast, assigned to 
twenty one 4-person and 
fifteen 5-person 
experimental groups. 

� The research findings showed that 
groups working under 
high-transformational leadership 
exhibited higher originality and 
elaboration, but not for fluency 
and flexibility, than groups under 
low-transformational leadership.  

� Questionnaire items adapted from 
MLQ 5X (Bass & Avolio, 1996) 
were administered as post 
experimental check to verify the 
intended leadership manipulation.  

� Four measures of group creativity 
were used: fluency, flexibility, 
originality, and elaboration 
(Torrance, 1965). 

Sosik, Kahai, 
& Avolio 
(1999). 
 

� An experimental study 
aimed to examine the 
relationship between 
leadership style, anonymity, 
and creativity in group 
decision support systems, 
particularly the mediating 
role of optimal flow. 

� The sample consisted of 159 
undergraduate students, 
enrolled in an introductory 
human resource 
management course at a 
public university in the 
Northeast, assigned to 21 
four-person and 15 
five-person groups. 

� The research found no support 
either for the hypothesized 
positive relationship between 
transformational leadership and 
creativity or for the hypothesized 
moderating effect of anonymity 
on such a relationship that 
transformational leadership will 
be more positively associated with 
creativity in the anonymous 
condition than in the identified 
condition. 

� Manipulation check of group 
members’ perception of leadership 
style was made using items 
adapted from the MLQ 5X (Bass 
& Avolio, 1996).  

� Creativity in performing a group 
task was measured in terms of 
fluency, flexibility, originality, and 
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elaboration (Torrance, 1965) rated 
by two coders.  

Stoker, 
Looise, 
Fisscher, &    
De Jong 
(2001). 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine the 
relationships between 
leadership, individual 
characteristics and the 
functioning of R&D teams. 

� The sample consisted of 21 
teams (242 member 
respondents) from a bank 
and 65 teams (359 member 
respondents) from a steel 
company in Dutch. 

� The results of bivariate correlation 
coefficient analysis revealed 
charisma positively related to 
team effectiveness (r ranged 
from .19 to .31).  

� Charisma was measured with a 
scale from Bass (1985).  

� Team effectiveness was measured 
with a scale from De Jong (1987). 

Sun, Zhang, 
Qi, & Chen 
(2012). 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine 
cross-level empowerment 
and creativity. 

� The sample consisted of 385 
employee respondents 
working in positions 
requiring creativity at 
multiple pharmaceutical 
companies located in 
Guangdong province of 
PRC. 

� The results of bivariate correlation 
coefficient analysis revealed 
individual-level transformational 
leadership positively related to 
subordinate creativity (r = .17, p 
< .01).  

� The research found an (marginally 
significant) indirect effect of 
transformational leadership on 
subordinate creativity through the 
chain-mediators of structural 
empowerment and psychological 
empowerment. 

� Transformational leaderhip was 
measured using the 23-item scale 
from Podsakoff et al. (1990).  

� Creativity was measured using a 
6-item scale, in which three items 
from Madjar, Oldham, & Pratt 
(2002) and the other three items 
from Scott and Bruce (1994). 

Tse & Chiu 
(2014) 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine the 
relationship between 
transformational leadership 
and job performance using 
social identity perspective. 

� The sample consisted of 250 
front-line employee 
respondents working in five 
banks in the PRC. 

� The results of bivariate correlation 
coefficient analysis revealed 
individual-focused 
transformational leadership 
positively related to creative 
behavior (r = .21, p < .01). 

� The above-mentioned relationship 
was found mediated by individual 
differentiation basing on the 
criteria of Baron and Kenny 
(1986). 

� Transformational leadership was 
measured with Podsakoff et al.’s 
(1990) transformational leadership 
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behavior inventory. 
� Creative behavior was measured 

using an 8-item abbreviated scale 
by George and Zhou's (2001). 

Walumbwa, 
Luthans,  
Avey, & Oke 
(2011). 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine 
authentically leading 
groups, particularly the 
mediating role of collective 
psychological capital and 
trust. 

� The sample consisted of 146 
work groups (526 member 
respondents) of a large bank 
located in the Southwest 
United States. 

� The results of bivariate correlation 
coefficient analysis revealed 
transformational leadership 
positively related to group 
performance (r = .24, p < .01).  

� Transformational leadership, a 
control variable in the research, 
was measured using 20 items from 
the MLQ (Bass & Avolio, 2004).  

� Group performance was measured 
with a 12-item performance scale 
covering group direction, 
initiative, and innovation from 
Bono and Judge (2003). 

Zhang, Tsui, 
& Wang 
(2011). 
 

� A quantitative survey study 
aimed to examine the 
relationship between 
leadership behaviors and 
group creativity in Chinese 
organizations, particularly 
the role of group processes. 

� The sample consisted of 163 
work groups (973 member 
respondents) in 12 Chinese 
companies in PRC engaging 
in industries of 
pharmaceuticals, 
telecommunications, IT, and 
manufacturing. 

� Transformational leadership was 
found positively related to group 
creativity (r = .21, p < .01). 

� The above-mentioned relationship 
was also found mediated 
respectively by group knowledge 
sharing and collective efficacy 
basing on the criteria of Baron and 
Kenny (1986). 

� Transformational leadership was 
measured with the 20-item scale 
from Bass and Avolio (1995).  

� Group creativity was measured 
using the 7-item scale from 
Anderson and West (1998). 

 

2.4 Organizational Change and Readiness for Change 

Readiness for change, one kind of attitude toward change, was examined 

in this present research as the mediating variable. As such, this section of the 

literature review provides a review of the concepts, theories, models associated 

with organizational change, attitude toward change in general, and readiness for 

change in particular. 
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Open-Systems Theory 

Von Bertalanffy, a German biologist, is widely regarded as the founder of 

open-systems theory. Published in 1950, his book applied the concept to 

biological organisms and is generally considered as the origin of the 

open-systems theory. Since then, however, it has been argued that the theory 

should be applicable to almost any entity that can be defined by a boundary 

(Boulding, 1956). As explained by Johnson, Kast, and Rosenzweig (1964), the 

basis of Bertalanffy’s (1950) concept is that a living organism is “a finite system”: 

it is an organized “combination of things and parts forming a complex or unitary 

whole” (p. 367). They also pointed out that, an organism is an open system in the 

sense that “the organism is influenced by, and influences, its environment and 

reaches a state of dynamic equilibrium in this environment” (p. 371). Such an 

elaboration of an open system well fits a typical organization. In line with 

Johnson et al. (1964), Beer (1980), Kast and Rosenzweig (1973), Katz and Kahn 

(1978), Kauffman (1993), Lewin (1992), and Senge (1990), among others 

researchers, have worked on to show how the same theory can also be used for 

organizations.  

Kast and Rosenzweig (1972, p. 450) identified the key properties in their 

review of open-systems theory. Some of them that are particularly noteworthy are 

adapted and outlined in Table 3. When viewed through the lens of open-systems 

theory, an organization is a man-made, open system that takes in resources, 

convert them into products or services as outputs to the environment, so as to 

accomplish organizational goals of survival and growth, while being continuously 

influenced by political, economic, socio-cultural, and technological forces in the 

general environment, as well as having close interactions with its customers, 

competitors, suppliers, and a variety of other players in its industrial environment.  
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Table 3 

Open-Systems Theory 

Key properties Descriptions 

Goals A system exists to serve goals. While the primary goal is 
survival, multiple goals are usually pursued. 

Equifinality There is no the best way a system should run. A system can 
achieve their goals “with diverse inputs and with varying 
internal activities.” 

Hierarchy Comprising of subsystems, a system in turn situates within a 
larger supra-system. 

Subsystems Every system has at least two subsystems (or components) 
which are interrelated. 

Holism “The whole is not just the sum of the parts; the system itself 
can be explained only as a totality.” A system working well 
exhibits synergy where the total of system outputs is more than 
the sum of all inputs.  

Openness “Open systems exchange information, energy, or material with 
their environment.” Systems have different extent of openness. 
A totally closed system will fail as systems depend on the 
environment for inputs. 

Boundaries Systems have boundaries. Systems regulate permeability of 
boundaries to attain different extent of openness.  

Input- 
Transformation- 
Output Process 

A system engages in a constant process of receiving inputs 
from environment, transforming inputs into outputs, and 
exporting outputs to environment. 

Entropy Systems are subject to the entropic process which is their 
natural tendency to drift toward disintegration due to decay, 
depletion, chaos, or other problems (referred to as 
accumulation of positive entropy). In order to survive, systems 
must take active and deliberate efforts to reverse the entropic 
process (referred to as creating negative entropy). 

Equilibrium A system moves toward attaining and maintaining a steady 
state, connoting a condition of equilibrium. Systems that 
survive cannot be in a static or permanent equilibrium but a 
dynamic one. 

Feedback As a control mechanism, “information concerning the outputs 
or the process of the system is fed back as an input into the 
system,” perhaps leading to its changing to a new steady state. 

Elaboration As a system grows, it tends to exhibit a higher level of 
sophistication and more differentiation.  
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Rather than a prescriptive management theory, open-systems theory offers 

a framework for organizational leaders to look at an organization at the most 

general level. Yet, the theory is highly relevant and useful for understanding 

organizational change. As an open system, organizational leaders need to 

recognize the importance of an organization’s alignment among organizational 

subsystems as well as its adaptation to the external environment. A healthy 

organization should be dynamic as if it has no choice but changes constantly to 

new steady states (Burke, 2008). Changing an organization calls for systems 

thinking which highlights that desired change made to one part of an organization 

may result in undesired change to other parts as all these parts are interrelated 

(Anderson, 2010). Furthermore, while change could be effective in adapting to 

the external environment and thwarting the internal entropic process, 

organizational leaders should note that active and deliberate efforts must be made 

to effect change as “the matter is not that simple” due to an inherent “paradox” in 

an organization (Hall, 2001, p. 183): a system’s equilibrium naturally breeds 

resistance to any change efforts that attempt to disturb the steady state.  

 

Definitions of Organizational Change 

Organizational change is a popular topic which has been drawing a lot of 

researchers’ interest due to the commonplace of change in all kinds of 

organizations (Choi & Ruona, 2011). A review on the extant literature of 

organizational change reveals that there exists a great variety of definitions of the 

construct. Some of these definitions of organizational change are provided in 

Table 4.  

 

 



 

79 

 

Table 4 

Definitions of Organizational Change 

Source Definition 

Barnett & Carroll  

(1995) 
A transformation between two points in time with the key 
ability to compare the organization before and after the 
transformation. 

Burnes (2004a) Understanding alterations within organizations at the 
broadest level among individuals, groups, and at the 
collective level across the entire organization. 

Carnall (1986) An attempt or series of attempts to modify an organization's 
structure, goals, technology or work task. 

Daft (1995) The adoption of a new idea or behavior by an organization. 

Ganta, Chittabbai, & 
Babu (2014) 

Change that has an impact on the way that work is 
performed and has significant effects on staff. 

Hage (1980) The alternation and transformation of the form so as to 
survive better in the environment” (p. 262). 

Hasenfeld (1980) The modification of the resource-allocation rules in the 
organization, resulting in shifts of power among units in it. 

Herold & Fedor 
(2008) 

Alterations of existing work routines and strategies that 
affect a whole organization.  

Hodge & Anthony 

(1988)  

An alteration in the status quo. 

Jones (2013) “The process by which organizations move from their 
present state to some desired future state to increase their 
effectiveness” (p. 295). 

Levy (1986) “Planned change originates with a decision by the system to 
deliberately improve its functioning and to engage an 
outside resource to help in the processes of making these 
improvements” (p. 6). 

Lines (2005) “A deliberately planned change in an organization’s formal 
structure, system, processes, or product-market domain 
intended to improve the attainment of one or more 
organizational objectives” (p. 9). 

Porras & Robertson 
(1992) 

“A set of behavioral science-based theories, values, 
strategies, and techniques aimed at the planned change of the 
organizational work setting for the purpose of enhancing 
individual development and improving organizational 
performance, through the alteration of organizational 
members’ on-the-job behaviors” (p. 723). 

Van de Ven & Poole 
(1995) 

“An empirical observation of difference in form, quality, or 
state over time in an organizational entity” (p. 512).  

Weick & Quinn 
(1999) 

A unique event in a firm during which organizational 
structures and processes are modified. 
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As shown in the table, for example, a textbook in organizational theory 

defined organizational change as the adoption of a new idea or behavior by an 

organization (Daft, 1995). Van de Ven and Poole (1995, p. 512) noted that 

organizational change is “an empirical observation of difference in form, quality, 

or state over time in an organizational entity.” Another definition of 

organizational change is the modification of the resource-allocation rules in the 

organization, resulting in shifts of power among units in it (Hasenfeld, 1980). 

Indeed, the construct of organizational change has often been defined somewhat 

differently depending on the perspectives researchers take (Choi & Ruona, 2011). 

For the purpose of this present research, change refers to an alteration of the 

status quo (Hodge & Anthony, 1988). And, organizational change is the process 

of alteration of status quo in any given setup existing in an organization, be it a 

strategy, structure, product, service, task, program, system, job, department, or 

other setup, whereby such a setup moves from its present state to some desired 

future state to increase the organization’s effectiveness (Hodge & Anthony, 1988; 

Jones, 2013). This definition should be flexible enough to include all levels and 

types of organizational change while specific enough to pinpoint the essential 

nature of organizational change with reference to the open-systems theory and 

highlight the important purpose of making such change. 

 

Typologies of Organizational Change  

There are different types of change that achieve different ends, target 

different factors, and are used in different contexts. Extant literature reveals that 

organizational change varies along three dimensions of planning, magnitude, and 

continuity (Anderson, 2010). 

Planning. Organizational change can be planned or unplanned (Burke, 
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2008; Nicholson, 1995; Poole, 1998). Organizational leaders can be conscious 

and deliberate about the change that they want to make to improve the 

organization in some manner (Levy, 1986). Some organizational change “is 

initiated not because of the need to respond to a concurrent event” but rather 

because the organizational leaders believe that “change in anticipation of events 

still to come will provide competitive advantage” (Nadler & Tushman, 1990, p. 

79). Such change is planned (or anticipatory). Change can also be unplanned, 

which is also termed as reactive or emergent, when the organization has to 

respond, often spontaneously, to some unanticipated need and make change 

without a priori intention to do so (Burke, 2008; Nadler & Tushman, 1990; Weick, 

2000). 

Magnitude. Organizational change can be incremental or radical in 

magnitude (Burnes 2004a; Carnall, 2003; Nicholson, 1995; Poole, 1998; 

Watzlawick, Weakland, & Fisch, 1974). Incremental change consists of 

“incremental modifications that make sense within an established framework or 

method of operating” while radical change involves “modifications in the 

frameworks themselves” (Bartunek & Moch, 1987, p. 484). Some change in 

organizations, while significant, only affects “one or a few dimensions, 

components, or aspects” of the organization and looks for improvement and 

adjustment that do not change the organization’s core (Levy, 1986, p. 11). Such 

change is called incremental change which happens all the time in organizations 

and typically occurs within the existing definition and frame of reference of the 

organization (Nadler & Tushman, 1990). Incremental change tends to reflect an 

evolution of existing definitions rather than a revolution or redefinition; it is 

typically an alteration to existing practices rather than a rethinking or reinvention 

of the practices. In great contrast, radical change has an impact on the whole 
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system of the organization, and tends to reflect a more substantial shift of its basic 

framework and fundamentally redefine what the organization is. Differences in 

magnitude of organizational change are also referred to by such labels as 

first-order or second-order (Levy, 1986; Watzlawick et al., 1974), evolutionary or 

revolutionary (Burke, 2008; Dunphy & Stace, 1988; Miller & Friesen, 1982; 

Pettigrew, 1985), and transactional or transformational (Burke & Litwin, 1992). 

Continuity. According to Weick and Quinn (1999), organizational change 

can be distinguished between episodic and continuous. Episodic change is 

defined as discontinuous and infrequent. It tends to be explicitly defined and take 

place in distinct periods. Episodic change is usually framed as a response to a 

stable condition in which adverse conditions are present that force the change. 

Continuous change, on the other hand, reflects the idea that the organization is 

never truly out of a state of change. Such change is ongoing and cumulative. 

Even though the types of change may differ, “it is now commonly 

accepted that all organizations are under the influence of multiple changes” (Choi 

& Ruona, 2011, p. 47). Moreover, researchers have started to consider change as 

a condition of possibility for organizations (Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997; Burnes, 

2004b; Stacey, Griffiin, & Shaw, 2002; Styhre, 2002; Tetenbaum, 1998). As 

argued in a paper on organizational change by Tsoukas and Chia (2002): 

Change must not be thought of as a property of organization. Rather, 

organization must be understood as an emergent property of change. 

Change is ontologically prior to organization— it is the condition of 

possibility for organization... We argue that change is the reweaving of 

actors’ webs of beliefs and habits of action as a result of new 

experiences obtained through interactions... Organization is an attempt 

to order the intrinsic flux of human action, to channel it towards 

certain ends, to give it a particular shape, through generalizing and 

institutionalizing particular meanings and rules. At the same time, 

organization is a pattern that is constituted, shaped, emerging from 
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change. (p. 567) 

Along this line of thinking, change is no longer “an exceptional effect, 

produced only under specific circumstances by certain people” (Tsoukas & Chia, 

2002, p. 569). Instead, change is inherently associated with human actions and 

necessarily happens within the context of human interactions (Ford & Ford, 1995). 

Organizational leaders are thus constantly charged with the responsibilities to 

introduce and implement different kinds of organizational change. As concluded 

by Burnes (2004c), organizations are in a continuous state of change and, to stay 

afloat, they have to develop the capacity to keep changing themselves 

incrementally and, more often than not, radically.  

An important attempt to organize the topic of organizational change is a 

typology crafted by Van de Ven & Poole (1995). Upon reviewing voluminous 

articles on organizational change, they identified four primary theories or schools 

of thought used in considering the process of organizational change, i.e., 

life-cycle, teleological, dialectical, and evolutionary theories, each characterized 

by a different event sequence and generative mechanism as indicated in Table 5. 

 

Table 5 

Van de Ven & Poole’s (1995) Typology of Organizational Change 

 Event sequence Generative mechanism 

Life cycle Start-up, grow, harvest, terminate, 
and start-up 

Immanent program or 
regulation 

Teleological  Envision/set goals, implement goals, 
dissatisfaction, search/interact, and 
envision/set goals 

Purposeful enactment and 
social construction 

Dialectical  Thesis/antithesis, conflict, synthesis, 
and thesis/antithesis 

Pluralism, confrontation, 
and conflict 

Evolutionary Variation, selection, retention, and 
variation 

Competitive selection and 
resource scarcity 
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Models of Organizational Change 

In order to lead change effectively, organizational leaders need to 

understand and be skilled in both the what and the how of organizational change. 

In the extant literature, there exist various organizational models which offer 

conceptual framework for thinking and reasoning about organizational change in 

terms of content and process. These twin themes of knowing what to change and 

how to change it underpin this section of review on the models of organizational 

change. 

Content models. The content models predominantly suggest decomposing 

an organization into major components, that have high impact on its effectiveness, 

and then defining attributes and subcomponents within each component 

respectively. In practice, content models are often called organizational 

diagnostic models as “they address what to diagnose for change” (Burke, 2008, p. 

169). They help leaders identify and select what organizational components or 

variables8, referred to as change levers by Tichy (1983), to effect change. These 

content models address the concern of Porras and Patterson (1979) about arbitrary 

selection of variables and that of Porras and Robertson (1987) regarding the use 

of too many variables in organizational change. Instead of manipulating too many 

variables, organizational leaders may focus on a limited number of change levers 

and decide to pull which one(s). 

Leavitt’s (1965) organizational model is one of the oldest models of 

organizational change. He was the first to state that an organization can be 

changed and improved upon by altering its task, people, technology, and/or 

                                                      
8
 Following Tichy’s (1983) terminology, these organizational variables are referred to as change 

levers in this document. In other literature, however, different terms have also been used, e.g., 

critical success factors (Cawsey & Deszca, 2007), content factors (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999), 

change readiness factors (Stewart, 1994), depth levers (Hall, Rosenthal & Wade, 1993), or 

management practices (Daniels & Mathers, 1989).  
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structure, which are the four major components of an organization. Grounded in 

open-systems theory, Leavitt’s model points out that the four components are 

interdependent and that change should be systemic as any one of the components 

would result in change on some, or all, of the others. The thinking of this early 

model indeed set the stage for development of various content models that 

followed subsequently (Burke, 2008). Other exemplary models in the same 

category are Weisbord (1976), Nadler and Tushman (1977), Waterman, Peters, 

and Phillips (1980), Tichy (1983), Burke and Litwin (1992), Vollmann (1996), 

Brache (2002), Falletta (2008), and more recently Keller and Price (2011), and 

their respective change levers are contrasted in Table 6 in the chronological order 

they appeared.  

From the content models in the table, altogether nine change levers are 

explicitly identified as important for consideration regarding what to change.9 

This set of variables can serve as a starting point to make organizational change. 

They are (i) products, services, or other outputs, (ii) leadership, (iii) purpose and 

strategy, (iv) organizational capabilities, systems, and processes, (v) structure, (vi) 

culture, (vii) people, (viii) resources other than human, and (ix) task. Among the 

various models compared, more recent models are more comprehensive and 

sophisticated than earlier models. Leavitt’s (1965) model has only four variables, 

the least number of variables among the various models. And, as pointed out by 

Burke (2008, p. 169), Leavitt’s model is grounded in open-systems theory but 

“not in its entirety” because it does not address the variable of environment. 

Neither did Waterman, Peters, and Phillips (1980) explicitly include such a 

variable in their model. Interrelatedness among an organization’s components is a 

                                                      
9
 Some models compared in Table 6 name their organizational variables differently from the way 

this document labels them. 
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key theme of the models. In this regard, some models (e.g., Burke and Litwin, 

1992) delineate causal relationships among components, some (e.g., Nadler & 

Tushman, 1977; Tichy, 1983) do it partially, while others simply posit that 

everything in the model is correlated. 

 

Table 6 

Content Model of Organizational Change 

Change Levers Leavitt 
(1965) 

Weisbord 
(1976) 

Nadler & 
Tushman 

(1977) 

Waterman, 
Peters, & 
Phillips 
(1980) 

Tichy 
(1983) 

Product/Service   x  x 

Leadership  x  x  

Purpose and strategy  x x x x 

Structure x x x x x 

Organizational 
capabilities, systems, 
and processes 

 x x x x 

Culture  x x x x 

People x  x x x 

Resources (other than 
human) 

x  x  x 

Task x  x  x 

Change levers Burke & 
Litwin 
(1992) 

Vollmann 
(1996) 

Brache 
(2002) 

Falletta 
(2008) 

Keller 
& Price 
(2011) 

Product/Service x x x x  

Leadership x x x x x 

Purpose and strategy x x x x x 

Structure x x x x x 

Organizational 
capabilities, systems, 
and processes 

x x x x x 

Culture x x x x x 

People x x x x x 

Resources (other than 
human) 

 x x x x 

Task x  x  x 
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Each of the content models of organizational change has some distinct 

features. Leavitt’s (1965) model is very simple.10 Weisbord (1976) put leadership 

in the central position of the model, signifying its important role of keeping other 

organizational components in balance. The key theme of Nadler and Tushman’s 

(1977) model is congruence. According to this model, leaders aiming to achieve 

organizational effectiveness should work on increasing the fit among the 

organizational components. Waterman, Peters, and Phillips (1980) set out to 

rectify leaders’ negligence on soft variables and emphasized the need to examine 

both hard (i.e., structure, strategy, and systems) and soft (i.e., staff, values, skills, 

and style) variables in leading change. Tichy (1983) contended that the variables 

of mission/strategy, tasks, prescribed networks, people, processes, and emergent 

networks should be understood through three aspects, namely, technical, political, 

and cultural aspects. As such, organizational change entails considerations in the 

form of a three-by-six matrix. Accompanied with a questionnaire, Burke and 

Litwin’s (1992) model is unique in distinguishing transformational and 

transactional leadership in change efforts. Vollmann’s (1996) model is about 

radical change. It uses an eight-by-six matrix to illustrate the complex 

considerations deemed necessary for such change. Brache (2002) offered a model 

that takes into consideration all the variables that affect organizational 

performance. His model is indeed comprehensive. Falletta (2008) took the 

organization development perspective and viewed change as efforts for enhancing 

employee engagement and organizational performance.11 Keller and Price’s 

                                                      
10

 Leavitt’s (1965) model is very simple. Some researchers considered it too simplistic (O’Brien, 

1997; Rockart & Scott Morton, 1984). Rockart and Scott Morton (1984) in their work extended 

Leavitt’s (1965) model to include external environment, strategy, processes, and culture. 
11

 This is in great contrast to the strategic management perspective found in Vollmann’s model in 

which change is regarded as a process of executing corporate strategies formulated by top 

management. According to Beer & Nohria (2000), strategic management and organization 

development are the two most fundamental perspectives in organizational change literature. 
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(2011) model is suggested to be an update and replacement for the framework 

developed by their colleagues Waterman, Peters, and Phillips at McKinsey twenty 

years ago, and is the only one to make innovation explicit. 

As shown in Table 6, there is a substantial overlap among the content 

models which share essentially the same organizational components. One such 

overlapping area is the leadership. Most of the content models explicitly or 

implicitly indicate the importance of leadership in effecting organization change 

and thus generate strong support to one of the main themes of this present 

research. Particularly, Burke and Litwin (1992) put transformational leadership 

under the spotlight. When explaining the model, Burke (2008, p. 189) quoted 

Burns’s (1978) conceptualization of transformational leaders as being “those who 

bring about change; they never leave a situation the way they found it.” 

Process models. Process models of organizational change are intended to 

guide organizational leaders on how to change the state of a system. One of the 

most influential change researchers, Kurt Lewin, exemplifies the process model 

of organizational change. Lewin (1947, 1951) conceptualized organizational 

change as progressing through three successive phases called unfreezing, moving, 

and freezing. Unfreezing is to free employees from the old state. Moving is to 

transfer employees from the old state to the new state. Refreezing is to keep 

employees sticking to the new state. The works of Lewin mainly focused on the 

disruption to behavioral patterns in the organization that could be made as a result 

of an imbalance between the driving forces and resisting forces. Once such a 

disruption happens, the organization “unfreezes” and is enabled to “move” 

through the process of change. Finally, a new state of balance with the 

environment is achieved and the organization “refreezes”. 
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Indeed, a number of contemporary models of implementing organizational 

change as a process have their roots in the early works of Lewin. For example, in 

Kotter’s (1995) model, one of the most popular process models adopted by 

organizational leaders, steps 1-4 are unfreezing, steps 5-7 are moving, and step 8 

is refreezing. And, these models show a lot of similarities between one another 

and share common features such as identification of a problem, developing shared 

vision, communication, embedding change and so on. The process models 

developed by Judson (1991), Kanter, Stein, and Jick (1992), Kotter (1995), 

Galpin (1996), and Luecke (2003) are contrasted with that of Lewin in Table 7.  

While such process models of organizational change are widely adopted 

in practice, one key criticism is that they mostly prescribe for organizational 

leaders a linear approach to change, that is to say a series of steps that are to be 

followed in sequence,12 thus lacking the flexibility needed to deal with 

complexity or non-linearity of the problems and issues that may be experienced 

during change. 

The construct of readiness for change, the mediating variable in this 

research, is based on Lewin’s (1947, 1951) process model of organizational 

change. According to Lewin’s model, organizational leaders need to unfreeze the 

employees before mobilizing the actual change. Armenakis et al. (1993) posited 

that the creation of change readiness in employees is equivalent to unfreezing 

employees in the Lewin’s model of change process. By means of transformational 

leadership, organizational leaders could raise their followers’ readiness for 

change and thus practically unfreeze them from their old ways of doing things 

and help them ready for the new ways of doing things which are much needed by 

                                                      
12

 For example, Kotter (1996, p. 24) emphasized a lot “the importance of sequence” in using his 

process model. The researcher noted that “initiating action in any order” other than that 

prescribed in the model “rarely works well”.  
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the organization. More elaborations of the concepts associated with the readiness 

for change is provided later in this current section of literature review. 

 

Table 7 

Process Models of Organizational Change 

Lewin (1947, 1951) Judson (1991) Kanter et al. (1992) 

1. Unfreeze 
2. Move 
3. Refreeze 

 

1. Analyze and plan the 
change 

2. Communicate the 
change 

3. Gain acceptance of 
new behaviors 

4. Change from the 
status quo to a desired 
state 

5. Consolidate and 
institutionalize the 
new state 

1. Analyze the need for 
change 

2. Create a vision and a 
common direction 

3. Separate from the past 
4. Create a sense of urgency 
5. Support a strong leader 

role 
6. Line up political 

sponsorship 
7. Craft an implementation 

plan 
8. Develop enabling 

structures 
9. Communicate, involve 

people and be honest 
10. Reinforce and 

institutionalize change 

Kotter (1995) Galpin (1996) Luecke (2003) 

1. Establish a sense of 
urgency 

2. Create a guiding 
coalition 

3. Develop a vision 
and strategy 

4. Communicate the 
change vision 

5. Empower 
broad-based action 

6. Generate 
short-term wins 

7. Consolidate gains 
and producing 
more change 

8. Anchor new 
approaches change 
in the culture 

1. Establish the need to 
change 

2. Develop and 
disseminating a vision 
of a planned change 

3. Diagnose and analyze 
the current situation 

4. Generate 
recommendations 

5. Detail the 
recommendations 

6. Pilot test the 
recommendations 

7. Prepare the 
recommendations 

8. Roll out the 
recommendations 

9. Measure, reinforce, 
and refine the change 

1. Mobilize energy and 
commitment through joint 
identification of problems 
and their solutions 

2. Develop a shared vision of 
how to manage for 
competitiveness 

3. Identify the leadership 
4. Focus on results, not on 

activities 
5. Start change at the 

periphery, then let it spread 
to other units without 
pushing it from the top 

6. Institutionalize success 
through formal policies, 
systems, and structures 

7. Monitor and adjust in 
response to problems in the 
change process 
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Resistance to Change  

Researchers have continuously made efforts in their identification of 

pertinent factors to the high failure of change (Starbuck, 1965). In many change 

failure cases studied by Klein and Sorra (1996), Kotter (1995), and Schein (1987, 

1999), the change initiatives themselves were found not flawed but their 

implementation was. Actually, in the aftermath of many change failures, 

employees’ resistance to change has frequently been attributed as a reason for 

their falling short of expectation, or total failures (Michaelis et al., 2010). As 

pointed out by Maurer (1996), resistance is the “critically important contributor” 

(p. 56) to the high rates of change failure. Since resistance to change is one of the 

most common organizational phenomena (Schein, 1988), many researchers (e.g., 

Cummings & Worley, 2005; Folger & Skarlicki, 1999; Mabin, Forgeson, & Gree, 

2001; Del Val & Fuentes, 2003; Waddell & Sohal, 1998) have considered 

resistance to change a critical issue to be dealt with in leading change.  

Resistance to change has been defined by researchers in multitudinous 

ways. According to Argyris and Schön (1974, 1978), resistance to change can be 

viewed as a defense mechanism caused by frustration and anxiety of employees. 

Zander (1950, p. 9) referred resistance to change as “behavior which is intended 

to protect an individual from the effects of real or imagined change.” Ansoff 

(1988, p. 207) defined “resistance as a multifaceted phenomenon, which 

introduces unanticipated delays, costs and instabilities into the process of a 

strategic change,” whilst Zaltman and Duncan (1977, p. 63) defined such 

resistance as “any conduct that serves to maintain the status quo in the face of 

pressure to alter the status quo.” Thus, resistance, in workplace settings, is “an 

expression of reservation” to change (Block 1989, p. 199), and it can be viewed 

as employees’ actions of “attempting to stop, delay, or alter change” (Bemmels & 
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Reshef, 1991, p. 231). 

Regarding individuals’ reaction to change that has direct effect on them, 

there could be six types of response that individuals may exhibit, namely, oppose, 

resist, tolerate, accept, support and embrace according to the work of Lippitt 

(1973). While some organizational members readily support the change and move 

with it, others strongly resist and reject the change. Resistance to change has 

mostly been categorized according to the characteristics of the behaviors involved. 

For example, resistance can be “intentional or unintentional, covert or overt” 

(O’Connor, 1993, p. 30). Resistance can be done in an overt manner that allows 

the resisters appear as if they are not resisting. Resistance can be made overtly 

and is often a result either of someone comfortable with their power, someone for 

whom covert acts are against their values, or someone who is desperate. Other 

classifications of employee resistance are: collective or individual, active or 

passive, formal or informal (Coch & French, 1948; Lawrence, 1954; Sayles & 

Strauss, 1966; Johns, 1973; Stanislao & Stanislao, 1983; Klein, 1984; Caruth, 

Middlebrook, & Rachel, 1985; Judson, 1991; King & Anderson, 1995). 

In their research work “Overcoming Resistance to Change,” which has 

generally been considered to be the first known published literature on research 

work of resistance to change, Coch and French (1948, p. 512) asked, “Why do 

people resist change so strongly?” and “What can be done to overcome this 

resistance?” According to Levinson (1976), affected employees in workplace 

change are asked to give up the known, certainty, existing patterns of behavior, or 

tried rewards and exchange for the unknown, uncertainty, adaptation of new 

patterns, or untried rewards. In addition to the uncertainty of the satisfactions to 

be gained from the new situation, the affected employees are asked to spend great 

amount of effort and energy to know the new situation and in tolerating and 
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coping with frustration until they can get used to some new work patterns. As 

such, as noted by Kanter (1985) and O’Toole (1995), change in the workplace can 

cause to such employees an overwhelming amount of fear, anxiety, and stress.  

Only if the advantages and rewards obtainable from the change are greater 

than those enjoyed formerly and are desired sufficiently are employees likely to 

embrace change. As argued by Maurer (1998), it is natural for change to be met 

with resistance as it is normal for people to resist things they are unfamiliar and 

uncomfortable with, especially when they are also unsure of the advantages and 

rewards such things promise to bring. It is likely that “the bigger the change, the 

greater the resistance to create change” (Denton, 1996, p.8). 

Besides being afraid and intolerant of change, other more sophisticated 

reasons have been provided by some researchers. For example, according to 

Hambrick and Cannella (1989), some persons engaging in resistance may believe 

that they stand to lose something of value if the change is implemented, such as 

loss of one’s power base, status, job, or income. Hambrick and Cannella also 

pointed out that some people may genuinely believe that the change is ill fated or 

in violation of deeply held values. In other words, the resistance comes from 

genuine beliefs, feelings, or philosophies that are different. Kanter (1985) also 

identified a long list of such causes (see Table 8).  

While there are probably “an endless number of reasons why people resist 

change” (Kotter & Schlesinger, 1979, p. 109), all these reasons can be 

summarized and represented as these people’s negative evaluation of such change 

(Mabin et al., 2001; Oreg et al., 2011). Therefore, as contended by Armenakis et 

al. (1993), the most effective approach to neutralize or reduce employees’ 

resistance to change is to shape or change these people’s attitude toward change 

in such a way that they evaluate change positively rather than negatively.  
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Attitude toward Change 

Allport (1935) provided a classic definition of attitude as a mental and 

neural state of readiness that affects an individual’s responses to objects and 

situations to which the attitude is related. McGuire (1986) characterized an 

attitude as a tendency to respond positively or negatively toward a certain thing. 

Similarly, Eagly and Chaiken (1993, p. 1) defined an attitude is “a psychological 

tendency that is expressed by evaluating a particular entity with some degree of 

Table 8 

Causes of Resistance to Organizational Change 

Fear of the unknown Feeling uncertain about the change, what is 
going on, and what the future is likely to 
hold. 

Loss of control Feeling that the change is being imposed; 
feeling of having no say in the situation and 
the events taking place. 

Loss of face Feeling embarrassed by the change and 
viewing it as a testimony that the way things 
done in the past was wrong. 

Loss of competency Feeling that existing skills and competencies 
will no longer be of any use after the change. 

Need for security Feeling worried about what the job roles will 
be after the change. 

Poor timing 
 

Being caught by surprise with a change, or 
being asked to change at a time when work 
is already too much. 

Force of habit Not liking to change existing ways of doing 
things, feeling comfortable in existing 
routines and habits. 

Lack of support 
 

Lacking important support from direct 
supervisors and/or organization, not having 
the correct resources to properly implement 
the change. 

Lack of confidence Lacking in personal confidence that things, 
once changed, really will be better than 
before. 

Lingering resentment  Feeling a lack of respect and/or angry over 
the way being treated during past change 
efforts. 
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favor or disfavor.” It has been generally agreed that attitudes represent one’s 

summary or overall evaluations of certain people, things, places, events, issues, or 

other forms of attitude objects in such attribute dimensions as good or bad, 

harmful or beneficial, pleasant or unpleasant, and likable or dislikable to some 

degree (Ajzen, 2001; Ajzen & Fishbein, 2000; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Petty, 

Wegener, & Fabrigar, 1997). If an attitude is favorable, one has the tendency of 

approaching and engaging with the attitude object, but if an attitude is 

unfavorable, one has the tendency of avoiding or rejecting it. Attitudes are formed 

through an individual’s direct experience with the object or through receiving 

information about the object (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). An attitude has often been 

conceived as a multidimensional construct. The so-called ABC model of attitude 

is one of the most influential models of attitude (Van den Berg, Manstead, van der 

Pligt, & Wigboldus, 2006). The ABC model suggests that attitude has three 

components, i.e., affective, behavioral, and cognitive. The three components of 

attitude influence respectively one’s feelings about, actions on, and beliefs of an 

attitude object (Ajzen, 1989).  

Issues about the stability or malleability of attitudes have been of 

long-standing interest. These issues are particularly relevant to this research study. 

Specifically, any transformational leadership attempting to alter employees’ 

pre-existing negative attitudes would be futile if such attitudes are not at all 

changeable once they have been formed. Attitudes have historically been 

considered relatively enduring and fairly stable over time, although not 

necessarily permanent (Ajzen, 1988; Allport, 1935; Brannon, 1976; Campbell, 

1950, 1963; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1974; Krech & Crutchfield, 1948; O'Keefe, 1990; 

Petty & Cacioppo, 1981; Sherif & Cantril, 1947; Tourangeau & Rasinski, 1988). 

Certain cases of long-term stability have been well established and Bodenhausen 
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(2013) provided some relevant phenomena. One is brand loyalty in which 

consumers form enduring positive attitude toward a certain brand of products. 

Another one is attitude toward political parties which tends to exhibit strong 

stability across the life span. Nevertheless, recent research findings have 

suggested that attitudes may be highly malleable and context-dependent 

(Ledgerwood & Trope, 2010). And, attitude change has been documented in 

many empirical studies such as Davis and Rusbult (2001), Kawakami, Dovidio, 

and Dijksterhuis (2003), Ledgerwood and Chaiken (2007), and Sinclair, Lowery, 

Hardin, and Colangelo (2005).  

Since there is indeed ample empirical evidence for both the stability and 

the malleability of attitudes, the identification of relevant moderator variables is 

of high interest to researchers (Bodenhausen & Gawronski, 2013). Dispositional 

characteristics of the attitude holder such as openness to experience (McCrae, 

1996), dogmatism (Miller, 1965), and self-monitoring (Snyder & Tanke, 1976) 

are known to be associated with greater or lesser degrees of attitude stability. 

Research attempted to understand variations in attitude malleability has also 

focused on the possibility that there are different types of attitudes that vary in 

their potency and stability (Bodenhausen & Gawronski, 2013). Specific 

characteristics of the attitudes such as its importance, certainty, extremity, or 

accessibility have been shown to be influential moderators of attitude stability 

(Krosnick, 1988). An attitude’s valence has also been found to be a factor. As 

such, negative attitudes are often harder to change than positive ones (Fazio, Eiser, 

& Shook, 2004; Skowronski & Carlston, 1989). 

Following the above-mentioned popular understanding of what attitudes 

in general are, an attitude toward change can be defined as a person’s 

psychological state (Ajzen, 2001) which expresses his or her summary or overall 
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evaluation of change (Petty & Wegener, 1998). Similarly, Elias (2009) defined 

attitude toward change as an organizational member's overall positive or negative 

evaluative judgment of change in the workplace. Employees tend to form beliefs 

regarding change on such issues as how one’s job will be affected, whether 

change will be implemented successfully, and whether change will contradict 

with one’s values (Armenakis et al., 1993; Isabella, 1990). And, employees likely 

respond emotionally to their encounters with change in the workplace (George & 

Jones, 2001; Huy, 2002; Liu & Perrewe, 2005; Mossholder, Settoon, Armenakis, 

& Harris, 2000). Such emotions could be positive, such as joy, excitement, and 

enthusiasm, negative, such as frustration, fear, and grief (Liu & Perrewe, 2005), 

or mixed (Klarner, By, & Diefenbach, 2011). Beliefs and emotions of change in 

the workplace are then combined as attitude toward change that influences 

subsequently processing of change-relevant information, change-evoked 

emotions, and change-related behaviors (Lines, 2005).  

Basing on the tripartite model of attitude (or so-called ABC model 

mentioned above), Piderit (2000) advocated researching on employees’ attitude 

toward change along three (i.e., cognitive, affective, and behavioral) dimensions 

because it “permits a richer view of the ways in which employees may respond to 

change” (p. 789). In her influential article, Piderit appealed for “a new wave of 

research on employee responses to change, conceptualized as multidimensional 

attitudes” (p. 789). Piderit’s appeal has been well responded by researchers and, 

according to a Google search, her article has since been cited 1,087 times.  

The link between attitude, intention, and behavior has drawn great 

interests among researcher and practitioners and such a relationship has been well 

established conceptually and empirically. It has been found that an attitude 

influences behavior but does so in an indirect manner only through its impact on 
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intention (Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). Regarding the construct of 

intention, this study followed Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) view that intention is a 

person’s subjective assessment of probability that he or she will perform certain 

behavior. Having said that, a host of definitions of the construct exist in the extant 

literature. For example, Alloui, Latrous, and Oquendo (1996) and Ochs, 

Pelachaud, and Sadek (2008) defined an intention as a persistent goal. Aberg and 

Warner (2008), Armitage and Arden (2002), Chen (2007), and Picazo-Vela, Chou, 

Melcher, and Pearson (2010) defined it as a motivation (or willingness) to 

perform certain behavior. Boon (2011), Church (1999), and Zikic and Saks (2009) 

defined it as the decision (or determination) to perform certain activities. Jang and 

Namkung (2009) and Meedya, Fahy, and Kable (2010) defined it as a plan that 

has been formulated in order to achieve a particular goal. Schlitz, Radin, Malle, 

and Schmidt (2003) and Souitaris, Zerbinati, and Al-Laham (2007) defined it as a 

state of mind directing a person's attention and action. While a consensus has yet 

to be reached on the definition of intention, it is generally agreed that “the most 

proximal determinant of behavior is intentions” (Jimmieson, Peach, & White, 

2008, p. 239). According to Armitage and Conner (2001), meta-analysis indicated 

that intentions alone explain 22% of the variation in behavior.  

The theory of planned behavior by Ajzen (1991) has been most influential 

and widely cited on predicting intentional behavior. Deriving from the theory of 

reasoned action (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980), the theory of planned behavior 

proposes that intention of an individual to undertake a certain behavior is a 

function of three antecedent factors. The first factor is the individual’s attitude, 

which is the overall evaluation of performing the behavior. The second factor is 

subjective norm, which represents the individual’s perceived social pressure to 

undertake the behavior. The third factor is perceived control, which indicates the 
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degree to which the behavior is considered under the individual’s conscious 

control. According to the theory, an individual is likely to have strong intention to 

undertake the behavior if he or she holds a positive view toward it, has strong 

social support to undertake it, and considers that undertaking it is mostly within 

his or her own behavioral control.  

The theory of planned behavior has been adopted widely in a variety of 

research domains (Armitage &Conner, 2001). In workplace settings, the theory 

has been applied to predict technology adoption (Rei, Lang, & Welker, 2002), 

intention toward employee involvement (Dawkins & Frass, 2005), utilization of 

interviewing techniques (Van der Zee, Bakker, & Bakker, 2002), intention to 

improve their management skills (Maurer & Palmer, 1999), and the adoption of 

benchmarking (Hill, Mann, & Wearing, 1996). Jimmieson, Peach, and White 

(2008) were probably the first to utilize the theory in an organizational change 

context. In their research study in a government body in Australia, they found 

empirical support to their hypothesis that employees who hold a favorable 

attitude toward a change event will have strong intentions to exhibit behavioral 

support to the change. 

 

Readiness for Change 

In a review of the extant literature regarding change in workplace settings, 

Choi (2011) identified that there are four constructs of employees’ attitude toward 

change that researchers have been studying. These four constructs are readiness 

for change, commitment to change, openness to change, and cynicism about 

change.  

Readiness for change. Armenakis et al. (1993, p. 681) provided one of 

the early definitions for readiness for change: it is employees’ “beliefs, attitudes, 
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and intentions regarding the extent to which changes are needed and the 

organization's capacity to successfully make those changes.”13 While Armenakis 

et al.’s definition has been adopted by researchers such as Backer (1995), Jansen 

(2000), Madsen, John, and Miller (2006), and Rafferty and Simons (2006), other 

alternative definitions have emerged. For example, Eby et al. (2000, p. 422) 

focused readiness for change as an employee’s perception of “the extent to which 

the organization is perceived to be ready to take on large-scale change.” While 

Armenakis, Harris, and Feild (1999) expanded Armenakis et al.’s (1993) 

definition to include employees’ beliefs regarding the appropriateness of, support 

for, and value of the change, Jones, Jimmieson, and Griffiths (2005) further 

elaborated it to include what benefits employees believe organizational change 

would bring to themselves as well as to the organization.  

As noted in the above paragraph, the conceptualization of readiness for 

change has been revised since its early introduction. This present study adopted a 

more recent and refined definition of readiness for change. It is defined as the 

organizational members’ summary evaluation of change which expresses the 

extent to which these organizational members are cognitively, affectively, and 

behaviorally prepared (or ready) to implement change (Bouckenooghe, Devos, & 

Van den Broeck, 2009; Holt et al., 2006; Holt, Helfrich, Hall, & Weiner, 2010). 

Readiness for change is an attitude that acts as a precursor to intention of 

supporting and action of implementing change (Backer, 1995; Desplaces, 2005; 

Holt et al., 2006; Jones et al. 2005; Rafferty, Jimmieson, & Armenakis, 2013). 

                                                      
13

 The way Armenakis et al. (1993) used to conceive readiness for change was not entirely 

endorsed by this present research because, with such a conceptualization, readiness for change 

becomes a very broad construct which includes one’s beliefs, attitudes, and intentions. Instead, 

this study held the viewpoint that readiness for change is an attitudinal construct. And, in 

accordance to the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991), such an attitude toward change, 

together with two other antecedent factors, cause one’s intention to change. 
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Specifically, when readiness for change is high, organizational members are more 

likely to accept, embrace, and adopt change, but when readiness is low, 

workplace change is more likely to be resisted and rejected. 

Readiness for change has been rooted in Lewin's (1947, 1951) concept of 

unfreezing. Basing on Schein’s (1979, p. 144) argument, “The reason so many 

change efforts run into resistance or outright failure is usually directly traceable to 

their not providing for an effective unfreezing process before attempting a change 

induction," Armenakis et al. (1993) proposed readiness as an important predictor 

of employees’ resistance to (or support for) change efforts. They further 

contended that prescriptions, such as those by Kotter and Schlesinger (1979), 

which are effective in reducing resistance depend on the extent they first create 

readiness for change. As such, Armenakis et al. and various other researchers 

have practically posited that the creation of change readiness equates to 

unfreezing (Beer & Walton, 1987; Cummings & Huse, 1989; Cummings & 

Worley, 2005; Klein, 1996; Kotter, 1995; Smith, 2005). Essentially, readiness for 

change acts to “preempt the likelihood of resistance to change, increasing the 

potential for change efforts to be more effective” (Armenakis, et al., 1993, p. 

682). 

Commitment to change. Herscovitch and Meyer’s (2002, p. 475) 

definition for this construct is “a force or mind-set that binds an individual to a 

course of action deemed necessary for the successful implementation of a change 

initiative,” and this definition has been adopted by various researchers (e.g., 

Bernerth et al., 2007; Chen & Wang, 2007; Conway & Monks, 2008; 

Cunningham, 2006; Foster, 2010; Meyer, Srinivas, Lal, & Topolnytsky, 2007; 

Michaelis, Stegmaier, & Sonntag, 2009, 2010; Neves & Caetano, 2009; Parish, 

Cadwallader, & Busch, 2008). Inspired by Herscovitch and Meyer (2002), 



 

102 

 

commitment to change is not originally drawing on any prominent theories of 

change. It is indeed an extension of the three-component conceptualization of 

commitment to organization (Meyer & Allen, 1991) and commitment in 

workplace (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001). However, Jaros (2010) criticized that 

the commitment to change is conceptually redundant with organizational 

commitment, and that there is a lack of consensus regarding where the 

commitment to change as an attitude toward change should be positioned in the 

process of change.14  

Openness to change. Wanberg and Banas (2000) and Axtell, Wall, Stride, 

Pepper, Clegg, Gardner, and Bolden (2002) have defined it as willingness to 

accommodate and accept change, while Miller, Johnson, and Grau (1994) and 

Devos, Buelens, and Bouckenooghe (2007) have referred it as willingness to 

support change and positive feeling about its consequences. Among the four 

constructs of attitude toward change, openness to change is indeed the least 

well-understood one due to limited studies on the construct (Bouckenooghe, 

2010). While its theoretical base remains unclear, the openness to change seems 

to have derived from the long-existing concept of tolerance of ambiguity.15 And, 

while some researchers (e.g., Bardi, Guerra, & Ramdeny, 2009) argued to 

distinguish between tolerance of ambiguity and openness to change, some 

researchers (e.g., McCrae, 1996) viewed the former construct as nestled within 

the latter one. 

Cynicism about change. Most researchers have referred cynicism about 

                                                      
14

 While Herscovitch and Meyer (2002) conceived and promoted commitment to change as a 

precursor to change implementation, Jaros (2010) noted that, in the model of change process 

presented in Armenakis and Bedeian (1999) and that in Armanakis and Harris (2009), 

commitment to change was posited as a consequence, not a precursor, of change 

implementation. 
15

 Tolerance of ambiguity is the tendency not to perceive ambiguous situations as sources of 

threat (Budner, 1962). 
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change as a pessimistic attitude about change because leaders responsible for 

making change are generally considered lack of motivation or competence 

(Albrecht, 2008; Bernerth, Armenakis, Feild, & Walker, 2007; Brown & Cregan, 

2008; Cindy, Neubert, & Xiang, 2007; Rubin, Dierdorff, Bommer, & Baldwin, 

2009; Wanous, Reichers, & Austin, 2000). Some researchers have referred it as a 

negative attitude reflecting a losing of faith in the leaders of change due to the 

failure of past change efforts (Bommer et al., 2005; Reichers, Wanous, & Austin, 

1997; Watt & Piotrowski, 2008). So, unlike the other three constructs, cynicism 

about change is a negative, rather than a positive, attitude toward change, and it is 

important to note that employees having low or no cynicism about change do not 

mean they evaluate change positively. As such, this construct did not well fit the 

stated objective of this present research.16   

As commented by Choi (2011), the four “constructs (of attitude toward 

change) are similar to one another” (p. 480). All four of the constructs are 

conceptualized as the antecedent to resistance to (or support for) change, and 

represent the overall evaluation of an individual toward change in the workplace. 

Yet, despite their resemblance, this study focused on employees’ readiness for 

change and adopted it as one of the study variables because, as indicated in 

previous Section 1.2 about research justification, it is “the most prevalent positive 

attitude toward change” that has been studied in the change literature (Rafferty et 

al., 2013, p. 111). In accordance to a literature review by Bouckenooghe (2010), 

more than 90 percent of conceptual studies concerning attitude toward change 

have been made on either of the two variables: change readiness or change 

resistance. Readiness for change is thus the most widely recognized attitude 

                                                      
16

 The present study aimed to hypothesize and test the effect of transformational leadership on 

shaping employees’ attitude toward change in such a way that these employees have positive 

evaluation of change in the workplace.  
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toward change among researchers. Also according to Bouckenooghe (2010), 

readiness for change is most representative of the tripartite model of attitude 

owing to the way readiness for change has been conceptualized and investigated. 

Most important of all, in great contrast to its three counterparts, change readiness 

is well rooted in the most influential theory of change developed by Lewin (1947, 

1951). 

 

2.5 Relationship between Transformation Leadership and Readiness for 

Change 

In this section of the literature review, how transformational leadership 

relates to readiness for change is elaborated conceptually and empirically. A 

hypothesis is also developed accordingly subsequent to the review of relevant 

literature. 

It has long been known that leadership can shape or change effectively 

followers’ attitudes. The early studies of attitude changing processes may be 

traced back to the Kelman’s (1958) classic work which has been cited to date by 

researchers 3,624 times. Specifically, Kelman distinguished between three kinds 

of attitude change mechanism that have different underlying bases. One kind of 

such attitude changing mechanism may base on identification whereby the leaders 

utilizes admirable personal attributes to attract followers who adopt from the 

leaders some new attitudes because of the followers’ desire to associate with the 

leaders and their attitudes. Another kind may base on internalization whereby the 

leaders rationalize with followers some new attitudes which the followers adopt 

because of the intrinsic value of such new attitudes. The third kind may base on 

compliance whereby the leaders exert power on followers who adopt some new 

attitudes promulgated by the leaders because by doing so the followers “expect to 
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gain specific rewards or approval and avoid specific punishment or disapproval” 

(p. 53). 

Kelman’s three processes of attitude change parallel what psychologists 

have identified as the three approaches organizational leaders can adopt to change 

followers’ attitudes: social, cognitive, and behavioral (Williamson & Johnston, 

2013). Drawing from the works of social learning theorists, such as Bandura 

(1977), social approach relies on people’s tendency to copy the beliefs and 

behaviors of their role models. People exposed to attitudes expressed by attractive 

role models tend to adopt those attitudes as their own. Cognitive approach relies 

upon changing the way people think about an attitude object. One powerful 

model of attitude change is based on the theories of cognitive scientists such as 

Festinger (1957) and this is most often done by using persuasive communication 

to introduce dissonance between the old belief and the new one. According to the 

theories of behavioral scientists, such as Skinner (1938, 1953), people are 

inclined to repeat those behaviors that are rewarded. As such, behavioral 

approach relies on reinforcements and punishments to effect attitude change, and 

calls for the conscious reward of positive attitudes as they are expressed. The 

reward increases the chance the attitudes will be expressed again, and, ultimately, 

incorporated into these people’s belief systems. 

Transformational leadership seems particularly good at shaping or 

changing followers’ values and attitudes. Burns (1978) introduced the concept of 

transformational leadership and identified that transformational leaders influence 

followers to perform at high level through modifying their beliefs and attitudes. 

Transformational leadership is the process of influencing major change in the 

attitudes and assumptions of followers (Bass, 1985), and transformational leaders 

can substantially influence the work attitudes and behaviors of followers (Bass & 
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Avolio, 1992). Also, Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, and Fetter (1990) distilled 

various relevant concepts of transformational leadership and noted that “all of 

them share the common perspective that effective leaders transform or change the 

basic values, beliefs, and attitudes of followers” (p. 180).  

From the above paragraph, it is reasonable to infer that transformational 

leaders are indeed in the best position to effectively shape followers’ attitude 

toward change and thereby mobilize them to implement change. And, basing on 

the conceptualization of transformational leadership, the relevant attitude 

changing mechanisms occurring in transformational leadership can be generally 

described, in Kelman’s (1958) terminology, as identification and internalization 

rather than compliance.17 Notwithstanding what has just been said, the following 

paragraphs serve to elaborate more specifically on the effects of different 

dimensions of transformational leadership on change readiness in order to provide 

an enhanced understanding of the articulation between these two important 

constructs. 

Transformational leaders are proficient in providing their followers 

inspirational motivation. Particularly, transformational leaders are good at 

identifying “viable new opportunities for followers through persistent, vigorous, 

and clear expressions of visions of the future” (Bommer, et al., 2005, p. 738). For 

mobilizing change in the workplace, transformational leaders tend to articulate a 

vision for change and communicate it to their followers (Kotter, 1996; Peus, Frey, 

Gerkhardt, Fischer, & Traut-Mattausch, 2009). A vision is essentially a desired 

state that describes a better future for followers (House & Sharmir, 1993), and it 

                                                      
17

 Compliance as an approach for changing employees’ attitudes may be more relevant to 

transactional leaders rather than transformational leaders. 
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is often a dream of the desirable future dreamed by transformational leaders.18 

According to Bandura’s (1977) social learning theory, such a dream of 

transformational leaders can be highly influential in shaping followers’ attitudes 

and behaviors. Specifically, when the dream is so desirable and attractive to the 

followers, it generates from them an overwhelming amount of emotional 

identification with the dream, which cannot stop but help followers feel good 

about the change needed to realize the transformational leaders’ dream with 

which they have shared so strongly, thus making followers become more 

change-ready. 

The effect of visioning may be viewed through another piece of 

theoretical lens. Effective visioning can serve to show that a big gap exists 

between the present state and some desired future state (Katz & Kahn, 1978), and 

that there are strong reasons (e.g., fierce competition, tight government 

regulations, or severe economic downturn) why closing the gap is imminent 

(Pettigrew, 1987). With such visioning, transformational leaders provide 

persuasive communication which has long been proven by researchers to be 

effective in changing attitudes of the audience (Oskamp & Schultz, 2005). Such 

visioning can be so convincing that results in creating the belief in followers that 

change is much needed in order to close the big gap, and thus effectively 

increases followers’ readiness for change. As argued by Armenakis et al. (1993, p. 

682-683), “creating change readiness involves proactive attempts by a change 

agent to influence the beliefs, attitudes, intentions, and ultimately the behavior of 

a change target” and a message that forcefully conveys “the need for change” is 

one important mechanism to create such change readiness. This is in line with 

                                                      
18

 As in Les Misérables, a French historical novel first published in 1862, Victor Hugo (1987) 

wrote that there is nothing like dreams for engendering the future. 
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Festinger’s (1957) cognitive dissonance theory according to which a strongly felt 

need to change is necessary to create a state of dissonance between the current 

situation and what is required. Without this perceived dissonance on the part of 

employees, there is little chance of real change taking place as change is viewed 

by employees as unnecessary. Indeed, transformational leaders’ visioning is an 

important means of bringing about such a felt need on followers (Bommer et al., 

2005). 

Having high performance expectations is also an important means of 

inspirational motivation, particularly when visions need to be translated into 

specific measurable goals for action. As noted by Bass and Bass (2008), 

transformational leaders inspire the followers to perform at levels higher than 

their followers originally intended and thought possible. Indeed, having high 

performance expectations is one of the core themes in transformational leadership 

theories (Bass, 1985; Podsakoff et al., 1990). In practice, having high 

performance expectations is best manifested as setting together with followers 

challenging goals, and this is in line with the goal-setting theory (Locke, 1968; 

Locke & Latham, 1990a, 1990b, 1990c, 2002).19 Challenging goals can inspire 

employees to make change to their conventional ways of thinking about and 

doing their tasks because such goals are often set in such a way to be unattainable 

to employees if these employees intend to maintain the status quo (Bass, 1985). 

And, challenging goals can inspire employees to actually act and make change in 

order to attain such goals because the challenges such goals bring about appeal to 

employees’ self-actualization needs and instilling in these employees intrinsic 

motivation (Maslow, 1943, 1954, 1962, 1968). As such, transformational leaders’ 

                                                      
19

 Among other propositions, the goal-setting theory states that employees perform better 

when they have challenging goals than when they have not.  
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high performance expectations are also effective in affecting followers’ change 

readiness. 

Also according to Armenakis et al. (1993), leaders attempting to create 

readiness for change should not only communicate a salient need for change, but 

also build followers’ confidence of undertaking the change. Similarly, Kotter 

(1996) suggested leaders to empower followers to make change in order to 

successfully lead change in the workplace. As transformational leaders tend to 

intellectually stimulate followers and encourage them to give up any mentality of 

‘if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it,’ followers perceive strong empowerment to make 

change by challenging the status quo and abandoning old ways of doing things 

(Avolio et al., 1999). Various studies have indicated that individuals who perceive 

themselves to be empowered in their work environments would have high levels 

of self-efficacy for performing their roles in these environments (Kanter, 1977; 

Laschinger & Shamian, 1994). And, in accordance to Bandura’s (1986, 1997, 

1998) social cognitive theory, the higher levels the instilled self-efficacy of 

performing change among the followers, the more likely they make their best 

efforts to adopt the favorable attitudes needed for effective performance of such 

change.20 As such, the intellectual stimulation of transformational leaders is 

                                                      
20

 The concept of self-efficacy plays a central role in Bandura’s (1986, 1997, 1998) social 

cognitive theory for analyzing some personal attitudinal or habitual change in stressful and 

avoidant situations, and is considered one key determinant of the impacts of intervention on 

causing change. In accordance to Bandura (1998), “Perceived self-efficacy refers to beliefs in 

one's capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given levels 

of attainments” (p. 624). Bandura (1998) stated that people’s perceptions of self-efficacy to 

perform certain tasks affect every phase of personal attitudinal or habitual change associated 

with the performance of those tasks. These perceptions determine whether people even 

consider changing their attitudes or habits; whether they enlist the motivation and perseverance 

needed to succeed the change, should they choose to do so; how well they maintain the attitude 

or habit change they have achieved; their vulnerability to relapse; and their success in restoring 

control after a setback. That said, the weaker the perceived self-efficacy, the less likely are people 

to enlist and sustain the efforts needed to adopt and maintain attitude or habit change. As such, 

applying to the case of this present research about implementing change in the workplace, when 

people are not self-efficacious about their capability to perform workplace change, they are not 

likely to alter their attitudes or habits in favor of performing such workplace change.  
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indeed effective in preparing followers ready for change in the workplace through 

bolstering their self-efficacy of performing change. 

As noted by Fugate (2012), breaking from the status quo is of high risks 

and could carry such negative consequences as damaging one’s reputation, being 

rejected as a trouble-maker, and perhaps losing one’s job. And, successful 

change-leaders would need to exhibit their own willingness to bear such risks in 

order to solicit great influence on others to follow suit. As such, taking risks 

personally in leading change is one key behavior of a change-leader (Yukl, 

Gordon, & Taber, 2002). Indeed, role modeling of organizational leaders is 

important in leading change in the workplace (Aitken & Higgs, 2011). 

Organizational leaders need to walk the talk or lead change by their own 

examples. As pointed out by Kotter (1996, p. 97), “Nothing undermines the 

communication of a change vision more than behavior on the part of key players 

that seems inconsistent with the vision.” Transformational leaders are effective 

role-models of change-maker and risk-taker as they provide idealized influence 

by being the “first to jump” (Fugate, 2012, p. 187). Such role modeling of 

transformational leaders to undertake change and bear its associated risks not 

only teaches followers the needed behaviors and shapes the needed attitude 

toward change (Bandura, 1986), but also serves as an effective means for 

fostering identification, building confidence in, and thus raising readiness of 

followers on doing the same.  

Furthermore, as elaborated earlier on resistance to change, change in the 

workplace inevitably brings ambiguity and uncertainty which in turn induce in 

people fear and anxiety. And, change could be stressful when it leads people out 
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of their comfort zone (Carnall, 2003).21 According to Bandura (1982), people 

would avoid engaging in change activities which they believe exceed their coping 

capability. Kotter (1996) specifically suggested providing support as a key 

method for neutralizing employees’ resistance to change. With individualized 

consideration, transformational leaders are particularly effective in helping 

followers’ coping capability. The individualized empathy, consideration, and 

support provided by transformational leaders help followers cope with the fear, 

anxiety, and stress brought about by workplace change (Brook, 1978; Calabrese, 

2002). Additionally, basing on House and Mitchell’s (1974) path-goal theory, 

followers are more likely to accept the change given transformational leaders’ 

individualized consideration (Bommer et al., 2005). More importantly, followers 

tend to persist and keep changing even when they suffer a setback if they perceive 

great support from their leaders (Bandura, 1986). As such, transformational 

leaders’ individualized consideration likely enhances followers’ readiness for 

change.  

From the tripartite perspective of attitude as explained in previous section 

2.4, there are three components of readiness for change: affective, cognitive, and 

behavioral. That is, for employees having high readiness for change, they hold 

positive evaluations toward change in such a way that they feel good about 

change (i.e., affective evaluation), that they believe change is advantageous to 

them and to the organizations (i.e., cognitive evaluation), and that they will act to 

support or implement change (i.e., behavioral evaluation). Drawing on the 

relevant elaboration in the aforesaid paragraphs, Table 9 indicates how the 

various behaviors of transformational leadership affect respectively the three 

                                                      
21

 Comfort zone refers to a psychological state in which an individual feels at ease and 

experiences low levels of anxiety and stress because things are so familiar to the individual and 

the environment is fully under his or her control (Bardwick, 1991; Carnall, 2003; White, 2009). 
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components (i.e., affective, cognitive, and behavioral) of readiness for change of 

employees. 

 

Table 9 

Effect of Transformational Leadership on Different Components of Readiness for 

Change 

Transformational 

leadership 

Mechanisms to affect readiness for change Readiness for 

change 

Aff. Cog. Beh. 

Inspirational 

motivation 

� Articulating and communicating mission 

and vision for change that generate 

emotional identification from followers 

� Creating among followers belief that 

change is compelling 

� Holding high expectations of followers 

on accomplishing change 

x  

 

 

x 

 

 

 

 

 

x 

Intellectual 

stimulation 

� Empowering followers to challenge 

status quo  

� Bolstering in followers self-efficacy of 

performing needed change. 

  

 

x 

x 

Idealized 

influence 

� Role-modeling to undertake change and 

personally bearing its associated risks 

which foster emotional attachment from, 

build confidence in, and teach the needed 

behavior to followers 

x x x 

Individualized 

consideration 

� Helping followers cope with fear, 

anxiety, stress, or other negative 

emotions associated with change 

x   

 

Taken together, due to the four characteristics of transformational 

leadership, transformational leaders are in the best position to create or raise their 

followers’ readiness for change and thus make ready them for change. As 

elaborated above, it is theoretically sound that transformational leadership 

positively relates to readiness for change. However, as pointed out by Fugate 
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(2012), researchers have not been very active in empirically testing the role of 

transformational leadership on readiness for change (or other attitude toward 

change).  

There have been only a few empirical attempts to explain the relationship 

between transformation leadership and attitude toward change (but none of them 

specifically examined readiness for change as their respective version of attitude 

toward change). Bommer et al. (2005) showed that transformational leadership 

negatively associated with followers’ cynicism about change with a sample of 

372 employees from three privately owned U.S. manufacturing firms. Wu, 

Neubert, and Yi (2007) found in their study the same relationship in a sample of 

469 employees at a sizeable Chinese petroleum firm. Involving 343 survey 

respondents from 30 organizations representing different industry sectors in the 

southeastern part of the States, Herold et al.’s (2008) study revealed that 

transformational leadership led to higher levels of employee commitment to 

change. Michaelis et al. (2010) also found that transformational leadership related 

to commitment to change in a sample in Germany. Since the four studies 

mentioned above supported the relationship between transformational leadership 

and attitude toward change, it can be inferred that transformational leadership 

positively relates to readiness for change as well. Nevertheless, there is indeed a 

need for empirical studies to ascertain specifically the important association 

between transformational leadership and readiness for change, especially when 

readiness for change is the most cited version of attitude toward change 

(Bouckenooghe, 2010). Basing on theories and past empirical research, I thus 

hypothesized: 

H2. Employee perceived transformational leadership will positively relate 

to employee readiness for change. 
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2.6 Relationship between Readiness for Change and Innovation Behavior 

In this section of the literature review, how readiness for change relates to 

innovation behavior is elaborated conceptually and empirically. A hypothesis is 

also developed accordingly subsequent to the review of relevant literature. 

Innovation and change are closely related (Cooper, 1998; Gopalakrishnan 

& Damanpour, 1997; Matthew, 2009; O'Sullivan & Dooley, 2009; Vahs et al., 

2010). Innovation is fundamentally about change (Fugate, 2012). By definition, 

“innovation unavoidably involves challenging the status quo” (Anderson et al., 

2004, p. 160). The idea that innovation associates with change can be dated back 

to 1930s in Schumpeter’s (1934) work regarding creative destruction. Although 

change does not necessarily involve innovation, all innovation does involve 

change (Glynn, 1996; King, 1990; Tidd et al., 2009). Drucker (2006) considered 

innovation as an important tool to exploit change as an opportunity. From 

Drucker’s perspective, innovation is “the effort to create purposeful, focused 

change in an enterprise’s economic or social potential” (p. 69). 

Epstein (1990) developed the generativity theory and asserted that novel 

behavior is the result of a dynamic interaction among previously established 

behaviors; in other words, new ideas result from interconnections among old ones. 

Drawing on Epstein’s theory, Woodman (2008) proposed that innovation may be 

meaningfully modeled as the changing or transformation of established process, 

underlying behaviors and thinking, and so on into novel ones that effectively 

solve problems in an organization. Woodman also went on with his proposition to 

view innovation as nestled within the broader construct of change and uphold the 

notion that “all innovation is a change” (p. 295). Indeed, such a notion brings 

about one of the most difficult issues in the workplace, which is employees’ 
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resistance to change (Jones, 2013).  

As elaborated in previous Section 2.4, change in the workplace inherently 

disrupts employees’ status quo and drive them out of their comfort zone as 

change often brings different ways of doing things, unfamiliar work situations, 

risks of incompetence or poor performance, and uncertainties of the future, which 

often cause typical employees to feel anxious, stressful, or even fearful about 

change. As such, employees tend to evaluate workplace change negatively and 

exhibit accordingly resistance to change (Carnall, 2003). Generally speaking, 

employees’ resistance to change is the key driving force behind maintaining the 

status quo, and hindering successful implementation of change (Bouckenooghe, 

2010; Bovey & Hede, 2001; Del Val & Fuentes, 2003).  

As employees’ resistance to change mainly stems from their negative 

evaluation of change (Mabin et al., 2001; Oreg et al., 2011), it is logical to argue 

that the most effective approach to neutralize or reduce resistance to change is to 

shape or change these employees’ attitude toward change in such a way that they 

evaluate change positively rather than negatively (Armenakis et al., 1993). That 

said, in consistent with the notion of unfreezing in Lewin’s (1947, 1951) theory of 

change, employees need to be well prepared in their attitude toward change for 

them to engage in change activities. It also follows that employees need to be 

well prepared in their attitude toward change for them to exhibit innovation 

behavior owing to the notion that innovation necessitates change.  

Employee readiness for change, as detailed in previous Section 2.4, is an 

employee’s attitude toward change which expresses the extent to which he or she 

is cognitively, affectively, and behaviorally prepared (or ready) to implement 

change, and is recognized as the effective precursor to an employee’s intention to 

support and action to implement change. So, following the aforesaid line of 
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thinking, employees without high levels of change readiness are unlikely to 

engage in change and it follows that these employees are unlikely to exhibit 

innovation behavior because all innovation is a change. Indeed, it is conceptually 

sound to posit that employees’ readiness for change affects these employees’ 

innovation behavior. 

Empirical literature testifying the relationship between readiness for 

change (or other constructs of attitude toward change) and innovation behavior 

(or innovation in general) is rare indeed. Only Michaelis et al. (2010) provided 

such evidence showing that commitment to change and innovation 

implementation behavior are related. Although Michaelis et al. did not examine 

specifically the relationship between readiness for change and innovation 

behavior, their study provided useful hints that there is a positive link between 

these two constructs. Since both change readiness and innovation behavior are of 

high theoretical and practical significance, this present study set out to address 

this important yet relatively unstudied relationship. Thus, basing on the 

conceptual bases of the constructs and past empirical research mentioned above, I 

hypothesized: 

H3. Employee readiness for change will positively relate to employee 

innovation behavior. 

 

2.7 Readiness for Change as a Mediator 

In this section of the literature review, a psychological mechanism is 

proposed regarding how employee readiness for change acts as a mediator to the 

relationship between employee perceived transformational leadership and 

employee innovation behavior. An associated hypothesis is also developed 

accordingly.   
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In previous Section 2.3, I looked at and hypothesized accordingly the total 

effect of transformational leadership on innovation behavior without taking into 

consideration any possible intervening or mediating variables. Having said that, 

as an overall objective of this present research, I aimed to investigate further such 

a relationship between employee perceived transformational leadership and 

employee innovation behavior by both theorizing and testing the extent to which 

employee readiness for change mediates on it.  

In previous Section 2.5, I argued and hypothesized accordingly employees’ 

perceived transformational leadership of their supervisors affects these employees’ 

readiness for change. And, in previous Section 2.6, I argued and hypothesized that 

employees’ readiness for change affects their innovation behavior. In order to 

fulfill the above-mentioned research objective and better understand the 

psychological process of how transformational leaders affect innovation behavior 

of their followers, I carried the present research forward by arguing and 

hypothesizing further that employee perceived transformation leadership affects 

employee innovation behavior through affecting employee readiness for change.  

By extracting from the explanation already provided in previous Sections 

2.5 and 2.6, I provide in this paragraph a coherent set of reasoning to argue 

conceptually the proposed mediating role of readiness for change. For employees 

to exhibit innovation behavior, these employees need to be well prepared in their 

attitude toward change, that is to say, they need to have high levels of readiness 

for change which is recognized as the effective precursor to an individual’s 

intention to change, and such a need to have high change readiness is owing to 

the notion that innovation necessitates change which tends to be stressful to 

employees and met with resistance from these employees when such change 

disrupts their status quo and throws them out of their comfort zone. As such, 
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transformational leaders who aim to promote innovation behavior of employees 

need to successfully shape in the first place these employees’ attitude toward 

change, doing which transformational leaders are indeed good at, in such a way 

that these employees evaluate change positively, and this is critical because only 

when employees are ready for change attitudinally and thus hold positive views 

about the change that is necessitated by innovation, they are likely to act and 

engage in innovation behavior. 

Basing on the above-mentioned reasoning, I contended that 

transformational leaders can successfully effect followers’ innovation behavior 

only if and when they can firstly raise these followers’ readiness for change. 

Putting it simply, I posited that employee readiness for change mediates the effect 

of supervisory transformational leadership on employee innovation behavior, and 

that the mediation effect is a complete, rather than a partial, one in the sense that 

transformational leadership has no direct effect on innovation behavior in the 

presence of readiness for change.  

While conceptually sound, empirical evidence for the mediating effect of 

readiness for change on the relationship between transformational leadership and 

innovation behavior may be borrowed from Michaelis et al. (2010). In the extant 

literature, only Michaelis et al. examined a mediating effect somewhat similar to 

that of this present study. In their study entailing a sample of 198 R&D 

managerial staff from an automobile company in Germany, the researchers gained 

support to the mediating role of commitment to change, which is a construct of 

attitude toward change, on the link between transformational leadership and 

innovation implementation behavior. 

Taken together the aforesaid conceptual reasoning as well as Michaelis et 

al.’s (2010) empirical evidence, I proposed that readiness for change mediates 
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completely the effect of transformational leadership on innovation behavior. With 

such a proposition, I explored an important yet largely unexplored psychological 

process that potentially exists between transformational leadership and innovation 

behavior. Thus, I hypothesized: 

H4. Employee readiness for change will mediate completely the positive 

relationship between employee perceived transformational leadership 

and employee innovation behavior. 

 

2.8 Human Resource Management and High Commitment Work System 

Firstly, this section of the literature review provides the relevant concepts 

of human resource management in general and high commitment work system in 

particular. Secondly, it discusses and proposes a hypothesis using employees’ 

perception of the high commitment work system of their firm as a moderator. 

 

Conceptual Understanding of Human Resource Management and High 

Commitment Work System 

Firms acquire and mobilize resources to compete in their chosen markets. 

The resource-based view of the firm focuses on the role organizational resources 

play and posits that a firm’s success is largely determined by the resources it 

owns and controls (Barney, 1991; Barney & Hoskisson, 1989; Penrose, 1958; 

Peteraf, 1993; Rumelt, 1984; Wernerfelt, 1984, 1989). Differences in firms’ 

performances primarily depend on whether their resources are superior to those of 

their competitors. The central theme of resource-based view is the exploitation of 

a firm’s resources to gain sustainable competitive advantages that enable the firm 

to beat competitors and obtain above-average returns.  

It has been argued that human resources are valuable, rare, difficult to 
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imitate, and non-substitutable (Barney & Wright, 1998; Lado & Wilson, 1994; 

Wright, McMahan, & McWilliams, 1994). It has been a widely held notion that 

people furnish firms with an important, perhaps the most important (Baron & 

Kreps, 1999), source of sustainable competitive advantage (Becker & Gerhard, 

1996; Prahalad, 1983; Pfeffer, 1994). Researchers (e.g., Reich. 1991; Ulrich & 

Lake, 1990) have noted that people may be the ultimate source of sustainable 

competitive advantages when such traditional sources as markets, financial 

capital, and scale economies have been neutralized by globalization and other 

environmental forces. As noted by Pfeffer (1994), firms must invest to acquire 

and build employees who possess better skills and capabilities than their 

competitors should they want to succeed in today's business landscape. The 

learning, expertise, and creativity among a firm’s human resources may become 

the last resort of sustainable competitive advantages. Effective human resources, 

rather than other kinds of organizational resources, may be the ultimate 

determining factor of a firm’s sustained success (Adler, 1988; Reich, 1991). 

The popularity of the resource-based view highlights the importance of 

human resource management (HRM) in an organization. HRM is about people 

management basing on the philosophy that human resources are important to 

sustainable competitive advantage and therefore firm performance. HRM refers to 

engaging in activities that produce the employee behaviors the company needs to 

achieve its strategic goals (Dessler, 2008). According to Armstrong (2006): 

Human resource management is defined as a strategic and coherent 

approach to the management of an organization’s most valued assets— 

the people working there who individually and collectively contribute 

to the achievement of its objectives. (p. 3) 

Two primary approaches— a universal approach and a contingency 

approach— have been used to describe the link between HRM and firm 
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performance. The universal, or best practice, approach contends that, disregarding 

the strategic positioning of a firm, there exists a bundle of HRM best practices 

that promotes desirable employee behaviors and has favorable effects on the 

firm’s performance. Whereas, the contingency, or best fit, approach posits that a 

close alignment between HRM practices and the firm’s strategic positioning is 

critical for improvement of firm performance. As such, according to the 

contingency approach, a firm’s strategic positioning either enhances or weakens 

the effect of HRM practices on firm performance.  

Although on the surface the universal and contingency approaches may 

appear to be competing, the two approaches are not mutually exclusive and can 

be complementary. As explained by Youndt et al. (1996): 

The universal approach helps researchers document the benefits of HR 

across all contexts, ceteris paribus, and the contingency perspective 

helps us look more deeply into organizational phenomena to derive 

more situationally specific theories and prescriptions for management 

practice. (p. 837) 

There have been a lot of studies employing the universal approach to 

investigate the effect of HRM on organizational performance. Voluminous 

evidence has accumulated demonstrating a positive link between HRM best 

practices and organizational performance. Generally speaking, such evidence 

supports the belief that improving the way employees are managed leads to 

improved firm performance (Becker & Gerhard, 1996; Truss, 2001). Some of the 

most prominent studies include the study of 30 of 54 existing U.S. steel 

mini-mills by Arthur (1994), the study of the US banking industry by Delery and 

Doty’s (1996), the study of a national sample of New Zealand companies by 

Guthrie (2001), the study of a national sample of U.S. companies by Huselid 

(1995), the study of Japanese and US steel production lines by Ichniowski and 
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Shaw (1999), the study of the world’s automobile assembly industry by 

MacDuffie (1995), and the study of 97 manufacturing plants in several segments 

of the metal-working industry by Youndt et al. (1996).  

Following the universal approach, research studies conducted at the 

organizational level have revealed that a particular system of HRM best practices 

has the potential to “release untapped reserves of human resourcefulness” (Blyton 

& Turnbull, 1992, p. 4) as well as contribute to improved employee attitudes and 

behaviors, lower absenteeism and turnover, and higher productivity, quality and 

customer service (Arthur, 1994; Huselid, 1995; Wood & De Menezes, 1998). The 

idea that there are “systemic or synergistic effects” in a system of HRM best 

practices is considered a critical part of the universal approach (Boxall & Macky, 

2009, p. 5). The gains in organizational performance tend to be greater when 

firms adopt a combination of practices that are complementary to one another 

than when they adopt individual practices in isolation (Arthur, 1994; Appelbaum, 

Bailey, Berg, & Kalleberg, 2000; Huselid, 1995; Ichniowski, Shaw, & Prennushi, 

1997; MacDuffie, 1995; Youndt et al., 1996). However, the HRM best practices 

that are deemed to constitute such a system are subject to “a confusing array of 

definitions and assertions” (Boxall & Macky, 2009, p. 6). There exist in the extant 

literature different systems of HRM best practices. Su and Wright (2012, p. 2067) 

noted that, “there is no uniform view about the number and specific practices that 

should be included in such HR systems.”  

While there are many different systems of HRM best practices, they are 

seen to fall into one of the three streams of approach of managing employees and 

labelled respectively as high performance, high involvement, or high commitment 

work systems (Armstrong, 2006; Boxall & Macky, 2009; Xiao & Björkman, 

2006). Although these three terms or labels have been loosely defined (Xiao & 
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Björkman, 2006) and interchangeably used by some researchers (e.g., Pfeffer, 

1994), they represent distinctive emphases in their studies of HRM best practices 

and ways of managing employees.  

The term of high commitment work system has been used by researchers 

(e.g., Arthur, 1994; Baron & Kreps, 1999; Walton, 1985; Whitener, 2001) to 

highlight the fact that the work system can enhance the commitment of 

employees, whilst the label of high involvement work system and that of high 

performance work system have been used to emphasize respectively the 

self-managing nature of the workforce (e.g., Guthrie, 2001; Lawler, 1986) and the 

superior performance the work system can bring (e.g., Appelbaum et al., 2000; 

Becker & Huselid, 1998; Huselid, 1995).  

This present research study adopted the term of high commitment work 

system and refers it as an approach to managing employees emphasizing the need 

of developing organizational commitment among employees, and basing on the 

assumption that high levels of organizational commitment lead to such positive 

outcomes as higher job satisfaction, enhanced work motivation, lower employee 

turnover and absenteeism, more organizational citizenship behavior, better task 

behavior, and improved organizational outputs and performance (Walton, 1985; 

Wood, 1996).  

 

High Commitment Work System as a Moderator 

The flexible leadership theory advanced by Yukl (2008) provides some 

insight on the possible joint effects of leadership behaviors and formal 

management systems on organizational performance. One proposition of the 

theory is that “management programs and systems can enhance the effects of 

direct leadership behaviors” (p. 713). Yukl proposed that appropriate choice of 



 

124 

 

formal programs, systems, and structural forms can complement the positive 

effect of leadership behaviors on performance determinants of an organization. 

In this present study, employees’ perception of the high commitment work 

system of their firm was investigated as a moderating variable. In this regard, 

while high commitment work system of a firm can support transformational 

leadership in general (Lawler, 1986; Purcell & Hutchison, 2007), I argued that 

such a work system can complement the transformational leadership of 

supervisors to enhance their employees’ readiness for change in particular. 

Specifically, this research studied the high commitment work system as proposed 

by Baron and Kreps (1999), which embraces a bundle of HRM best practices as 

screening for person-organization fit (rather than person-job fit), extensive 

training, maximum job security, job enlargement and enrichment (rather than 

specialization), working in teams and possibly self-managed ones (rather than as 

individuals), team-performance appraisal (rather than individual-performance 

appraisal), developmental appraisal (rather than evaluative appraisal), behavioral 

appraisal (rather than result-oriented appraisal), internal recruitment (rather than 

external recruitment), premium remuneration, employee stock ownership, 

egalitarianism (rather than hierarchy), high participation, information sharing 

(rather than restriction), and strong overarching goals. Arguments regarding how 

such high commitment work system acts as an important factor moderating the 

effect of transformational leadership on followers’ readiness for change are 

provided as follow.  

Firstly, high commitment work system, for example, emphasizing the 

organization’s overarching goals such as mission and vision may help employees 

find meaning in their tasks; extensive training may enhance employees’ 

competence; and discretion associated with job enrichment may enhance 
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employees’ self-determination; and participation in decision-making means that 

employees would believe they have greater impact in their work unit or 

organization, thus leading to the feelings of psychological empowerment (Liao, 

Toya, Lepak, & Hong, 2009; Patterson, West, & Wall, 2004; Seibert, Wang, & 

Courtright, 2011).  

Secondly, elements of high commitment work system such as competitive 

pay, promotions, job enrichment, job security, training, and development serve as 

signals to employees that the organization cares about and value them, thus 

contributing to employees’ perceived organizational support (Liao et al., 2009; 

Wayne, Shore, Bommer, & Tetrick, 2002; Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997).  

Thirdly, high commitment work system such as participation, 

self-managed teams, and employment security demonstrate an employer’s trust22 

(to the employees) that the employees will exert discretion for the organization’s 

benefits. And, feedback for developmental purposes (rather than for evaluation 

purpose) imparts the employer’s trust that employees will develop a long-term 

perspective and internalize the organization’s welfare. Furthermore, extensive 

training for employees and enlarged jobs indicate how the employer trusts the 

employees to use their skills to accomplish the organization’s goals. By 

implementing these work practices, the employer consistently shows that the 

employees are trusted to put in discretionary, consummate efforts for the best 

interests of the organization (Baron & Kreps, 1999). As highlighted by Xiao and 

Björkman (2006), “The employer trusts the employees will honor rather than 

abuse the trust” (p. 406).  

Finally, a high commitment work system brings the core benefit of 

                                                      
22

 Trust in organization or organizational trust refers to an organization’s trustworthiness as 

perceived by the employee (Shockley-Zalabak, Ellis, & Winograd, 2000).  
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employees’ organizational commitment. Organizational research has shown that 

employees’ commitment to the organization derives from their perception of the 

employers’ commitment to them and such employers’ commitment may be 

exhibited in the form of empowerment, support, and trust to employees 

(Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Davis-LaMastro, 1990; Tsui, Pearce, Porter, & Tripoli, 

1997; Wayne et al., 1997). That said, a well-constructed high commitment work 

system could be effective in demonstrating an employer’s commitment to 

employees through conveying to them a strong sense of empowerment, support, 

and trust, as explained in the above three paragraphs. And, when the high 

commitment work system is interpreted by the employees as indicative of the 

organization’s commitment to them, they will reciprocate by becoming more 

committed to the organization, in accordance to the logic of social exchanges 

theory of Blau (1964).  

Baron and Kreps (1999, p. 189) described their high commitment work 

system as “an ensemble of HR practices that aims at getting more from workers 

by giving more to them.” In the same vein as Walton (1985) and Wood (1996), 

Baron and Kreps’ high commitment work system elicits employees’ high 

commitment to the organization by showing organization’s commitment to them 

in the first place. Xiao and Björkman (2006) provided in their research some 

empirical evidence to the intended consequences of Baron and Kreps’ high 

commitment work system. In a quantitative survey of more than four hundred 

employees in four companies in mainland China, Xiao and Björkman found that 

the high commitment work system as suggested by Baron and Kreps significantly 

associates with employees’ affective commitment (r = .50), job satisfaction (r 

= .43), and intention to stay (r = .19). Employees with high organizational 

commitment were found willing to go “the extra mile for their organizations” and 
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pay “the special or extra efforts that organizations need from their workforce in 

order to be successful” (Bolino & Turnley, 2003, p. 60). 

According to Meyer and Allen (1991), there exist three underlying 

dimensions of organizational commitment, namely, affective, continuance, and 

normative commitment. Blyton and Turnbull (1992) and Xiao and Björkman 

(2006) pointed out that the kind of organizational commitment that is brought 

about by high commitment work system should be the affective one. And, as 

elaborated by Allen and Meyer (1990), a highly affectively committed employee 

tends to feel a strong sense of loyalty, belonging, emotional attachment to the 

organization and feel as if the organization’s problems are his or her own. 

In view of the aforesaid positive feelings associated with affective 

commitment, it is logical sound to argue that employees who are affectively 

committed to the organization are more readily yielded23 to the influence of 

transformational leadership on raising these employees’ readiness for change, 

when compared to their counterparts who are not affectively committed.24 More 

specifically, in Kelman’s (1958) terminology, such positive feelings can indeed 

facilitate the attitude changing mechanisms of identification and internalization 

through which transformational leaders shape their followers’ attitude toward 

change. As such, it is conceptually sound to contend that high commitment work 

system, that elicits affective commitment and its associated positive feelings 

                                                      
23

 Yielding means acceptance and both terms are common in the terminology of attitude change. 

There are six distinguishable sequential steps in the changing of attitude which are typically 

termed as exposure, attention, comprehension, yielding (or acceptance), retention, and action. 

Yielding or acceptance is the dependent variable studied most extensively in the voluminous 

research on attitude change (Oskamp & Schultz, 2005). 
24

 In order for such logic to stand, Jaros (2010) and some other researchers have rightly pointed 

out that one has to assume that the goals of the change a leader is leading are congruent with 

the goals of the organization. Having said that, however, it is normally and generally safe to 

assume that an effective leader always shares the same goals with the organization and acts in 

good faith and with best effort to achieve those goals for and on behalf of the organization, 

unless in some infrequent cases in which the leader is being deviant, defecting, or having some 

sorts of hidden personal agenda (Robbins & Coulter, 2009). 
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among employees, should have an important moderating role on the effect of 

supervisors’ transformational leadership on these employees’ readiness for 

change. 

In the relevant literature, however, no empirical evidence to my 

knowledge exists that provides direct support to the moderating effect of high 

commitment work system on the relationship between transformational leadership 

(or other forms of leadership) and readiness for change (or other forms of attitude 

toward change). Nonetheless, two empirical studies did provide some indirect and 

indicative hints on the potential moderating effect of high commitment work 

system on transformational leadership. One study by Jung et al. (2003) indicated 

that the perception of support for innovation positively moderates the relationship 

between transformational leadership and organizational innovation. And, another 

study by Pieterse et al. (2010) revealed that psychological empowerment 

positively moderates the relationship between transformational leadership and 

innovative behavior.  

Taken together, basing on the aforementioned conceptual reasoning in 

support of the moderating effect of high commitment work system as well as 

some indirect indicative empirical evidence of such a moderating effect, I posited 

that employees’ perceived high commitment work system of their firm promotes 

the building of psychological empowerment, perception of organizational support, 

organizational trust, and ultimately organizational commitment and its associated 

positive feelings among the employees, and thereby renders them more readily 

yielded to the influence of transformational leadership of their supervisors on 

these employees’ change readiness. Putting it simply, high commitment work 

system will strengthen the effect of supervisors’ transformational leadership on 

employees’ readiness for change. Thus, I hypothesized: 
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H5. Employee perceived high commitment work system will moderate the 

relationship between employee perceived transformational leadership 

and employee readiness for change in such a way that, for higher 

levels of employee perceived high commitment work system, 

employee perceived transformational leadership will have a stronger, 

positive relationship with employee readiness for change. 

 

2.9 Learning and Learning Capability 

Firstly, this section of the literature review elaborates on the relevant 

concepts associated with learning in general and learning capability in particular. 

Here, it also addresses the confusion created by the high similarities of learning 

capability and absorptive capacity. Then, this section moves on to discuss and 

propose a hypothesis using learning capability of employees as a moderator. 

 

Conceptual Understanding of Learning and Learning Capability 

Defining knowledge is difficult (Bhatt, 2000). However, it is well 

accepted that “knowledge is an organized combination of ideas, rules, procedures, 

and information” (Marakas, 1999, p. 264). Knowledge may be explicit or tacit 

(Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). While explicit knowledge can be readily codified, 

tacit knowledge is difficult to express, formalize, and shared (Nonaka, 1991). As 

knowledge is increased or modified in a constant dynamic between the explicit 

and the tacit (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995), one challenge for organizations is how 

to turn tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge (Stenmark, 2001).  

According to Greeno, Collins, and Resnick (1996, p. 21), “Learning is the 

process by which knowledge is increased or modified.” Learning may become 

necessary and need to proceed when performance gaps or errors are detected 
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(Argyris & Schön, 1978). The literature (e.g., Argyris, 1982; Argyris & Schön, 

1978; Senge, 1990) usually distinguishes between adaptive learning and 

generative learning, which are also termed as single-loop learning and 

double-loop learning respectively. The former level of learning entails the closing 

of a gap between the desired state and actual state. The latter is a more profound 

level of learning and this level of learning proceeds through a double-loop. While 

a performance gap or an error is again identified, the learning involves re-visiting 

and questioning the underlying assumptions and values associated with the 

situation or issue. According to Forrester (2000), while adaptive or single-loop 

learning can produce incremental change, generative or double-loop learning can 

produce radical change. 

It is widely observed that today’s societies are mostly knowledge-based. 

In knowledge-based societies, knowledge has become the most important 

strategic asset (Drucker, 1993; Quinn, 1992). Organizations need to use 

knowledge to compete in the rapidly changing business environment (Sohal, 

Chung, & Morrison, 2004). As such, learning may also be viewed as an 

organization’s capability (Dibella et al., 1996; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Hoe & 

McShane, 2010). In dynamic business environment, the capability of an 

organization to learn faster than its competitors is of paramount importance (De 

Geus, 1988; Stata, 1989). Organizations that are more capable to learn have better 

chances of identifying trends and making sense out of them (Day, 1994; Sinkula, 

1994; Tippins & Sohi, 2003). Organizations having high levels of learning 

capability are usually found to be more flexible and responsive than their 

competitors (Day, 1994; Slater & Narver, 1995). The capability of organization to 

learn has long been considered of fundamental importance for acquiring a lasting 

competitive advantage and an important determinant in the enhancement of its 



 

131 

 

performance (Brockmand & Morgan, 2003; Dickson, 1996; Dodgson, 1993; Fiol 

& Lyles, 1985; Garvin, 1993; Gayawali, Stewart, & Grant, 1997; Nevis, Dibella, 

& Gould, 1995; Stata, 1989).  

Having a legacy that spans over half a century, issues of how learning 

takes place in organizations, what gets learned in organizations, and the factors 

and processes that facilitate or impede learning in organizations have been hot 

topics and drawn a lot of attention of researchers from domains of psychology, 

organizational development, management science, social anthropology, 

information system, sociology, and strategic management, just to name a few 

(Bontis et al., 2002; Crossan & Guatto, 1996; Cohen & Sproull, 1996; 

Easterby-Smith, 1997). Since learning in organizations is such a broad and 

multidisciplinary topic, there are many different conceptualizations about it. 

When viewed as a process, however, learning in organizations has typically been 

conceptualized by researchers (e.g., Crossan et al., 1999; Day, 1994; Dean & 

Snell, 1991; Dixon, 1992; Nevis et al., 1995; Romme & Dillen, 1997; Sinkula, 

1994; Slater & Narver, 1995; Snell, Youndt, & Wright, 1996) as consisting of four 

sub-processes, in accordance to the seminal work of Huber (1991). Although 

there is some variance in the terminologies and specifics, the four sub-processes 

are “acquisition, distribution, interpretation, and organizational memory” of 

information and knowledge (Huber, 1991, p. 88).  

Information acquisition is the process whereby an organization seeks and 

gathers useful information (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990) through direct experience, 

from the experience of other parties, or from its own memory mechanism (Slater 

& Narver, 1995). Having acquired information, the organization must distribute it 

to those organizational members who need it in order to proceed further with the 

learning. Information distribution is the process through which information is 
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shared among its organizational members using formal and informal channels 

(Maltz & Kohli, 1996; Slater & Narver, 1995). Before the organization can make 

use of the distributed information, it has to interpret the information. When the 

information is distributed throughout the firm, consensus regarding meaning of 

the information emerges (Glazer, 1991; Quinn, 1992). This, in turn, leads to 

collective understanding of the information among organizational members and 

helps to clarify what impacts the information may bring to the organization. This 

is the process with which information is transformed into common knowledge. 

Once members reach agreement to the meaning of information, they can then act 

on the information in a concerted manner (Crossan et al., 1999). Organizational 

memory refers to the storing of collective knowledge of an organization which 

contains theories, models, practices, routines, norms, and values that guide 

employee behavior. It is essential that important knowledge be codified or 

recorded in information systems, databases, standard operating procedures, white 

papers, mission statements, organizational stories, or traditions (Slater & Narver, 

1995). Without organizational memory, learning in an organization would lose 

readily because of turnover of employees or the passage of time (Levitt & March, 

1988; Sinkula, 1994).  

While storing information and knowledge for future utilization, 

organizational memory has been found to have important effects on learning by 

affecting the type of information that is acquired and the manner in which the 

information is interpreted (Moorman & Miner, 1997). As such, organizational 

memory may cause ineffective learning if it focuses the organization in an 

inappropriate direction (Dickson, 1992). In such case, an organization’s previous 

learning becomes a liability to its future learning, and the organization must 

encourage active unlearning (Leonard-Barton, 1992; Levitt & March, 1988; 



 

133 

 

March 1991; Schein, 1990). Extant literature has acknowledged the potential for 

existing knowledge to interfere with learning and, therefore, recognized the 

importance of unlearning within the process of acquiring new knowledge. 

Unlearning can be viewed as “simply the process by which firms eliminate old 

logics and behaviors and make room for new ones” (Prahalad & Bettis, 1986, p. 

498). As suggested by Hedberg (1981, p. 3), “knowledge grows, and 

simultaneously it becomes obsolete as reality changes.” While learning new 

knowledge, organizations should get rid of existing knowledge that is obsolete 

and misleading. As noted by Newstrom (1983), unlearning becomes critical 

particularly when the existing knowledge represents formidable barriers to new 

learning in an organization. 

In the extant literature, there is some agreement that learning in 

organizations is indeed a multidimensional concept (Senge, 1990; Slater & 

Narver, 1994, 1995; Jerez-Gomez, Céspedes-Lorente, & Valle-Cabrera, 2004; 

Chiva, Alegre, & Lapiedra, 2007; Tohidi, Seyedaliakbar, & Mandegari, 2012). 

Particularly, there is a reasonable consensus that learning in organizations needs 

to be considered and analyzed at multiple levels within an organization, namely, 

individual, group, and organizational learning (Ahmed, Loh, & Zairi, 1999; 

Bapuji & Crossan, 2004; Barba-Aragón et al., 2014; Bell, Mengüç, & Widing, 

2010; Bontis et al., 2002; Crossan et al., 1999; Crossan, Lane, White, & Djurfeldt, 

1995; Jyothibabu, Farooq, & Pradhan, 2010; Kim, 1993; Slater & Narver, 1994). 

As noted by Argyris (1992), organizations do not perform the actions that produce 

the learning; it is the individuals and groups of the organization who behave in 

ways that lead to it, although organizations can create conditions which facilitate 

such learning. Along the same line, Kim (1993, p. 37) explained that, while “all 

organizations learn… organizations ultimately learn via their individual members.” 
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He further argued that researchers must “differentiate between levels of 

learning… and specify the transfer mechanism between individual and 

organizational learning.” 

Crossan et al. (1999) conceived the 4I-framework of which learning is a 

dynamic process occurring at three levels, i.e., individual, group and 

organizational learning, which are linked by four socio-psychological 

mechanisms involving intuition, interpretation, integration, and 

institutionalization. Concurrently, knowledge flows across the three levels 

constituting forward-feeding and backward-feeding. Individual learning denotes 

the process whereby individuals produce new insights and knowledge and make 

corresponding modifications to their previous understanding and actions for 

certain problems (Crossan et al., 1999; Hill, 1985). Group learning entails 

individuals having their individual knowledge transferred in a group with the 

development of shared understanding and taking of coordinated action through 

mutual adjustment by all members (Huber, 1991; Crossan et al., 1999; Kiessling, 

Richey, Meng, & Dabic, 2009). Exchanging views and taking joint-actions, which 

are ingredients of effective group dynamics, are essential in transferring 

knowledge in a group (Senge, 1990; Crossan et al., 1999; Bontis et al., 2002). 

Finally, organizational learning describes the process of institutionalizing 

individual and group knowledge which ensures the occurrence of routinized 

actions (Crossan et al., 1999). Specifically, it entails “embedding individual and 

group learning into the non-human aspects of the organization including systems, 

structures, strategy, culture and procedures” (Bontis et al., 2002, p. 444).  

Although the individual, group, and organizational learning are distinct, 

they are inter-related. Individual learning is necessary for organizational learning 

(Kim, 1993; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Popadiuk & Choo, 2006) because 
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“organizations learn only through individuals who learn” (Senge, 1990, p. 236). 

Yet, individual learning is not sufficient for organizational learning. Learning at 

organizational level needs, on the one hand, effective sharing of individual 

knowledge in the organization, which requires effective group dynamics 

operating in the organization, and on the other hand, that the organization is 

capable of embedding individual and group learning into organizational 

procedures, norms and values (Attewell, 1992). These warehouses of knowledge 

enable organization to take advantage of past learning despite the departure of 

individuals who have contributed to the learning and, furthermore, they provide 

the conditions which facilitate interactions and guide actions of organizational 

members, thus, enhancing individual and organizational learning (Crossan et al., 

1999). 

Individual learning is critical to learning in organizations (Hurley, 2002). 

“Individuals are the primary learning entity in firms” (Dodgson, 1993, p. 377). 

Individual learning advances organizational learning (Kim, 1993), and individual 

learning is vital to organizational performance (Hurley, 2002; Hurley & Hult, 

1998; Sloman, 2007). Jelinelk (1979) indicated that it is only people who are 

capable of learning through mental activity. According to Redding (1994, p. 3), 

“Individual learning is essential to the continuing transformation of the 

organization, to expand the firm's core competencies, and to prepare everyone for 

an unknown future.” Among the three levels of learning in organizations, this 

present research focused on individual learning, and this well addressed Hurley’s 

(2002) concern that the importance of individuals as the main agents of learning 

and change in organizations has mostly been under-emphasized. Particularly, this 

study examined the moderating effect of employee learning capability. 

Differences do exist between how effectively employees learn in 
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organizations and the differences can have many possible causes (Murray & 

Moses, 2005). One important cause of such differences is that there are different 

levels of individual learning capability among employees. Michie, van Stralen, 

and West (2011) defined an individual’s capability for certain activity as such an 

individual’s psychological and physical capacity to engage in the activity 

concerned.25,26,27 Thus, for the purpose of this study, employee learning 

capability refers to an employee’s capacity to engage in learning activities by 

which he or she generates new ideas and insights, from existing tacit or explicit 

information and knowledge, that enable informed decision making and problem 

solving (Bontis et al., 2002; Crossan et al., 1999). This definition of employee 

learning capability is similar to that by Deng, Doll, and Truong (2004) who 

defined it as an employee’s capability to acquire, assimilate, and exploit 

knowledge. This present research’s view of learning capability at individual level 

is also in the same vein as that suggested by Van Winkelen and McKenzie (2011, 

p. 118) who referred learning capacity as “the ways in which individuals (and 

organizations as collections of individuals) are able to recognize, absorb, and use 

knowledge.”  

                                                      
25

 Capability may also be referred as competence (Cardy & Selvarajan, 2006). Indeed, Birkett 

(1993) defined competence in a very similar way as Stephenson (1997) defined capability. 

Garavan and McGuire (2001) and Nanda (1996) considered capability and competence as 

synonymous and tautological. As noted by Ennew and Waite (2013), Ulrich and Smallwood 

(2004), and Warren (2008), many researchers have used the two constructs interchangeably, 

especially when used at individual level, although some would suggest that they have slightly 

different meanings. Like Cardy and Selvarajan (2006) did in their work, this present research 

treated capability and competence as the same and used them interchangeably.  
26

 Consistent with Bloom’s (1956) taxonomy commonly adopted in training literature, this 

present research held the view that ‘having capability to do certain tasks’ or ‘being competent in 

doing certain tasks’ have the same meaning which practically indicate possessing adequate 

knowledge, skills, or attitudes to do those tasks well or well enough to meet a standard. 
27

 Bandura (1997, p. 3) defined self-efficacy as “the belief in one’s capabilities to organize and 

execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments.” As such, learning 

self-efficacy is one's belief in one's capability in learning while learning capability is one’s actual 

capability in learning. Although higher levels of capability can lead to higher levels of self-efficacy, 

employees’ learning capability is not their learning self-efficacy. 
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Individual learning capability is an employee’s capability that facilitates or 

allows the process of learning at individual level (Barba-Aragón et al., 2014; 

Bhatt, 2000; Bontis et al., 2002; Chen, 2008). Among the few publications in the 

literature that have explicitly explored individual learning capability, Bontis et al. 

(2002) elaborated that effective individual learning needs employees to possess 

adequate learning capability and be competent in performing such learning 

activities as scanning of external environment, thinking out of the box, and taking 

experimental actions. Like all other capabilities, employee learning capability 

should manifest itself in observable behavioral patterns that make a positive 

difference (Cardy & Selvarajan, 2006; Woodruffe, 1992). As contended by Chen 

(2008), learning capability enables an individual to learn effectively— that is, to 

continuously acquire new knowledge, improve behaviors, and promote other 

personal qualities, in order to maintain sustainable existence and development in 

the ever-changing environment. 

While cognitive ability is the fundamental building block (Hunter, 1986; 

Neisser, 1967), employees’ learning capability would increase as they gain more 

experience with their tasks (Rudman, 1995). Researchers have also suggested that 

employees’ learning capability could be enhanced by a variety of educational 

programs as well as training and development activities (Barba-Aragón et al., 

2014; Bhatt, 2000; Hodges & Burchell, 2003; Jones & Hendry, 1994).  

There exists in the extant literature the concept of absorptive capacity 

which has “a high degree of conceptual affinity” with that of learning capability 

(Sun & Anderson, 2010, p. 141). Some researchers (e.g., Carayannis, 2012; Deng 

et al., 2004; Hau & Evangelista, 2007; Jones, 2006) actually treated such two 

terms as synonyms and used them interchangeably. The notion of absorptive 

capacity was introduced by Cohen and Levinthal (1989, 1990) and subsequently 
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revised by other researchers. As defined by Cohen and Levinthal (1990, p. 128), 

absorptive capacity is the “ability of a firm to recognize the value of new, external 

information, assimilate it, and apply it to commercial ends.” Zahra and George 

(2002) revised the notion as a dynamic capability concerning the creation and 

utilization of knowledge from the external environment. They described 

absorptive capacity as a set of routines consisting components of acquisition, 

assimilation, transformation, and exploitation. Todorova and Durisin (2007) 

refined Zahra and George’s model by re-emphasizing the component of 

recognition and arguing that assimilation and transformation should be 

alternatives. Lewin, Massini, and Peeters (2011) advanced the view of absorptive 

capacity as an organization’s routines that enable it to initiate change from within 

as well as explore and assimilate ideas from outside, thereby decomposing the 

construct into internal and external absorptive capacity.  

The notion of absorptive capacity has been highly popular and has drawn 

a lot of attention from researchers (Lane, Koka, & Pathak, 2006). However, since 

its first introduction, the concept of absorptive capacity has been recognized to be 

closely related to that of organizational learning in general and highly similar to 

that of learning capability in particular (Sun & Anderson, 2010). In their work on 

addressing the confusion created by the similarity of learning capability and 

absorptive capacity, Sun and Anderson (2010, p. 137) constructed “nomological 

nets of absorptive capacity and organizational learning.” They also integrated the 

two seminal management models, i.e., Zahra and George’s (2002) model of 

absorptive capacity and Crossan et al.’s (1999) 4I-framework of organizational 

learning. Consequently, Sun and Anderson proposed absorptive capacity be 

considered as learning capability, which enables an organization to “refine, 

extend, and leverage existing competencies or to create new ones by 
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incorporating acquired and transformed knowledge into its operations, thus 

enabling the organization to respond better to strategic changes” (p. 134). As such, 

following Sun and Anderson’s proposition, this study also viewed learning 

capability same as absorptive capacity.28  

 

Learning Capability as a Moderator 

Does employees’ individual learning capability complement their right 

attitude (i.e., readiness for change in the case of this present research) to enhance 

innovation behavior in the workplace? This is one of the research questions 

attempted to answer by this study. First of all, in accordance to the notion of 

behavioral capability in the social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986), if a person is 

to perform a certain behavior, he or she needs to have adequate capability in order 

to perform it effectively, which thereby lending strong theoretical support to the 

moderating role of learning capability proposed by this present research.  

Employee learning capability refers to an employee’s competence to 

engage in learning activities whereby he or she generates new ideas and insights, 

from existing tacit or explicit information and knowledge, to inform decision 

making and problem solving (Bontis, Crossan, & Hulland, 2002; Crossan, Lane, 

& White, 1999). Parallel with Huber’s (1991) work, Bontis et al. elaborated on 

employee leaning capability and enlisted a set of learning activities in which 

employees need to be competent during different stages of the learning process in 

the workplace, which are presented in Table 10 alongside Huber’s four learning 

processes. Also, similar to the work of Bontis et al., Lowik et al. (2012) 

developed using rigorous and systematic procedures a 15-item scale which this 

                                                      
28

 This study upheld Lewin et al.’s (2011) view that absorptive capacity entails the 

creation/acquisition, transformation, exploitation, and assimilation of both the external and 

internal knowledge, and this somewhat deviated from Sun and Anderson’s (2010) proposition.  
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present study adopted for measuring employee learning capability. The scale by 

Lowik et al. assesses employees’ competence in performing learning activities of 

recognition, assimilation, transformation, and exploitation of information and 

knowledge, which are consistent with Bontis et al.’s conceptualization of 

employee learning capability as well as Huber’s learning process framework of 

acquisition, distribution, interpretation, and institutionalization, although the 

labels used are somewhat different.29  

 

Table 10 

Contrasting Employee Learning Capability with Different Learning Processes 

 Learning processes 

(Huber, 1991) 

Learning capability 

(Bontis et al., 2002) 

Acquisition Seeking information Scanning of external 

environment; being aware of 

critical issues that affect ones 

work 

Distribution Sharing information Sharing information with others; 

encouraging different points of 

view; seeking to understand 

everyone’s point of view 

Interpretation Transforming information 

into common knowledge that 

brings impact  

Rethinking decisions when 

presented with new information; 

thinking out of the box to view 

things in different perspectives; 

generating new insights; 

resolving conflict effectively 

Institutionalization Exploiting common 

knowledge systematically by 

embedding it into strategies, 

systems, cultures, or other 

organizational memory 

Taking actions that are 

experimental in nature; using 

learning to improve products, 

services and processes 

 

                                                      
29

 A complete listing of the scale items by Lowik et al. (2012) is provided in Appendix A. Items 1 

to 4 measure recognition, 5 to 8 assimilation, 9 to 12 transformation, and 13 to 15 exploitation. 
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Basing on the aforesaid conceptual understanding of employee learning 

capability, one can readily see that even highly change-ready employees may be 

hindered by their low learning capability when attempting to be innovative. 

Specifically, when employees do not have adequate competence in recognition, 

assimilation, transformation, and exploitation of information and knowledge, as 

prescribed by Bontis et al. (2002) or Lowik et al. (2012) for effective learning 

capability, in such a way that they cannot generate and utilize new insights and 

novel alternatives for decision making and problem solving in the workplace, 

which are deemed important elements of innovation behavior by Janssen (2000, 

2001) or Scott and Bruce (1994), it is logical to argue that these incapable or 

incompetent employees are not likely to exhibit innovation behavior even though 

they are indeed highly ready for change. That said, employees’ learning capability 

should have an important moderating role on the relationship between these 

employees’ readiness for change and their innovation behavior. 

Most literature on the effect of learning on innovation in workplace 

settings is conceptual rather than empirical (Darroch & McNaughton, 2002). In 

the extant literature, only one empirical research by García-Morales et al. (2008b) 

provided some relevant evidence for this present study.30 With a sample of 

pharmaceutical organizations in Europe and America, García-Morales et al.’s 

study revealed that the effect of transformational leadership on organizational 

innovation and performance depends on the levels of organizational learning.31 

                                                      
30

 Cooper (1979), Li and Calantone (1998), Lynn et al. (2000), and Tang (1999) provided some 

empirical evidence that knowledge acquisition and dissemination have positive effect on 

innovation. Chen and Li’s (2009) study also revealed that learning capability has significant effect 

on organizational innovation. However, these findings are not much relevant to this present 

study as they are about direct, rather than moderating, effect of learning capability on 

innovation.  
31

 In contrast to this present study, García-Morales et al. (2008b) did not distinguish between the 

three levels of learning in organizations. They referred overall learning of an organization as 

organizational learning. 
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Indeed, García-Morales et al.’s findings shed some light on the potential 

moderating effect of employees’ learning capability on the relationship between 

change readiness and innovation behavior of employees, as proposed by this 

present research.  

Basing on the aforesaid conceptual understanding of learning capability of 

employees and empirical findings of García-Morales et al. (2008b), I contended 

that, for highly change-ready employees to undertake innovation behavior, these 

employees need to have the learning capability in order to act and perform 

effectively such behavior. That said, in line with the notion of behavioral 

capability in Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory, low levels of employees’ 

learning capability will hinder these employees from exhibiting innovation 

behavior even though they are highly ready for change. Thus, I posited that  

H6. Employee learning capability will moderate the relationship between 

employee readiness for change and employee innovation behavior in 

such a way that, for higher levels of employee learning capability, 

employee readiness for change will have a stronger, positive 

relationship with employee innovation behavior. 
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CHAPTER 3:                                                       

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter of methodology starts with the overall design of the study. 

Then, data collection procedures and sampling information are described, 

followed by the measurement of variables. Analytical procedures of this study are 

also introduced accordingly. 

 

3.1 Research Design 

A quantitative methodology was adopted to determine the relationships 

between the various constructs so far discussed. Specifically, a paper-and-pencil 

questionnaire survey was conducted to collect relevant data from the respondents. 

At the onset, this study attempted to analyze a sample of at least 170 

subordinate-supervisor dyads32,33 in a couple of organizations employing 100 or 

more employees in the same industry.  

With the assistance of the Hong Kong Institute of Human Resource 

Management, human resource managers of a variety of organizations in Hong 

Kong and mainland China were contacted to invite their organizations to 

participate in the study. Participation commitment was subsequently obtainable 

                                                      
32

 Green (1991) provided a formula for estimating the requirement for sample size, taking into 

account the number of independent variables: N > 50 + 8m (where m = number of independent 

variables). For four independent variables as in this study, more than 82 cases would be needed. 

Also, according to Tabachnick and Fidell (2013), even more cases are needed if the dependent 

variable is skewed, and a ratio of 40 cases to one independent variable should be needed for 

stepwise regression. For conducting factor analysis, however, Comrey and Lee (1992) gave the 

following guidelines about samples size: 50 as very poor; 100 as poor, 200 as fair, 300 as good, 

500 as very good, and 1000 as excellent.   
33

 The sample size required for this study was determined basing on a more sophisticated 

statistical sample size calculator provided online by Soper (2014), taking into account of various 

factors as follow. Taking anticipated effect size as .15, desired statistical power level as .99, 

number of predictors as 4, and probability level as .01, the calculator suggested that the 

minimum required sample size for a multiple regression study should be 169 in order to be 

reasonably sure that meaningful conclusions could be drawn from the data. 
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from two reputable hotels. Both were five-star hotels with one locating in Hong 

Kong while the other one in Shenzhen. The hotel located in Hong Kong was 

founded in 2009 and had about 500 employees at the time of conducting the 

survey. Commencing business in 2011, the hotel situated in Shenzhen also 

employed about 500 people.  

On a voluntary basis, employees of all levels and from all departments in 

both participating hotels were surveyed, except that new employees with tenure 

less than 3 months were excluded from the study.34 The survey consisted of two 

phases and two sources. It entailed the subordinate-questionnaires to be 

conducted in the first phase and the supervisor-questionnaires in the second phase. 

The two phases were separated by a 3-month time gap.  

In the first phase, each participating employee was distributed one copy of 

the subordinate-questionnaire and rated his/her supervisor’s transformational 

leadership, the firm’s high commitment work system, as well as his/her own 

readiness for change and learning capability. Each participating employee was 

requested to put name and staff number on the subordinate-questionnaire so that 

his/her supervisor could be identified accordingly. Three months later in the 

second phase, each of the participating employees’ innovation behavior was then 

rated by his/her supervisor using the supervisor-questionnaire.35 The time needed 

for participants to complete each questionnaire was estimated to be no more than 

20 minutes. 

When administering the survey, the scientific purpose of the study was 

emphasized and so would be confidentiality of the information provided by all 

                                                      
34

 New employees with less than 3 months of tenure were excluded because of the concern that 

they might not have adequate understanding of their supervisors’ leadership styles or their 

organizations’ human resource management systems. 
35

 The 3-month time gap allowed for the time lag which likely existed between exhibition of 

transformational leadership by leaders and that of innovation behavior by followers. 
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participants. Under no circumstance would their answers be made available to 

anyone except the researcher of this present study. Their answers would only be 

used in an aggregated and anonymous fashion in all future reports. All 

participants were provided with custom-made self-sealing envelopes for putting 

in filled questionnaires by themselves as a measure to enhance confidentiality of 

survey information. 

Except those with less than 3-month tenure, all hotel employees were 

invited to join the survey. For the first phase of the survey, a total of 865 

subordinate-questionnaires were delivered to employees of the two participating 

hotels through their human resource departments, 325 subordinate-questionnaires 

were returned, and 320 of them were found useable upon due inspection. Toward 

the end of the second phase, totally 294 supervisor-questionnaires were returned 

and all found useable. As such, the data collection stage of the study was 

completed with 294 pairs of data available for subsequent testing of hypotheses. 

The overall response rate of the survey was thus 34 percent. In this study, no 

incentive was provided for encouraging responses. 

 

3.2 Measures 

Two different sets of questionnaires, namely, subordinate-questionnaire 

and supervisor-questionnaire were developed for collecting the needed data. The 

former consisted of four measures for assessing transformational leadership, high 

commitment work system, readiness for change, and learning capability 

respectively while the latter contained one measure which served to assess 

innovation behavior. 

Taking into consideration that all of the respondents were ethnic Chinese, 

the questionnaires were administered in Chinese language. As such, all items in 
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the measures, which had originally been developed in English basing on Western 

literature, were translated into Chinese following the back-translation procedure 

suggested by Brislin (1986). Subsequently, the Chinese version of the measures 

was reviewed by four professional managers (two in Hong Kong and two in 

Shenzhen) with minor adjustments made in accordance to their feedback (see 

Appendix A for the English and Chinese versions of the five measures adopted in 

the present research). 

The following provides further details on how the various variables being 

investigated were assessed. In this present study, measures used were all 

subjective type requesting the respondent to provide a subjective judgment to 

each of the items comprising the measures by checking an appropriate response 

on a Likert-type scale.  

 

Subordinate-questionnaire 

Employee perceived transformational leadership. This study variable was 

assessed by employees using the 23-item measure developed by Podsakoff et al. 

(1990), like what Schaubroeck, Lam, and Cha (2007), Spreitzer, Perttula, and Xin 

(2005), Sun, Zhang, Qi, and Chen (2012), and Tse and Chiu (2014) did in their 

research. A sample item included “My supervisor leads by example.” Responses 

were obtained on a 7-point Likert scale with anchors ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Podsakoff et al.’s measure comprised of six 

dimensions of transformational leadership behavior: articulate a vision, play an 

appropriate role model, foster the acceptance of group goals, have high 

performance expectations, provide individualized support, and intellectual 
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stimulation.36 As reported by Spreitzer et al. (2005), Cronbach’s alpha of 

Podsakoff et al.’s measure ranged from .75 to .88.  

Employee perceived high commitment work system. I used the 12 items 

from previous research of Xiao and Tsui (2007) and Chang et al. (2014) which 

captured a bundle of human resource management practices associated with the 

creation of high organizational commitment. A sample item included “My 

employing organization appraises team performance rather than individual 

performance.” Employees were asked to rate the high commitment work system 

in their organization along a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Initially developed by Xiao and Tsui, the measure 

for high commitment work system was subsequently adapted with some minor 

adjustments by Chang et al. in their research work on employee creativity. 

According to Chang et al., Cronbach’s alpha for the measure was .83. 

Employee readiness for change. For assessing employee readiness for 

change, I adopted the 9-item measure developed by Bouckenooghe et al. (2009) 

who based on Holt et al.’s (2006) view of readiness for change as a multifaceted 

attitude toward change and constructed its three dimensions as affective readiness, 

cognitive readiness, and behavioral readiness accordingly. A sample item 

included “I want to devote myself to the process of change.” Employees indicated 

their change readiness on a 7-point Likert scale with response options running 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha as reported by 

Bouckenooghe et al. ranged from .69 to .89 for the three dimensions of the 

measure. 

                                                      
36

 Three of the six dimensions, which are articulating vision, role modeling, and fostering group 

goal acceptance, have been found high correlated to one another (Podsakoff et al., 1990). As 

such, these three dimensions are sometimes combined to represent a “core” transformational 

leadership construct. 
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Employee learning capability. Few researchers have offered measuring 

instruments for individual learning capability in organizational settings 

(Barba-Aragón et al., 2014). While there are one perceptual scale developed by 

Bontis et al. (2002) and another one by Chen (2008), this present research 

operationalized the variable of employee learning capability with the 15 items 

from Lowik (2013) and Lowik et al. (2012) which were divided into four 

dimensions, namely, recognition, assimilation, transformation, and exploitation. A 

sample item included “I always make my knowledge available for others to use 

internally.” Employees were asked to report their learning capability using Lowik 

et al.’s measure on a 7-point Likert scale having response options, from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The researchers reported Cronbach’s 

alpha of the measure to be .92.  

Control variables. A number of potentially confounding variables that 

might associate with innovation behavior of employees were controlled for in this 

study. To start with, I included a dummy variable to control for any possible 

differences from the two hotel locations which were coded as 1 for Hong Kong 

and 2 for Shenzhen. I also controlled for job level (1 = supervisory grade; 2 = 

non-supervisory grade) and gender (1 = male; 2 = female). In addition, I 

controlled for age group with 1 = under 26, 2 = 26-35, 3 = 36-45, and 4 = over 45, 

as well as education level with 1 = primary school or below, 2 = secondary school, 

3 = matriculation, 4 = post-secondary diploma, 5 = bachelor, and 6 = master or 

above. Finally, I controlled for the period of time being employed by current 

organization which I separated into 12 tenure groups with code running from 1 = 

less than 3 months, 2 = 3 to less than 12 months, 3 = 1 to less than 2 years, 

through to 12 = 10 years or above, with an interval of 1 year between 1 year and 

10 years.  
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Supervisor-questionnaire 

Employee innovation behavior. The seminal measure of innovation 

behavior was developed by Scott and Bruce (1994). Janssen (2000) refined Scott 

and Bruce’s 6-item scale, and came out with a 9-item scale for measuring 

individual innovation behavior. As Chen, Farh, Campbell-Bush, Wu, and Wu 

(2013), Madrid, Patterson, Birdi, Leiva, and Kausel (2014), and Ramamoorthy, 

Flood, Slattery, and Sardessai (2005) did in their research, this present research 

adopted Janssen’s (2000) instrument. Supervisors were asked to report their 

subordinates’ innovation behavior by means of Janssen’s (2001) 9-item measure 

having a Cronbach’s alpha of .96. A sample item included “This subordinate 

mobilizes support for innovative ideas.” Following Janssen’s method, I measured 

how often employees performed innovative behavior in the workplace, as 

observed by their supervisors, on three dimensions named by Janssen as idea 

generation, idea promotion, and idea realization. The response format was a 

7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (always).  

 

3.3 Analytical Procedures 

Upon receiving all the filled questionnaires from the two participating 

hotels, the surveyed responses were made ready for data analysis. First of all, for 

each measure on the questionnaires, the item scores were firstly combined 

additively to create an overall average score for further analysis, basing on the 

conceptualization of this study that all study variables were unidimensional.37 As 

                                                      
37

 For the purpose of this study, all study variables were treated as unidimensional, despite their 

possible multidimensional nature. Although the study variables might be multidimensional, it 

was not the intention of this study to represent such a characteristic in the data analysis or 

research findings. Neither was it the intention of this study to investigate whether or how the 

different dimensions of one variable related to the different dimensions of another variable. 
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noted by Gerbing and Anderson (1988, p. 186), the computation of such 

simple-average (or unweighted-average) scores “is meaningful only if each of the 

measures is acceptably unidimensional.” 

Unless otherwise stated, statistical analysis was carried out in this present 

research using IBM SPSS and Amos version 23. The analytical procedure started 

with conducting confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on the overall measurement 

model which comprised of all the study variables. For this present study, such an 

analysis entailed evaluating factor loadings of the items, goodness-of-fit indices, 

construct validity, and reliability of the overall measurement model. Here, CFA 

served to validate the appropriateness of use of the various measures adopted by 

this study. Also, it provided the needed evidence for justifying the claim of 

unidimensionality of the study variables made earlier when simple-averaging 

item scores to form an overall score.38 Particularly, assessment of model fit 

provides the necessary and sufficient information to determine variable 

unidimensionality (Segars & Globensky, 1994; Steenkamp & Van Trijp, 1991). 

Besides CFA, this present research also included an examination of Cronbach's 

alphas which continued to be some of the most widely used traditional measures 

of internal consistency.  

Upon completion of validation of the various measures, the descriptive 

statistics and Pearson correlation coefficient matrix for all pairs of variables were 

then obtained with the aid of the statistical software. Any potential problems of 

multicollinearity were also detected through an inspection of the Pearson 

correlation coefficients and computation of the variance inflation factor values. 

Furthermore, multiple regression models were built for examining the 

                                                      
38

 According to Gerbing and Anderson (1988), confirmatory factor analysis offers a stricter test of 

unidimensionality than can be provided by more traditional methods such as Cronbach’s alpha, 

item-total correlations, and exploratory factor analysis. 
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relationships between the various study variables. Specifically, a series of 

hierarchical regression analyses were utilized to test the effects of mediation and 

moderation as hypothesized in the study. 

For determination of the mediating effect of readiness for change, this 

study resorted to Baron and Kenny (1986) who provided a four-step statistical 

procedure for the testing of a mediator. Such a procedure has been widely adopted 

by many researchers and is laid out as follow. 

1. Regress the dependent variable on the independent variable to 

confirm that the independent variable is a significant predictor of the 

dependent variable. 

2. Regress the mediator on the independent variable to confirm that the 

independent variable is a significant predictor of the mediator.  

3. Regress the dependent variable on the mediator to confirm that the 

mediator is a significant predictor of the dependent variable. 

4. Regress the dependent variable on both the mediator and independent 

variables to confirm that the mediator remains a significant predictor 

of the dependent variable after controlling for the independent 

variable, and the previously significant independent variable in Step 1 

should become nonsignificant for a complete (or full) mediating 

effect to exist, or become greatly reduced, if not nonsignificant, for a 

partial mediation to exist.  

The work of Baron and Kenny (1986) was also referred to for examining 

respectively the moderating effects of high commitment work system and 

employee learning capability as hypothesized in this present research. Baron and 

Kenny’s statistical procedure for moderation analysis essentially entails testing in 
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two steps of the effect of interaction between the independent and moderating 

variables on the dependent variable. Many researchers are using such a test 

procedure in their moderation analyses and it is described as follow.39 

1. Regress the dependent variable on the independent and moderating 

variables. Both effects as well as the model in general (R2) should be 

significant. 

2. Add to the regression model built in Step 1 an interaction term, the 

product of the independent and moderating variables, which 

represents the moderating effect to be tested. If the interaction term 

explains a statistically significant amount of variance in the dependent 

variable, and accordingly the change in R2 for the interaction-added 

model is statistically significant, then there is a moderation effect. If 

not, there is no moderation occurring. If the independent and 

moderating variables are nonsignificant with the addition of the 

interaction term, then complete moderation has occurred. If the 

independent and moderating variables are significant with the 

addition of the interaction term, then moderation has occurred, 

however the main effects are also significant. 

In addition to the above-mentioned Baron and Kenny’s moderation test 

procedure, the simple slope analysis of interaction as prescribed by Aiken and 

                                                      
39

 There has been some debate regarding whether it is necessary to center variables prior to 

testing a moderating effect. While most sources treat centering as a regular practice, some 

researchers such as Hayes (2013) and Jose (2013) have more recently argued it is unnecessary to 

do so. Hayes even wrote at great length in his book debunking such a need. However, this 

present study followed Aiken and West’s (1991) conventional practice of centering the 

independent and moderating variables before computation of their interaction term. Centering is 

done by subtracting the sample mean from the data of predictor and moderator respectively. 

According to Aiken and West, centering eliminates “the problems of multicollinearity produced 

by noncentered variables” (p. 36) and prevents reduced power of the statistical test of the 

interaction due to such multicollinearity.  
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West (1991) was also conducted as follow.40 

1. Generate and plot two simple regression equations of the criterion on 

the predictor respectively at high and low values of the moderator, 

where high value corresponds to +1SD and low value -1SD from the 

mean value.  

2. Determine if the slope of the simple regression line is significantly 

different from zero. Specifically, calculate the standard errors of the 

simple slopes of simple regression equations. Then compute t-tests for 

the significance of the simple slopes. If the p-value of a simple slope 

is significant, then such a slope differs significantly from zero. 

3.  Determine if the slopes of the two simple regression lines are differ 

from one another. Examine the p-value of the interaction effect. If the 

interaction is significant, then any two simple slopes are significant 

different from one another (Aiken & West, 1991; Dawson, 2014; 

Preacher, 2016).41  

                                                      
40

 Aiken and West (1991) referred simple slope to “the slope of the regression of Y on X at 

(conditional on) a single value of Z” (p. 12), where X is the predictor variable, Y the outcome 

variable, and Z the moderator variable. They suggested three single values of Z to be +1 SD above 

the mean, -1 SD below the mean, and the mean itself. However, in this present study, the simple 

slope analysis at the mean value was considered redundant and was therefore skipped. 
41

 For this present study, the third requirement of Aiken and West (1991) practically involved no 

additional test because Baron and Kenny’s (1986) procedure for moderation analysis already 

fulfilled it. 
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CHAPTER 4:                                                     

RESULTS 

This chapter provides results of the data analysis which are organized in 

four sections. The first section gives the demographic characteristics of the 

sample from which data were collected. The second one details the validation of 

the measures employed in the study. Section three and section four provide 

respectively results of the descriptive statistics and those of the multiple 

regression analysis.  

 

4.1 Sample Demographics 

The 294 useable responses collected from the two participant hotels were 

analyzed using descriptive statistics. The medians and frequencies of various 

demographic variables are shown in Table 11. An overview of the table revealed 

that, while the two hotels were of comparable size, more responses came from 

Hotel 2 (66.7%) than from Hotel 1.42 Among the respondents, non-supervisory 

graded employees (56.8%) were somewhat more than supervisory graded 

employees, and males (60.2%) were somewhat more than female. The median 

age group was 26-35 and it was also the largest age group (44.9%) as compared 

to the other three groups. For education level, while the median was secondary 

school, the respondents without tertiary education (57.8%) were somewhat more 

than those already attained tertiary education. The median tenure was from 3 to 

less than 4 years with majority of the respondents (96.9%) having stayed with 

their current hotel for a period ranging from 3 months to less than 8 years. 

                                                      
42

 For the two hotels participated in the study, the one located in Hong Kong is herewith referred 

to as Hotel 1 and the other one located in Shenzhen as Hotel 2. 
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Table 11 

Medians and Frequencies 

   

Demographic variable Median Frequency Percentage 

Hotel                        2   

 1 (Hong Kong)   98 33.3 

 2 (Shenzhen)   196 66.7 

Job level                      2   

 1 (Supervisor grade)   127 43.2 

 2 (Non-supervisor grade)   167 56.8 

Gender 1   

 1 (Male)   177 60.2 

 2 (Female)   117 39.8 

Age group 2   

 1 (Under 26)   50 17.0 

 2 (26-35)   132 44.9 

 3 (36-45)   63 21.4 

 4 (over 45)   49 16.7 

Education level 2   

 1 (Primary school or below)   11 3.7 

 2 (Secondary school)   147 50.0 

 3 (Matriculated)   12 4.1 

 4 (Post-secondary diploma)   80 27.2 

 5 (Bachelor)   39 13.3 

 6 (Master or above)   5 1.7 

Tenure group 5   

 1 (Less than 3 months)   0 0.0 

 2 (3 to less than 12 months)   38 12.9 

 3 (1 to less than 2 years)   54 18.4 

 4 (2 to less than 3 years)   40 13.6 

 5 (3 to less than 4 years)   43 14.6 

 6 (4 to less than 5 years)   51 17.3 

 7 (5 to less than 6 years)   35 11.9 

 8 (6 to less than 7 years)   24 8.2 

 9 (7 to less than 8 years)   6 2.0 

 10 (8 to less than 9 years)   0 0.0 

 11 (9 to less than 10 years)   0 0.0 

 12 (10 years or above)   3 1.0 
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4.2 Construct Validation 

In this study, construct validation focused on the measures and served to 

confirm the adopted measures measured what they purported to measure. 

Measures that comprised the questionnaires as described in previous Section 3.2 

were all existing and previously validated instruments of acceptable internal 

consistency reliabilities. Nevertheless, as a good research practice, CFA was 

applied to re-validate if such existing measures were appropriate for use in this 

present research’s population which was different than the one for which the 

scales had been developed.43  

In validating the measures of transformational leadership, high 

commitment work system, readiness for change, learning capability, and 

innovation behavior, an overall CFA measurement model was constructed in 

which all five study variables were pooled together and considered as exogenous 

and correlated.44 Utilizing the statistical software, CFA was conducted in various 

steps on the measurement model with the 294 pairs of supervisor-employee 

matched data collected from the field study of this present research.  

While treating each of the underlying constructs as unidimensional in the 

analysis of the overall measurement model, factor loading of each item was 

examined to ensure its proper significance, direction, and adequacy. Any item 

having a factor loading of nonsignificance, value below .6, or not in the expected 

positive direction should be deleted (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010; Kline, 

                                                      
43

 Levine, Hullett, Turner, and Lapinski (2006) made a strong case in favor of conducting and 

reporting confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) on existing and previously validated scales. They 

argued that previous evidence of scale validity does not necessarily ensure validity in subsequent 

uses. Particularly, “measures do not always generalize across time, locations, uses, and samples… 

because of chance, because the boundary conditions for its valid use are not known, or because 

of real validity problems inherent in the scale or construct… If researchers always used CFA on 

existing scales, problems would likely be detected” (p. 313). 
44

 Hair et al. (2010, p. 671) argued that it is a “poor practice to assess measurement model fit 

through a separate analysis for each construct instead of one analysis for the entire model.” 
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2016). In this so-called item purification procedure (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988), 

two items were dropped due to their low factor loadings. Specifically, item 

HCS08 “Provide extensive ownership of shares, options, or profit sharing to 

employees” having factor loading of .53 was deleted from the measure of high 

commitment work system while item LC03 “Am good at distinguishing between 

profitable opportunities and not-so-profitable information or opportunities” with 

factor loading of .41 was deleted from learning capability. As presented in Table 

12, all the retained items had acceptable loading ranging from .60 to .89.  

Cronbach’s alpha for each of the measures was also determined using the 

statistical software. In this present study, Cronbach’s alpha of the measure for 

transformational leadership was .97, high commitment work system was .91, 

readiness for change was .91, learning capability was .93, and innovation 

behavior was .95. As such, all adopted measures exhibited in this study similar or 

somewhat better values of internal consistency than those previously reported, 

and were above the threshold of .70 as suggested by Nunnally (1978) and Hair et 

al. (2010). Additionally, within a reliable measure, all items should also correlate 

with the overall score as measured by such an instrument as indicated by their 

item-total correlations. Any item having item-total correlation less than .30 might 

need to be deleted from the measuring instrument (Pallant, 2013). Item-total 

correlations of the retained items were all acceptable, ranging from .57 to .87. 

Cronbach’s alphas and item-total correlations are also presented in Table 12.  

 

Table 12 

Measurement Items, CFA Factor Loadings, Cronbach’s Alphas, & Item-total 

Correlations 

Measurement items 

CFA 
factor 

loading 

Cronbach's 
alpha 

Item- 
total 

correlation 
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Transformational leadership (Podsakoff et al., 1990) .97 
 

TL01 Has a clear understanding of where we 
are going. 

.74  .73 

TL02 Paints an interesting picture of the 
future for our group. 

.80  .79 

TL03 Is always seeking new opportunities 
for the organization. 

.83  .82 

TL04 Inspires others with his/her plans for 
the future. 

.84  .83 

TL05 Is able to get others committed to 
his/her dream. 

.76  .77 

TL06 Leads by “doing,” rather than simply 
“telling.” 

.80  .78 

TL07 Provides a good model for me to 
follow. 

.83  .81 

TL08 Leads by example. .81  .79 
TL09 Fosters collaboration among work 

groups. 
.86  .84 

TL10 Encourages employees to be “team 
players.” 

.81  .79 

TL11 Gets the group to work together for the 
same goal. 

.82  .80 

TL12 Develops a team attitude and spirit 
among employees. 

.86  .84 

TL13 Shows us that he/she expects a lot 
from us. 

.78  .77 

TL14 Insists on only the best performance. .81  .79 
TL15 Will not settle for second best. .68  .67 
TL16 Acts without considering my feelings. 

(R) 
.71  .71 

TL17 Shows respect for my personal 
feelings. 

.83  .82 

TL18 Behaves in a manner thoughtful of my 
personal needs. 

.80  .80 

TL19 Treats me without considering my 
personal feelings. (R) 

.76  .76 

TL20 Challenges me to think about old 
problems in new ways. 

.66  .66 

TL21 Asks questions that prompt me to 
think. 

.81  .81 

TL22 Has stimulated me to rethink the way I 
do things.  

.78  .78 

TL23 Has ideas that have challenged me to 
reexamine the basic assumptions of 
my work. 

.73  .73 

High commitment work system (Xiao & Tsui, 2007)a .91 
  

HCS01 Has careful selection procedures in 
recruiting employees. 

.67  .62 



 

159 

 

HCS02 Provides extensive training to 
employees. 

.72  .67 

HCS03 Provides socialization activities to new 
employees.  

.74  .69 

HCS04 Expands job scope of employees 
wherever and whenever appropriate. 

.70  .64 

HCS05 Provides job rotation opportunities to 
employees. 

.67  .62 

HCS06 Appraises team performance rather 
than individual performance. 

.73  .71 

HCS07 Provides feedback for development 
purposes rather than for evaluation. 

.72  .69 

HCS09 Promotes egalitarianism in income, 
status, and culture. 

.60  .57 

HCS10 Promotes employee participation in 
the form of suggestion, grievance, and 
survey. 

.73  .71 

HCS11 Has open communication and wide 
information sharing with employees. 

.76  .74 

HCS12 Emphasizes working in teams and 
successes of teams rather than those of 
individuals. 

.74  .72 

Readiness for change (Bouckenooghe et al., 2009)  .91 
  

RFC01 Have a good feeling about change. .72  .69 
RFC02 Experience change as a positive 

process. 
.76  .73 

RFC03 Find change refreshing. .75  .70 
RFC04 Think that most changes will have a 

negative effect on the clients we serve. 
(R) 

.70  .67 

RFC05 Think plans that bring future 
improvement will not come too much. 
(R) 

.70  .69 

RFC06 Think most change projects that are 
supposed to solve problems around 
here will not do much good. (R) 

.69  .68 

RFC07 Want to devote myself to the process 
of change. 

.75  .71 

RFC08 Am willing to make a significant 
contribution to change. 

.77  .71 

RFC09 Am willing to put energy into the 
process of change. 

.78  .72 

Learning capability (Lowik, Kraaijenbrink, & Groen, 2012)b  .93 
  

LC01 Am always actively looking for new 
knowledge for my work. 

.66  .62 

LC02 Intentionally search for knowledge in 
many different domains to look 
outside the box. 

.65  .62 
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LC04 Easily identify what new knowledge is 
most valuable to us. 

.63  .62 

LC05 Always make my knowledge available 
for others to use internally. 

.62  .61 

LC06 Frequently share my new knowledge 
with colleagues to establish a common 
understanding. 

.69  .66 

LC07 Translate new knowledge in such a 
way that my colleagues understand 
what I mean. 

.72  .69 

LC08 Communicate newly acquired 
knowledge that might be of interest for 
our unit. 

.78  .75 

LC09 Often sit together with colleagues to 
come up with good ideas. 

.74  .72 

LC10 Attend meetings with people from 
different departments to come up with 
new ideas. 

.72  .70 

LC11 Develop new insights from knowledge 
that is available within our firm. 

.72  .70 

LC12 Can turn existing knowledge into new 
ideas. 

.73  .70 

LC13 Often apply newly acquired 
knowledge to my work. 

.71  .66 

LC14 Exploit new knowledge to create new 
products, services, or work methods. 

.73  .70 

LC15 Constantly consider how I can apply 
new knowledge to improve my work. 

.74  .70 

Innovation behavior (Janssen, 2001)   .95 
  

IB01 Creates new ideas for difficult issues. .85  .83 
IB02 Searches out new working methods, 

techniques, or instruments. 
.89  .87 

IB03 Generates original solutions for 
problems. 

.83  .80 

IB04 Mobilizes support for innovative ideas. .80  .79 
B05 Acquires approval for innovative 

ideas.  
.79  .77 

IB06 Makes important organizational 
members enthusiastic for innovative 
ideas.  

.80  .79 

IB07 Transforms innovative ideas into 
useful applications. 

.86  .83 

IB08 Introduces innovative ideas into the 
work environment in a systematic 
way.  

.85  .83 

IB09 Evaluates the utility of innovative 
ideas. 

.85  .83 

Notes: All reported CFA factor loadings significant at .001 level (two-tailed). a Item 
HCS08 deleted. b Item LC03 deleted. 
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Construct validation also entailed evaluating the goodness-of-fit of the 

measurement model to the data at hand. As mentioned previously in Section 3.3, 

such an assessment of model fit was considered critical to this study as it testified 

not only how the measurement model adequately represented the data, but also 

the acceptable degree of unidimensionality of the underlying constructs. In the 

extant literature, there are various fit indices and cutoff values available for the 

evaluation of model fit. This present study adopted Hair et al.’s (2010, p. 672) 

guidelines for fit indices and their cutoff values. Such guidelines are provided 

specifically for the evaluation of models having the number of observations more 

than 250 and number of observed items not less than 30 (see Table 13).45   

  

                                                      
45

 Based primarily on simulation research findings of Hu and Bentler (1999) and Marsh, Hau, and 

Wen (2004), Hair et al. (2010) provided guidelines for fit indices and their cutoff values that take 

into consideration of different sample sizes, model complexity, and degrees of error in model 

specification and examine how accurately various fit indices perform.  

     

Table 13   

Hair et al.’s (2010) Guidelines for Fit Indices and Cutoff Values 

  Applicable to N > 250 and m ≥ 30 

Absolute fit χ
2 Significant p-values expecteda 

 χ
2/df ≤ 3.0 

 GFI Not recommended to useb 

 RMSEA < .07 (with CFI of .90 or higher) 

 SRMR ≤ .08 (with CFI above .92) 

Incremental fit NFI Not recommended to usec 

 TLI > .90 

 CFI > .90 

Parsimony fit AGFI Not recommended to used 

Notes: N = number of observations. m = number of observed variables. 
aResearchers may ignore the requirement of nonsignificant p-value of the χ2 

statistical test if the sample size is greater than 200 as the test is highly sensitive 

to sample size. bGFI can be overly affected by sample size. cNFI has the 

disadvantage of artificial inflation of model fit when more parameters added to 

the model. dAGFI has same drawback as GFI. 
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After item-purification of the overall measurement model (see Figure 2), 

CFA was rerun to evaluate its fit with the observed data of this present study. 

Upon comparing against the aforementioned Hair et al.’s (2010) guidelines, the 

resultant fit indices were found failed to meet the cutoff values of RMSEA, TLI, 

and CFI, revealing an unacceptable fit of the overall measurement model to the 

data (χ2 = 6203.40, df = 2069, p = .000, χ2/df = 2.998, RMSEA = .083; SRMR 

= .063; TLI = .754; CFI = .763).46  

 

Figure 2. Overall CFA measurement model (items purified) 

                                                      
46

 An initial attempt of improving model fit was made by trying to leave the variable of 

innovation behavior out of the overall CFA measurement model on the ground that it was not 

measured in the same questionnaire with the other four variables. Yet, such an attempt 

produced only minimal improvement to the fit indices and was therefore abandoned accordingly 

(χ2 = 4687.71, df = 1533, p = .000, χ2/df = 3.058, RMSEA = .084; SRMR = .062; TLI = .766, CFI 

= .775). 
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According to Byrne (2010) and Harrington (2009), modification indices 

may be referred to explore possible improvement of model fit. As indicated by the 

modification indices obtainable when estimating the measurement model with 

Amos, 34 pairs of error terms were identified and tentatively made to covary.47,48 

The resultant fit indices of the model were found somewhat improved although 

still failed to meet the cutoff values of TLI and CFI (χ2 = 4863.83, df = 2035, p 

= .000, χ2/df = 2.390, RMSEA = .069; SRMR = .059; TLI = .829; CFI = .838). 

However, such an attempt of respecifying model with the aid of modification 

indices was subsequently abandoned and those concerned error terms were left 

uncorrelated as per the advice of Hair et al. (2010). Hair et al. argued strongly 

against freeing error terms or cross-loadings and explained that freeing these 

paths will reduce the χ2 but at the expense of seriously jeopardizing the 

unidimensionality and validity of the underlying construct.49  

As the last resort for the evaluation and improvement of model fit, the 

method of item parceling was finally adopted. As noted by Landis, Beal, and 

Tesluk (2000), item parceling entails combining through summing or averaging 

items into subsets (called parcels or composites), which, in turn, are treated as 

indicators of the latent variable, instead of treating all items as indicators of the 

latent variable of interest.  

                                                      
47

 Following the suggestion of the modification indices, 34 pairs of within-construct error terms 

were attempted to covary cautiously with due theoretical justifications as well as selectively with 

modification indices larger than 20 and expected parameter change values larger than .10.  
48

 The 34 pairs of error terms were eL01-eL02, eL02-eL03, eL06-eL08, eL07-eL08, eL09-eL11, 

eL13-eL14, eL16-eL17, eL16-eL18, eL16-eL19, eL17-eL18, eL18-eL19, eL22-eL23, eH01-eH02, 

eH01-eH03, eH02-eH03, eH03-eH04, eH06-eH07, eH09-eH10, eH10-eH11, eH10-eH12, 

eH11-eH12, eR01-eR02, eR02-eR03, eR04-eR05, eR05-eR06, eR07-eR08, eR07-eR09, eR08-eR09, 

eI01-eI03, eI04-eI06, eI08-eI09, eL01-eL02, eL07-eL08, & eL10-eL11. 
49

 Hair et al. (2010) stated that researchers “should not run CFA models that include covariances 

between error terms or cross-loadings... Although more focus is typically on the issues raised 

with between-construct correlations… within-construct error covariance terms also are threats to 

construct validity” (p. 697). They recommended that researchers “not free either type of path in 

most CFA applications” (p. 698). 
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There are advantages and disadvantages associated with the use of 

item-parceling. One main advantage of using item parceling is that it provides 

improved model fit as compared to treating all items as individual indicators 

(Landis et al., 2000; Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002).50 Yet, its 

key disadvantage is losing information about each individual item, particularly, 

the strength of the relationship between the latent variable and the item indicator 

(Williams & O’Boyle, 2008). According to Little et al., item parceling is not 

recommendable if one is interested in the items themselves. Nevertheless, when 

one’s focal interest rests in the relationships among the latent variables, as in the 

case of this present research, the use of item parceling should be appropriate. As 

such, this present study considered the use of item parceling warranted. 

Landis et al. (2000) discussed six strategies for item parceling and this 

present study adopted what they called “single-factor” method and found one of 

the most frequently reported methods. Following the procedure of such parceling 

method as suggested by Landis et al., each latent variable was firstly analyzed as 

unidimensional to generate factor loadings of its items. And, for this present study, 

three parcels were formed for each variable to which items were assigned 

according to their respective factor loading. Specifically, the item with the highest 

loading and the item with the lowest loading were assigned into the first parcel, 

the second highest and second lowest loading items into the second parcel, and 

the third highest and third lowest loading items into the third parcel. This 

assignment of item was repeated until all items were assigned to one parcel, and 

all items belonging to the same parcel were then averaged for further analysis.  

                                                      
50

 There are various reasons underlying the use of parceling. Firstly, parcels have advantageous 

psychometric properties such as greater normality (Bandalos, 2002). Secondly, parceled models 

are more parsimonious, have fewer chances for residual correlation, and reduce sampling error 

(Little et al., 2002). Thirdly, parcels allow for a more optimal ratio of variable to sample size and 

generate more stable parameter estimates (Bagozzi & Heatherton, 1994).  
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The results of CFA revealed that the single-factor parceling strategy 

worked well in improving substantially the fit indices of the overall measurement 

model. Due analysis of the parceled model (see Figure 3) yielded favorable 

results. All the factor loadings were significant at .001 level (two-tailed), in the 

expected positive direction, and higher than .60 (ranging from .85 to .98). And, 

the parceled measurement model exhibited an acceptable good fit on the data, 

having fit indices that met all the cutoff values in accordance to guidelines 

provided by Hair et al. (2010) (χ2 = 182.60, df = 80, p = .000, χ2/df = 2.283, 

RMSEA = .066; SRMR = .032; TLI = .972; CFI = .979).  

 

Figure 3. Overall CFA measurement model (items parceled) 

 

Following Hair et al. (2010), the model fit was further checked with two 

diagnostic tools of standardized residuals and modification indices available in 

the Amos output. Upon checking the standardized residuals, none of them 

exceeded the value of 2.58 (in absolute terms), the threshold beyond which 

indicates the presence of a substantial error for a pair of indicators (Hair et al., 

2010). For modification indices, all of them were judged to be of little statistical 

and/or substantive sense (Byrne, 2010). Therefore, the check on the modification 
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indices and standardized residuals provided additional evidence of model fit with 

no apparent trace of misspecification. And, this final check-up duly concluded not 

only the model fit evaluation of the overall measurement model but also the 

unidimensionality justification of the underlying constructs.  

Upon proper evaluation of the goodness-of-fit and unidimensionality, the 

construct validity and reliability were also assessed for the parceled measurement 

model and satisfactory results were obtained with composite reliability (CR) > .7, 

average variance extracted (AVE) > .5, CR > AVE, AVE > maximum shared 

variance (MSV), and AVE > average shared variance (ASV) as per the criteria 

suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981). Table 14 provides results on the 

computation of CR, AVE, MSV, and ASV for all five study variables of this 

present research. 

Along with the confirmation of the construct validity and reliability as the 

last step of the CFA on the overall measurement model, the entire construct 

validation process was fully completed and the relevant measures as well as the 

overall measurement model they comprised of were deemed appropriate for use 

in this present study. 

 

Table 14 

Computation of CR, AVE, MSV, and ASV 

  
CR AVE MSV ASV Correlations 

Variables 
    

1 2 3 4 

1 Transformational leadership .97 .92 .29 .21 
    

2 High commitment work system .92 .79 .33 .26 .47 
   

3 Readiness for change .93 .81 .55 .34 .53 .51 
  

4 Learning capability .94 .83 .55 .49 .53 .58 .74 
 

5 Innovation behavior .95 .86 .29 .21 .26 .46 .54 .54 
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4.3 Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

Table 15 presents the means, standard deviations, and Pearson correlations 

of all the variables. For the surveyed sample, the mean transformational 

leadership was somewhat high (M = 5.61, SD = 1.02), the mean high commitment 

work system somewhat high (M = 5.33, SD = 0.96), the mean readiness for 

change somewhat high (M = 5.65, SD = 0.85), the mean learning capability 

somewhat high (M = 5.64, SD = 0.76), when they were rated on a 7-point Likert 

scale. For the innovation behavior of employees as seen by supervisors, the mean 

score on a 7-point Likert scale was neutral (M = 4.33, SD = 1.03).  

As seen in the table, the Pearson correlation was computed for each pair 

of variables. Examination of the correlations provided a number of insights.51 

First of all, the hotel location was positively associated with transformational 

leadership (r = .17, p < .01) but negatively with high commitment work system (r 

= -.17, p < .01) and innovation behavior (r = -.41, p < .01). That said, relative to 

Hotel 1, employees of Hotel 2 perceived more influence of transformational 

leadership from the supervisors, observed less emphasis of high commitment 

work practices in the hotel, and were considered by the supervisors exhibiting 

less frequency of innovation behavior.  

Correlational analysis also showed the following among the employees. 

Supervisory-graded employees possessed higher change readiness (r = -.13, p 

< .05), had better learning capability (r = -.15, p < .05), and exhibited more 

innovation behavior (r = -.27, p < .01) than non-supervisory-graded employees. 

Higher-tenured employees exhibited more innovation behavior (r = .24, p < .01) 

than lower-tenured employees.  

                                                      
51

 According to Cohen (1988), a correlation of absolute value .10 is interpreted as weak or small; 

a correlation of .30 as moderate; and a correlation of .50 or higher as strong or large. 
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Further examination of the Pearson correlations showed transformational 

leadership was positively associated with high commitment work system (r = .47, 

p < .01), change readiness (r = .52, p < .01), learning capability (r = .52, p < .01), 

and innovation behavior (r = .26, p < .01). And, high commitment work system 

was positively correlated with change readiness (r = .48, p < .01), learning 

capability (r = .54, p < .01), and innovation behavior (r = .42, p < .01). Moreover, 

change readiness was positively associated with learning capability (r = .69, p 

< .01) and innovation behavior (r = .51, p < .01). Finally, learning capability was 

positively associated with innovation behavior (r = .52, p < .01). 

 

4.4 Multiple Regression Analysis 

In order to control for potential multicollinearity problem among the 

various study variables, collinearity diagnosis was conducted on all the 

independent and control variables in the research model using simultaneous 

multiple regression and their variance inflation factor (VIF) values were 

computed accordingly. The results indicated that all VIF values were no more 

than 2.4. Although no consensus seems to exist on how much VIF should be a 

concern, the criterion regarded as indicative of multicollinearity problem ranges 

from 5 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013) to 10 (Hair et al., 2010). As such, it was safe 

to infer that there was no multicollinearity effect that could seriously hamper the 

validity of subsequent testing of hypotheses.  

 

Testing Hypotheses 1 to 4 

Here, the testing of hypothesis 2 is presented first for convenience sake. 

As presented in Table 16, for testing the effect of transformational leadership on 

readiness for change, two multiple regression models were built with readiness 
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for change as the dependent variable. Following the hierarchical regression 

approach, a set of control variables as described in previous Section 3.2 were 

entered in the first step to Model 1 while transformational leadership entered to 

Model 2 in the second step.  

 

Table 16 

Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis of the Relationship between 

Transformational Leadership and Readiness for Change 

  
 Readiness for change 

  
 Model 1 Model 2 

Control variable(s)    

 
Hotel location  .12† .02 

 
Job level  -.16* -.11† 

 
Gender  -.03 -.06 

 
Age group  -.11 -.09 

 
Education level  -.01 -.01 

 
Tenure group  .02 .01 

Independent variable(s)    

 
Transformational leadership   .51*** 

R
2 

 
 .04† .29*** 

∆R
2 

 
  .25*** 

*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10 (Two-tailed) 

 

As seen in Model 2, transformational leadership was found having 

significant impact on readiness for change (β = .51, p < .001) over and above that 

of the control variables (∆R
2 = .25, p < .001). This finding provided empirical 

evidence that transformational leadership was a positive significant predictor of 

readiness for change. Thus, hypothesis 2 of this study was supported. 

For testing the effect of transformational leadership and that of readiness 

for change on innovation behavior, four multiple regression models with 

innovation behavior as the dependent variable were constructed accordingly 
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following the hierarchical regression approach (see Table 17). Firstly, Model 3 

was built to include only the control variables (see previous Section 3.2). Then, 

Model 4 added the variable of transformational leadership to Model 3; Model 5 

added the variable of readiness for change to Model 3; and Model 6 added both 

the variables of transformational leadership and readiness for change to Model 3.  

 

Table 17 

Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis of the Relationship between 

Transformational Leadership and Innovation Behavior as well as the Mediating 

Effect of Readiness for Change 

  
Innovation behavior 

  
Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Control variable(s)     

 
Hotel location -.34*** -.40*** -.40*** -.41*** 

 
Job level -.16**  -.13* -.08 -.07 

 
Gender .01    -.01 .02 .02 

 
Age group -.14*   -.13* -.08† -.09† 

 
Education level -.07    -.07 -.06 -.06 

 
Tenure group .10†    .10† .09† .09† 

Independent variable(s)     

 

Transformational 

leadership 
 

.32***  .07 

Mediating variable(s)     

 Readiness for change   .53*** .49*** 

R
2 

 
.21*** .31*** .48*** .48*** 

∆R
2 

 
 .10*** .27*** .17*** 

*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10 (Two-tailed) 

 

Examination of Model 3 indicated that the control variables cumulatively 

accounted for 21% (R2 = .21, p < .001) of the variation in innovation behavior. 

And, in Model 4, transformational leadership was found having significant 

influence on innovation behavior (β = .32, p < .001) over and above that of the 

control variables (∆R
2 = .10, p < .001). This finding provided support that 



 

172 

 

transformational leadership was a positive significant predictor of innovation 

behavior. Thus, hypothesis 1 of this study was supported. 

As revealed in Model 5, readiness for change exhibited significant impact 

on innovation behavior (β = .53, p < .001) above and beyond that of the control 

variables (∆R
2 = .27, p < .001). This finding was in line with the prediction of my 

third hypothesis that “employee readiness for change will positively relate to 

employee innovation behavior.” Thus, hypothesis 3 of this study was supported. 

For testing the mediation effect of readiness for change on the relationship 

between transformational leadership and innovation behavior (i.e., hypothesis 4), 

this study utilized Baron and Kenny’s (1986) four-step procedure (see previous 

Section 3.3). This procedure’s first three steps entailed confirming, one link in 

each step, the existence of three links, i.e., transformational leadership-innovation 

behavior, transformational leadership-readiness for change, and readiness for 

change-innovation behavior. As shown above, this study actually performed such 

three steps via the testing of hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 respectively, and confirmed 

that these three links indeed existed. This study then proceeded to step 4 by 

examining Model 6 which revealed that readiness for change had significant 

impact of on innovation behavior (β = .49, p < .001) above and beyond that of the 

control variables and transformational leadership (∆R
2 = .17, p < .001). This 

finding thus fulfilled step 4 which required confirming the effect of readiness for 

change on innovation behavior after controlling for transformational leadership.52  

                                                      
52

 When following the four-step procedure by Baron and Kenny (1986) in testing the mediating 

effect of readiness for change, both steps 3 and 4 required establishing the effect of readiness for 

change on innovation behavior. Unlike step 3, however, step 4 required doing so after controlling 

for transformational leadership. The rationale of controlling for transformational leadership in 

step 4 was that readiness for change and innovation behavior might be correlated because they 

were both caused by transformational leadership, as hinted by steps 1 and 2. It is noteworthy 

that having transformational leadership controlled for in step 4 is particularly critical for 

modeling the mediational effect of readiness for change whereby transformational leadership 

causes readiness for change which in turn causes innovation behavior, as in this present study. 
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Upon further checking the statistical significance of transformation 

leadership in Model 6, it was found that transformational leadership previously 

significant (β = .32, p < .001) in Model 4 became nonsignificant (β = .07, ns) in 

Model 6. As such, in accordance to Baron and Kenny’s criteria for a mediation 

effect, this research offered empirical evidence that readiness for change mediated 

completely the relationship between transformational leadership and innovation 

behavior. Thus, hypothesis 4 of this present study was supported. 

In order to test the significance of the mediation effect of readiness for 

change, both the Sobel test and bootstrapping were conducted.53,54 The Sobel test 

was performed using the online calculator provided by Preacher and Leonardelli 

(2015). The Sobel test result was found significant (p < .001) and thus confirmed 

the mediation effect of readiness for change. Bootstrapping was executed using 

the SPSS macro developed by Hayes (2014). The percentile and bias-corrected 

95% confidence intervals of the mediation effect of readiness for change based on 

using 5,000 bootstrap samples were found to be 0.1654 to 0.3541 and 0.1714 to 

0.3601 respectively, thereby confirming further the significance of the mediation 

effect.55 Thus, hypothesis 4 of this study was supported.  

Figure 4 illustrates the mediating effect of readiness for change on the 

relationship between transformational leadership and innovation behavior as 

                                                      
53

 The tests provided by Sobel (1982, 1986), Aroian (1944/1947), and Goodman (1960) are 

commonly used for testing the statistical significance of a mediation effect. These tests evaluate 

the null hypothesis that the indirect effect of the independent variable on the dependent 

variable through the mediator is zero (Meyers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2013). 
54

 There is an important assumption of Sobel test that the mediation effect should be normally 

distributed. As argued by Edwards and Lambert (2007), such an assumption is difficult to meet. 

Therefore, researchers such as Hayes (2009), MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, & Sheets 

(2002), Preacher & Hayes (2004), and Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes (2007) have advocated the use 

of bootstrapping as a robust means for assessing significance of mediation effect because 

bootstrapping is a nonparametric resampling technique which does not impose the assumption 

of normality of the sampling distribution.  
55

 If zero does not include in the confidence interval, a conclusion that the mediation effect is 

significantly different from zero at p < 0.05 can be drawn (Hayes, 2013). 
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revealed by the research findings. The figure shows an unmediated and a 

mediated model of transformational leadership on innovation behavior. As shown 

in the figure, the path c denotes the total effect of transformational leadership on 

innovation behavior when readiness for change is ignored. In contrast, when the 

effect of readiness for change is taken into consideration, the path ab denotes the 

indirect effect (or mediating effect) of transformational leadership on innovation 

behavior through readiness for change, and path c´ the direct effect of 

transformational leadership on innovation behavior without passing through 

readiness for change (which was found to be nonsignificant).  

 

Figure 4. Total effect, indirect effect, and direct effect of transformational 

leadership on innovation behavior. 

 

Testing Hypothesis 5 

Baron and Kenny’s (1986) procedure for moderation effect was followed 

(see previous Section 3.3). As in Table 18, a series of four hierarchical regression 

models were fitted with change readiness as the dependent variable and the 
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moderating effect of high commitment work system was tested by entering the 

interaction term of this moderating variable with transformational leadership to 

Model 10 in the third step of the hierarchical regression analysis. Prior to entering 

the interaction term, control variables were entered in the first step to Model 7, 

high commitment work system was entered in second step to Model 8, and 

transformational leadership was entered in the third step to Model 9 accordingly. 

 

Notes: aThe interaction term between transformational leadership and high 

commitment work system. bComputed as the product of centered transformation 

leadership and centered high commitment work system. 

*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10 (Two-tailed) 

 

Table 18 

Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis of the Moderating Effect of High 

Commitment Work System 

  
Readiness for change 

  
Model 7  Model 8  Model 9 Model 10 

Control variable(s)    

 
Hotel location .12† .22*** .12* .10† 

 
Job level -.16* -.10† -.08 -.10† 

 
Gender -.03 -.05 -.06 -.08 

 
Age group -.11 -.09 -.09 -.08 

 
Education level -.01 .08 .05 .04 

 
Tenure Group .02 .08 .05 .03 

Moderating variable(s)      

 
High commitment work 

system 
 .52*** .34*** .33***  

Independent variable(s)      

 
Transformational leadership   .33*** .29*** 

Interaction(s)     

 TLxHCSa,b    -.11* 

R
2 

 
.04† .29*** .37*** .38*** 

∆R
2 

 
 .25*** .08*** .01* 
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Examination of Model 10 revealed that the interaction term accounted for 

a statistically significant amount of variance in readiness for change (∆R
2 = .01, p 

< .05) above and beyond what the control variables, transformational leadership, 

and high commitment work system did in Model 9, indicating the existence of 

moderating effect of high commitment work system on the relationship between 

transformational leadership and readiness for change (β = -.11, p < .05). Also 

shown in Model 10, despite the occurrence of moderation, the main effects of 

transformational leadership and high commitment work system on readiness for 

change remained statistically significant.  

As a matter of fact, for the sake of testing the hypothesis 5 of this present 

research, the above-mentioned empirical evidence did not provide the necessary 

full support to the hypothesis. Even though the results of data analysis showed 

that there existed a significant moderating effect of high commitment work 

system on the relationship between transformational leadership and readiness for 

change, the moderating effect revealed was actually negative (rather than positive) 

and opposite to the initially hypothesized direction. Thus, hypothesis 5 was 

considered not supported.  

Following Aiken and West (1991), the moderation effect of high work 

commitment system was also illustrated graphically. As shown in Figure 5, two 

line graphs corresponding to high level or one standard deviation above as well as 

low level or one standard deviation below the mean score of high commitment 

work system were plotted. And, as exemplified by the decreasing slope of the line 

graphs, the effect of transformational leadership on readiness for change 

weakened when the high commitment work system increased from low level to 

high level. Using the SPSS macro by Hayes (2014), the simple slope for the high 

level of high commitment work system was found (marginally) significantly 
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different from zero [effect = 0.172, t(284) = 1.695, p < .10]. Similarly, the simple 

slope for the low level of high commitment work system was found significantly 

different from zero [effect = 0.317, t(284) = 4.321, p < .001]. Along with the 

significant interaction effect (β = -.11, p < .05) already found with Baron and 

Kenny’s procedure, this study fulfilled Aiken and West’s prescription for simple 

slope analysis (as described in previous Section 3.3). 

 

 

Figure 5. Moderation effect of high commitment work system. 

 

Testing Hypothesis 6 

Testing was also made in accordance to Baron and Kenny’s (1986) 

relevant statistical procedure. Four regression models with innovation behavior as 

the dependent variable were fitted to test the moderating effect of learning 

capability (see Table 19). As per the hierarchical regression approach, Model 11 

included only the control variables, Model 12 added the variable of learning 

capability to Model 11, Model 13 added the variable of the readiness for change 

to Model 12, and Model 14 added the interaction term between readiness for 

change and learning capability to Model 13. 

 

slope = 0.317 

slope = 0.172 
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Notes: aThe interaction term between readiness for change and learning capability. 
bComputed as the product of centered readiness for change and centered learning 

capability. 

*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10 (Two-tailed) 

 

As seen in Model 14, the interaction term explained a statistically 

significant portion of variation in innovation behavior (∆R
2 = .01, p < .01) above 

and beyond that explained by the control variables, readiness for change, and 

learning capability in Model 13, showing a positive moderating effect of learning 

capability on the relationship between readiness for change and innovation 

behavior (β = .13, p < .01). Thus, hypothesis 6 of this present study was 

supported. In addition, as revealed in Model 14, the main effects of readiness for 

change and learning capability on innovation behavior remained statistically 

Table 19 

Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis of the Moderating Effect of Learning 

Capability 

  
Innovation behavior 

  
Model 11  Model 12  Model 13 Model 14 

Control variable(s)    

 
Hotel location -.34*** -.42*** -.43*** -.41*** 

 
Job level -.16** -.06 -.05 -.05 

 
Gender .01 .04 .03 .04 

 
Age group -.14* -.17** -.13** -.14** 

 
Education level -.07 -.05 -.05 -.05 

 
Tenure Group .10† .07 .08† .09† 

Moderating variable(s)      

 Learning capability  .54*** .34*** .36***  

Independent variable(s)      

 
Readiness for change   .30*** .34*** 

Interaction(s)     

 RFCxLCa,b    .13** 

R
2 

 
.21*** .49*** .53*** .55*** 

∆R
2 

 
 .28*** .04*** .01** 
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significant despite happening of the moderation. 

Following Aiken and West (1991), the moderation effect of learning 

capability was also illustrated by plotting two line graphs corresponding to one 

standard deviation above and one standard deviation below the mean score of 

learning capability respectively (see Figure 6). As indicated by the increasing 

slope of the two line graphs, the effect of readiness for change on innovation 

behavior strengthened when the learning capability increased from low level to 

high level. And, with the aid of the SPSS macro developed by Hayes (2014), the 

simple slope for the high level of learning capability was determined to be 

significantly different from zero [effect = 0.505, t(284) = 3.985, p < .001]. The 

simple slope for the low level of learning capability was also found significantly 

different from zero [effect = 0.327, t(284) = 3.275, p < .01]. Together with the 

significant interaction effect of learning capability (β = .13, p < .01) found earlier 

with Baron and Kenny’s statistical procedure for moderation effect, this study 

completed the simple slope analysis of an interaction prescribed by Aiken and 

West (as described in previous Section 3.3). 

 

 

Figure 6. Moderation effect of learning capability. 

 

slope = 0.327 

slope = 0.505 
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CHAPTER 5:                                             

DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION 

This chapter of discussion and conclusion is divided into four sections. 

The first section presents a discussion of the research findings. The second and 

third sections provide the theoretical contributions to existing literature and 

practical implications to management of this present study. The final section 

entails the limitations of the present research as well as recommendations for 

future one. 

 

5.1 Discussion of Research Findings 

This study set out to study the relationships between transformational 

leadership, high commitment work system, readiness for change, learning 

capability, and innovation behavior. Analyses of the collected data found 

significant relationships between the various study variables. Table 20 presents a 

brief summary of the results of hypothesis testing.  

One primary purpose of this research was to establish evidence for the 

existence a total effect between transformational leadership and innovation 

behavior. With the support of hypothesis 1, I showed that transformational 

leadership is indeed a significant predictor of innovation behavior. Thus, this 

study signified that employees with a higher level of perceived transformational 

leadership are more likely to exhibit innovation behavior, and highlighted the 

importance of transformational leadership for eliciting workplace innovation 

behavior. The results of this study are congruent with the transformational 

leadership theory that transformational leadership positively affects innovative 

work behavior of followers (Hater & Bass, 1988; Bass & Avolio, 1990). 
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In additional to hypothesis 1, hypotheses 2, 3, and 4 were also found 

supported by this present research. My results are consistent with those of 

Michaelis et al. (2010) which showed a relationship between transformational 

leadership and attitude toward change, and that attitude toward change plays a 

significant role in contributing to some sort of innovative behavior.  

Particularly, along with the support of hypothesis 4, I established the 

mediating role of readiness for change for the relationship between 

transformational leadership and innovation behavior, in accordance to Baron and 

Table 20 

Summary of Results of Hypothesis Testing 

  

Hypothesis  Test Result 

H1. Employee perceived transformational leadership will 
positively relate to employee innovation behavior. 

 Supported 

H2. Employee perceived transformational leadership will 
positively relate to employee readiness for change. 

 Supported 

H3. Employee readiness for change will positively relate to 
employee innovation behavior. 

 Supported 

H4. Employee readiness for change will mediate completely 
the positive relationship between employee perceived 
transformational leadership and employee innovation 
behavior. 

 Supported 

H5. Employee perceived high commitment work system will 
moderate the relationship between employee perceived 
transformational leadership and employee readiness for 
change in such a way that, for higher levels of employee 
perceived high commitment work system, employee 
perceived transformational leadership will have a 
stronger, positive relationship with employee readiness 
for change. 

 Not 
supported; 
significant 
relationship 
but opposite 
direction 

H6. Employee learning capability will moderate the 
relationship between employee readiness for change and 
employee innovation behavior in such a way that, for 
higher levels of employee learning capability, employee 
readiness for change will have a stronger, positive 
relationship with employee innovation behavior. 

 Supported 
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Kenny’s (1986) criteria, which was another primary purpose of this study. This 

study’s findings provided evidence of a mediation process in which increased 

employee readiness for change explains the relationship between increased 

employee perceived transformational leadership and increased employee 

innovation behavior.  

As noted by MacKinnon, Fairchild, and Fritz (2007), a mediational model 

is a causal model in which “a mediator is a variable that is in a causal sequence 

between two variables” (p. 595). In this study, while the support of hypotheses 1 

through 3 furnished empirical evidence of zero-order correlations among the three 

key variables of transformational leadership, readiness for change, and innovation 

behavior, it is the support of hypothesis 4 that offered evidence for their 

in-between causal relationships. So, putting it more specifically, the support of 

hypothesis 4 confirmed that enhancement of readiness for change of an employee, 

through perceiving more transformational leadership from the supervisors, causes 

an increase of exhibition of such an employee’s innovation behavior.  

Furthermore, with the support of hypothesis 4, this study suggested that 

readiness for change entirely accounts for the effect of transformational 

leadership on innovation behavior. That said, readiness for change completely 

mediates the effect of transformational leadership on innovation behavior in 

accordance to the criteria of Baron and Kenny (1986). Yet, many researchers 

including Hayes (2013) and Rucker, Preacher, Tormala, and Petty (2011) have 

argued that a mediation analysis needs to not only test whether there is evidence 

for an indirect effect in terms of statistical significance (as required in Baron and 

Kenny’s criteria), but also look at the size or amount of the indirect effect.  

A variety of effect size indices can be found in the literature for measuring 

mediation effect. While there are some traditional ones that have existed for a 
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long time, there are some newer ones for researchers to consider adopting them in 

their data analyses. Hayes (2013), Preacher and Kelley (2011), as well as Wen 

and Fan (2015) have provided some critical reviews on the measurement issue of 

mediation effect size. Following the recommendation by Wen and Fan, this 

presented study adopted a traditional effect size index known as the proportion 

mediated (PM) for assessing the amount of mediation effect.56 The proportion 

mediated measures the proportion of indirect effect relative to the total effect and 

PM was found to be equal to .78, basing on the results of this present study.57 

That said, 78% of the effect of transformational leadership on innovation 

behavior occurs indirectly through readiness for change. So, it seemed likely that 

this study succeeded to document the primary mediator of interest on the 

relationship between transformational leadership and innovation behavior. 

In this present research, high commitment work system was hypothesized 

to be a positive moderator enhancing the impact of transformational leadership on 

readiness for change. Although found to be statistically significant, the interaction 

term between transformational leadership and high commitment work system 

turned out to be negative and opposite to the initially hypothesized direction. 

Graphical representation of the moderation effect of high commitment work 

system indicated that such a variable actually produced buffering effect, although 

not antagonistic effect (see Figure 5).58 That said, high commitment work system 

tends to weaken the association between transformational leadership and 

                                                      
56

 Wen and Fan (2015) pointed out the problems of two newer effect size indices of ĸ
2
 proposed 

by Preacher and Kelley (2011) and R
2
 by Fairchild, MacKinnon, Toborga, and Taylor (2009) and 

strongly discouraged their use as measure of size of indirect effect. 
57

 PM = ab/c where ab is the indirect effect and c is the total effect. As per the findings of this 

study where ab = .51 x .49 = .29 and c = .32, PM was found to be equal to .78. 
58

 The pattern of moderation or interaction can be (a) enhancing where increasing the 

moderator would increase the effect of the predictor on the outcome; (b) buffering, where 

increasing the moderator would decrease the effect of the predictor on the outcome; or (c) 

antagonistic, where increasing the moderator would reverse the effect of the predictor on the 

outcome (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). 
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readiness for change, rather than enhancing it. One plausible explanation of this 

unexpected finding might be made by referring to Kerr and Jermier's (1978) 

substitutes for leadership theory.59  

According to the substitutes for leadership theory, there are instances 

where substitutes for leadership exist, which act to decrease followers’ 

dependency upon their leaders, and consequently impair the leaders’ influence on 

the followers (Howell, Doffman, & Kerr, 1986).60 Kerr and Jermier noted that 

subordinate attributes (e.g., experience and ability), task types (e.g., structured, 

routine task), and organization characteristics (e.g., formalization and inflexibility) 

may serve as substitutes for leadership.  

As a hindsight, in case an organization having a strong high commitment 

work system, it is possible to draw on Kerr and Jermier’s theory and suggest that 

such a system serves as a substitute for transformational leadership as it can elicit 

directly employees’ readiness for change in such a way that the transformational 

leaders’ effect on the change readiness of their followers becomes weakened or 

somewhat redundant, as exemplified by this study’s findings.61 More specifically, 

                                                      
59

 Substitutes for leadership theory was first fully developed by Kerr and Jermier (1978), later 

extended by Howell, Doffman, and Kerr (1986), and more recently refined by Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie, and Fetter (1993). 
60

 During initial conceptualization of the moderating effect of high commitment work system for 

this present research, I had been drawn attention to the possibility of a substitute effect existing 

between transformational leadership and high commitment work system regarding their 

interaction on readiness for change. Yet, I had subsequently chosen to contend that such a 

substitution effect should be quite unlikely because there appeared definition-wise little 

overlapping of these two constructs. Particularly, no empirical evidence had ever established 

high commitment work system as a substitute to transformational leadership. As such, I had 

finally taken stance to posit in this study that high commitment work system would enhance 

(rather than substitute) transformational leadership in inducing readiness for change. However, 

the empirical findings of this present study indicated that I should have taken the view of 

substitute effect much more seriously. 
61

 Indeed, the results of this present study (Model 10) provided empirical evidence testifying 

that high commitment work system has direct impact on readiness for change (β = .33, p < .001). 

In a post hoc analysis, high commitment work system was found explaining 8% of variance in 

readiness for change over and above the control variables, transformational leadership, and its 

interaction effect with transformation leadership (∆R
2
 = .08, p < .001). 
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one may follow Kerr and Jermier’s theory to posit that a strong high commitment 

work system that elicits high level of change readiness among employees may 

render such highly change-ready employees less attracted and responsive to their 

transformational supervisors’ further influence on change readiness, thereby 

diminishing the effect of transformational leadership on followers’ readiness for 

change. In their work studying state core self-evaluations, Nübold, Muck, and 

Maier (2013) quoted a similar example of substitutes for leadership in which 

confident followers already high in self-esteem are less attracted and responsive 

to their transformational leaders’ support, as compared to their unconfident 

counterparts. 

In additional to the moderation effect of high commitment work system, 

this study also tested and confirmed the role of learning capability as a moderator 

enhancing the impact of readiness for change on innovation behavior. Findings of 

this study thus showed that readiness for change and learning capability are more 

effective in influencing innovation behavior when they are operating together 

than when they are alone. And, the effect of readiness for change on innovation 

behavior is conditional on the level of learning capability (or vice versa because 

the testing of interaction is symmetric62). That said, the higher the learning 

capability, the stronger the impact of readiness for change is on innovation 

behavior. And, these findings well align with the notion of behavioral capability 

in the well-grounded Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory. 

 

5.2 Theoretical Contributions 

This section discusses the theoretical contributions of this present study to 

                                                      
62

 The testing of interaction is symmetric (Hayes, 2013). That means, for an interaction term XY, 

one can interpret either as X moderating Y or Y moderating X. 
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existing literature. It has been of great theoretical interest to understand how 

transformational leaders influence innovation. Previous studies have tested the 

links between transformational leadership and innovation at organizational, team, 

and individual levels. Yet, before this present research, no empirical study has 

focused on the understanding and testing of how transformational leadership 

affects followers’ innovation behavior through readiness for change as a mediator, 

despite the theoretical and practical importance of transformational leadership 

and its effect on organizational change and innovation. The unique framework of 

leadership-change-innovation of this study added to the relevant research fields a 

better explanation of both the change and innovation processes at individual level. 

By examining the antecedent role of supervisor transformational leadership as 

well as the moderating role of human resource management system, this research 

contributed to the literature of employee change and innovation. 

The leadership-change-innovation research combination of this study is 

rare in the extant literature indeed.63 As attributed by Michaelis et al (2010), this 

combination rareness might be due to the traditional boundaries of change and 

innovation as two separate fields of research. As such, by investigating the 

relationships between employee perceived transformational leadership, employee 

change readiness, and employee innovation behavior, this present study actually 

ventured outside traditional boundaries of the two fields of research and helped 

combine them in one study. 

                                                      
63

 Michaelis et al. (2010) did a quantitative research study on leadership, change, and innovation. 

Specifically, they studied the effect of transformational leadership on innovation implementation 

behavior with commitment to change as mediator and climate for initiative as moderator, which 

might seem similar to this present study. Indeed, Michaelis et al.’s study is very different from 

this present study in at least three major aspects. Firstly, the dependent variables of the two 

studies are different (innovation implementation behavior vs. innovation behavior— innovation 

implementation behavior is only a subset of innovation behavior). Secondly, the mediators are 

different (commitment to change vs. readiness for change). Thirdly, the moderators are different 

(climate for initiative vs. high commitment work system plus learning capability). 
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According to a 60-year review of quantitative studies of change recipients’ 

reactions to organizational change by Oreg et al. (2011), more research studies 

need to be conducted investigating on the effect of both mediation and 

moderation regarding individual responses to change. As appealed by Oreg et al. 

(2011) in their review article:  

Although change researchers studied a plethora of antecedent 

variables [of change recipient reactions], the analysis of their 

interrelationships, including mediation and moderation effects, 

requires much greater attention. Although some conceptual works 

have been devoted to proposing the variables that might moderate the 

impact of organizations on individuals’ responses to change, few 

empirical works have been conducted to test such propositions. (p. 

515) 

Along with the empirical support to the hypotheses, this present study led 

to the main conclusion that employee perceived transformational leadership 

exerts influence on employee innovation behavior and this is done via influencing 

employee readiness for change. Therefore, this present study contributed to the 

existing literature by helping open the black box between transformational 

leadership of leaders and innovation behavior of their followers. It identified a 

psychological process by which transformational leadership relates to innovation 

behavior. As noted by Hair et al. (2010), a mediating variable serves to transfer 

the effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable, and can play 

useful function of predicting and explaining the effect of independent variable on 

the dependent variable.  

According to Jones et al. (2005, p. 368), “Readiness for change has rarely 

been considered as a mediating variable between change management strategies 

and change implementation success.” This present research thus helped fill this 

literature gap. Another contribution of this study is that it investigated the 



 

188 

 

moderating effects of employee perceived high commitment work system and 

those of employee learning capability on the relationship between employee 

perceived transformational leadership and employee innovation behavior; few 

studies have tested such moderating effects before. 

Also revealed in the literature review by Oreg et al. (2011, p 514) is the 

fact that almost all of the studies in their review were “based on self-report data 

from a single source, thus subjecting findings to the potential of mono-method 

bias.” And, they appealed that “future work should aim to collect multisource 

data.” Hence, a clear strength of this present research is that data were collected 

from two different sources, thereby enhancing its internal validity.  

One recent research study by Michaelis et al. (2010) found commitment to 

change mediates transformational leadership and followers’ innovation 

implementation behavior, basing on 198 usable responses from a sample of R&D 

employees working in lower and middle management positions at a German 

automotive corporation. In the discussion of their research article, the researchers 

acknowledged the limitation of their using self-report measures with one single 

source and that their “results could have been influenced by common method bias” 

(p. 422). To some extent, Michaelis et al.’s concern about common method bias 

and caution of interpreting results, as highlighted in their article, inspired this 

present research. They suggested future research to obtain transformational 

leadership data from leaders’ subordinates and followers’ innovation behavior 

data from the leader. This present research is thus very much in line with such a 

suggestion for future research.  

 

5.3 Practical Implications 

Besides adding useful empirical evidence to an important subject area, this 
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present research provided useful practical implications to organizational leaders 

in their attempts to cause change and innovation in their workplace. By showing 

the linkage between employees’ perceived transformational leadership of their 

supervisors and these employees’ innovation behavior, this study pointed out that 

organizational leaders aiming to promote employees’ innovation behavior may 

need to pay attention to the importance of their leadership approach and their 

employees’ learning. Specifically, leaders may need to practice transformational 

leadership and develop employee learning capability which will enable the 

employees (and thus the leaders) to embark upon successful innovation efforts. 

By clarifying the mechanism through which employee perceived transformational 

leadership relates to employee innovation behavior, this study indicated that 

organizational leaders may want to direct more efforts to raising employees’ 

readiness for change in order to enhance their innovation behavior.  

Admittedly, regarding the role of high commitment work system, this 

study failed to gain support to its prediction that such a management system 

would strengthen leaders’ influence on their employees. Instead, even though a 

bit unintuitive, this study revealed that high commitment work system would 

somewhat diminish, rather than enhance, the effect of leadership on employees’ 

attitude toward change. However, although there is some extent of buffering 

interaction between transformational leadership and high commitment work 

system as found in this study, organizational leaders may want to note that both 

are still highly viable and recommendable organizational practices. This is 

because their respective main effects on readiness for change (and thus 

innovation behavior) remain significant despite occurrence of such an 

“undesirable” interaction. 

Regarding progress of the change management field, By (2005) wrote in 
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his critical review that, although a voluminous practitioner literature is available 

stressing the importance of change and proposing ways to implement it, there has 

been “a lack of empirical research on change management within organizations” 

(p. 378).64 So, this study contributed to the implementation of evidence-based 

practices in the field of organization development and change management. 

Nowadays, as change is so prevalent and pervasive, organizations need to be 

highly flexible and adaptive to change (Bossidy & Charan, 2002; Conner, 1992; 

Cummings & Worley, 2005; Drucker, 1999; Finkelstein, 2003; Pfeffer, 2005). 

Lawler and Worley (2005) suggested that organizations must be built to change. 

Similarly, Rowden (2001, p. 15) contended that an organization most preferably 

“exists in a constant state of readiness, preparing itself not for any specific change, 

but for change in general, attuned to its environment and willing to question its 

fundamental ways of doing business.” To achieve such organizational readiness, 

however, employees’ positive attitude toward change is essential as an 

organization changes only when individuals who comprise it do so accordingly 

(Backer, 1995; Eby, Adams, Russell, & Gaby, 2000). That said, “Individual 

employees must also be open, prepared, and ready for change” (Madsen, Miller, 

& John, 2005, p. 214). The findings of this study thus shed light on building such 

a change-ready organization at the employee level. As suggested by Madsen, 

Cameron, and Duane (2006, p. 93), “Increasing the readiness for change of 

                                                      
64

 While bookstores are full of prescriptions, recommendations, and advice on effective change 

management, and case studies relating to how the biggest organizations in the world have 

mastered change written by consultants, teachers, or executives, Burke (2008) commented that 

they should be read with skepticism as they are mostly personal experience, wisdom, opinions, 

or simply guesses of the authors, rather than rigorously based on research data. There should be 

concerns regarding the validity and reliability of what these authors recommend actually works 

under different situations. Guimaraes and Armstrong (1998) also noted that, with only a few 

exceptional works written by eminent authors, there have been a lot of superficial publications in 

the change management area and, according to Doyle (2002), very little empirical evidence could 

indeed be furnished to support the different theories and prescriptions suggested in those 

publications.  
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employees may be one of the most important interventions an organization can 

initiate.” 

Even though this present study focused on hotel employees, the pertinent 

question regarding whether the findings are indeed important to the hotel industry 

needs to be addressed explicitly. In the hotel industry, Hon (2012) and Hon and 

Lui (2016) noted that there has been a growing interest in employee creativity and 

innovation. Many stories (e.g., Josie at the Ritz)65 have been told about how 

innovation behavior of some hotel employees won great satisfaction from their 

dear guests. Indeed, innovation has been found to enhance competitive 

advantages and firm performance in business and hospitality sectors (Hon, 2013; 

Hon & Lu, 2015; Janssen, 2003). As pointed out by Hon (2013): 

With increasing competition…, many service firms require their 

employees to work creatively to improve service quality, enhance 

organizational effectiveness, and ensure long-term survival... A job 

creativity requirement has been championed as one of the ways in 

which firms can secure their profitability and growth… Both 

researchers and business managers emphasize the importance of 

having a creative workforce to sustain a competitive advantage, and 

have offered suggestions for building quality service that increase 

customer satisfaction and loyalty. High-quality service performance in 

service firms is a critical factor in responding to a rapidly changing 

and dynamic marketplace… (p. 161) 

In a review of hospitality literature on creativity and innovation, Hon and 

Lui’s (2016) noted that hotels are typically struggling with low success rate on 

their innovation attempts, just like many other non-hotel organizations. The 

researchers attributed one important reason to “the resistance to change (of 

employees)… and the lack of understanding (of hotels) on the change that 

                                                      
65

 As an example, a customer of Ritz Carlton posted a video on YouTube featuring how he was 

really pleased by some employee innovation behavior at the hotel. The video may be found at 

this web link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ymNjYaOBpBo&feature=youtu.be 
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accompanies innovation… because creativity/innovation requires individuals to 

change, think, act differently and deviate from conventional practices” (p. 866). 

As such, the findings of this present research are not only particularly relevant 

and applicable but also highly important to the service industry in general and 

that of hotel in particular.  

 

5.4 Limitations and Recommendations 

This present research has several limitations. Firstly, despite this study 

was being undertaken to collect data at two times with a 3-month time gap 

in-between,66 it is important to point out that transformational leadership and 

readiness for change were collected at the same point in time indeed. Thus, this 

study is precluded from a clear determination of the direction of causality 

between these two study variables. When I framed my hypothesis 2 with the 

assumption that transformational leadership causes readiness for change, it is 

possible that the casual arrow runs from change readiness to transformational 

leadership. For example, employees having high readiness for change bring out 

more transformational leadership from their supervisors. As such, future research 

may consider establishing a less ambiguous causal link between transformational 

leadership and change readiness in its research design. 

Secondly, the fact that data of this study were all collected from Chinese 

employees of two hotels raises the concern of generalizability of research 

findings to non-Chinese employees or non-hotel industries. Particularly, typical 

Chinese cultural values of low individualism, high power distance, low 

uncertainty avoidance, high achievement orientation, high pragmatism, and low 

                                                      
66

 Although still not the best way, a two-time study is a better design than cross-sectional study 

regarding making causal inference among the study variables.  
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indulgence (Hofstede, 1980, 2001) might have confounded the research findings. 

For example, Chinese employees might be more susceptible or sensitive to their 

supervisors’ transformational leadership as well as more adaptable to workplace 

change due to their high power distance and low uncertainty avoidance cultural 

characteristics. Moreover, the pace, type, and size of change and innovation differ 

appreciably from one industry to the next. Taking for instance, the business 

environment of high-tech industry has been considered more dynamic and 

volatile than that of the hotel industry (Capgemini Consulting, 2011; EYGM 

Limited, 2015). As such, more research investigating the cross-nationality or 

cross-industry generalizability of the effects in this present study may be needed 

in the future. 

Thirdly, the current study was conducted at the individual level only. 

Therefore, one possible area for future research is to look at a cross-level model 

of transformational leadership and innovation behavior. Particularly, in this 

present research, it was likely that employees were nested within supervisors who 

were in turn nested within departments. Mainly due to the practical difficulties of 

soliciting more information from the survey participants, this study collected no 

data on the demographics of the supervisors who filled out the supervisor 

questionnaires. While subordinate- and supervisor-questionnaire were linked so 

that subordinates' innovation behavior were rated by their supervisors, this study 

provided no information on identity of the supervisors or whether subordinates 

reporting to the same supervisor. Neither did it reveal which subordinate(s) nor 

how many subordinates a supervisor actually rated. Otherwise, some useful 

analysis could have been performed as well at the team and higher levels using 

Hierarchical Linear Modeling or Multi-Level Modeling.  

Fourthly, also due to practical difficulties in soliciting more background 
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information of respondents, this present research did not collect data of the job 

types of the respondents and the departments they belonged. Since this deficiency 

restrained the control for such possible covariates, researchers in future study may 

want to consider adding more control variables. 

Fifthly, this study focused on employee innovation behavior only. Instead 

of innovation behavior, future research may choose to examine innovation result 

(or perhaps both) as the dependent variable. There are essentially two forms of 

performance: behavior and result (Aguinis, 2009). Result is the outcome of 

behavior and the ultimate performance of an employee. Typical measures of 

innovation result include number of new ideas suggested or implemented, number 

of new products launched, and number of patents registered (The KPI Institute, 

2015). One advantage of these result measures is being objective. However, some 

of them are not be readily attributable to individual employees. And, companies 

might consider such information confidential or too sensitive for disclosure. 

Sixthly, the high commitment work system scale was originally developed 

by Xiao and Tsui (2007) to have 10 items and was later expanded to have 12 

items by Chang et al. (2014). Referring to the original scale development process 

detailed in their publication, Xiao and Tsui actually began with 15 items which 

loaded onto five factors in the exploratory factor analysis, who then adopted the 

first factor (10 items, eigenvalue 4.15, variance explained 28 percent) to form the 

scale and dropped the remaining four factors on the ground that the first factor 

“was the only interpretable factor” (p. 15). However, as a hindsight for measuring 

high commitment work system in future research, one may want to include also 

the two items67 comprising the second factor in Xiao and Tsui’s work to see 

                                                      
67

 The two items were respectively ‘hesitation to fire employees’ and ‘behavior-oriented 

appraisal rather than result-oriented appraisal’. 
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whether these two items would fit into the scale on the reasoning that the second 

factor was of eigenvalue 1.70, the variance explained 11 percent, and the two 

items that comprised the factor were pointing in the right direction. 
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APPENDIX A:                                               

ENGLISH AND CHINESE VERSIONS OF MEASURES 

Transformational leadership (Podsakoff et al., 1990) 

TL01 Has a clear understanding of where we 
are going. 

清楚瞭解我們前進的方向。 

TL02 Paints an interesting picture of the 
future for our group. 

給我們團隊的未來描繪出一幅令人興致勃勃的圖畫。 

TL03 Is always seeking new opportunities 
for the organization. 

總是為我們機構尋找新的機遇。 

TL04 Inspires others with his/her plans for 
the future. 

藉著他/她對未來的計劃去激勵其他人。 

TL05 Is able to get others committed to 
his/her dream. 

能夠得到其他人對他/她的夢想作出承諾。 

TL06 Leads by “doing,” rather than simply 
“telling.” 

以行動去領導，不會只說不做。 

TL07 Provides a good model for me to 
follow. 

給我效法的好榜樣。 

TL08 Leads by example. 以身作則。 

TL09 Fosters collaboration among work 
groups. 

促進團隊之間的相互協作。 

TL10 Encourages employees to be “team 
players.” 

鼓勵員工成為好的團隊成員。 

TL11 Gets the group to work together for the 
same goal. 

使團隊成員為共同目標一起努力。 

TL12 Develops a team attitude and spirit 
among employees. 

培育員工的團隊工作態度及精神。 

TL13 Shows us that he/she expects a lot 
from us. 

向我們表示他/她對我們抱有很高的期望。 

TL14 Insists on only the best performance. 堅持最佳的表現。 

TL15 Will not settle for second best. 不會接受退而求其次。 

TL16 Acts without considering my feelings. 
(R) 

不考慮我的感受就付諸行動。(反) 

TL17 Shows respect for my personal 
feelings. 

對我的個人感受表示尊重。 

TL18 Behaves in a manner thoughtful of my 
personal needs. 

所作的行為有顧及我的個人需要。 

TL19 Treats me without considering my 
personal feelings. (R) 

對待我的方式沒有考慮我的個人感受。(反) 

TL20 Challenges me to think about old 
problems in new ways. 

挑戰我以新方式去思考老問題。 

TL21 Asks questions that prompt me to 
think. 

發問問題以激發我的思維。 

TL22 Has stimulated me to rethink the way I 
do things.  

已經激發我重新思考我做事的方式。 

TL23 Has ideas that have challenged me to 
reexamine the basic assumptions of 
my work. 

有些理念已經令我重新審視我對工作的一些基本看法。 
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High commitment work system (Xiao & Tsui, 2007) 

HCS01 Has careful selection procedures in 
recruiting employees. 

在招聘員工時有嚴謹的甄選程式。 

HCS02 Provides extensive training to 
employees. 

為員工提供範圍廣闊的培訓。 

HCS03 Provides socialization activities to new 
employees.  

為新員工提供導入活動，讓他們盡快融入機構中。 

HCS04 Expands job scope of employees 
wherever and whenever appropriate. 

盡量擴闊員工的工作範圍。 

HCS05 Provides job rotation opportunities to 
employees. 

給予員工內部輪換崗位的機會。 

HCS06 Appraises team performance rather 
than individual performance. 

在評核員工表現時強調團隊的表現，多於個人的表現。 

HCS07 Provides feedback for development 
purposes rather than for evaluation. 

在評核員工表現時強調未來技能的發展，多於過去目標的實現。 

HCS08 Provide extensive ownership of shares, 
options, or profit sharing to 
employees. 

讓員工普遍持有股份、認股期權或利潤分享。 

HCS09 Promotes egalitarianism in income, 
status, and culture. 

盡量縮窄各級員工在收入、地位和文化上的差異。 

HCS10 Promotes employee participation in 
the form of suggestion, grievance, and 
survey. 

通過員工建議制度、員工申訴制度、員工士氣調查等方法讓員工參與決策。 

HCS11 Has open communication and wide 
information sharing with employees. 

跟員工坦誠溝通，並分享各種資訊。 

HCS12 Emphasizes working in teams and 
successes of teams rather than those of 
individuals. 

著重團隊工作，強調團隊的成功，多於個別員工的成就。 

Readiness for change (Bouckenooghe et al., 2009)  

RFC01 Have a good feeling about change. 對改變有良好的感覺。 

RFC02 Experience change as a positive 
process. 

感受到改變是一個正面的過程。 

RFC03 Find change refreshing. 發覺改變令人耳目一新。 

RFC04 Think that most changes will have a 
negative effect on the clients we serve. 
(R) 

認為大多數的改變會給我們的客戶帶來負面影響。(反) 

RFC05 Think plans that bring future 
improvement will not come too much. 
(R) 

認為能為今後帶來改進的方案不會很多。(反) 

RFC06 Think most change projects that are 
supposed to solve problems around 
here will not do much good. (R) 

認為大多數的改變方案對於解決這裡的問題不會有很大幫助。(反) 

RFC07 Want to devote myself to the process 
of change. 

想將自己投身於改變之中。 

RFC08 Am willing to make a significant 
contribution to change. 

願意為改變作出重大的貢獻。 

RFC09 Am willing to put energy into the 
process of change. 

願意把精力投放於改變的過程中。 
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Learning capability (Lowik, Kraaijenbrink, & Groen, 2012)  

LC01 Am always actively looking for new 
knowledge for my work. 

總是為我的工作主動地尋找新的知識。 

LC02 Intentionally search for knowledge in 
many different domains to look 
outside the box. 

刻意探索許多不同的知識領域，好讓我跳出現有知識的框框。 

LC03 Am good at distinguishing between 
profitable opportunities and not-so- 
profitable information or 
opportunities. 

擅長區分哪些資訊或機會是有利可圖，哪些不那麼有利可圖。 

LC04 Easily identify what new knowledge is 
most valuable to us. 

很容易就辨別出對我們最有價值的新知識是什麼。 

LC05 Always make my knowledge available 
for others to use internally. 

常常將我的知識提供給其他人作內部用途。 

LC06 Frequently share my new knowledge 
with colleagues to establish a common 
understanding. 

常常分享我的新知識，好讓我與同事建立共識。 

LC07 Translate new knowledge in such a 
way that my colleagues understand 
what I mean. 

用同事可理解的方式給他/她們演繹新知識。 

LC08 Communicate newly acquired 
knowledge that might be of interest for 
our unit. 

將可能對我們單位有益的新知識進行溝通。 

LC09 Often sit together with colleagues to 
come up with good ideas. 

常常跟同事坐在一起去想出一些好念頭。 

LC10 Attend meetings with people from 
different departments to come up with 
new ideas. 

跟來自不同部門的人開會去想出一些新點子。 

LC11 Develop new insights from knowledge 
that is available within our firm. 

從機構內現存的知識中發展新的見解。 

LC12 Can turn existing knowledge into new 
ideas. 

能夠把現有的知識轉化為新的想法。 

LC13 Often apply newly acquired 
knowledge to my work. 

常常將剛剛學到的知識應用在工作上。 

LC14 Exploit new knowledge to create new 
products, services, or work methods. 

利用新的知識去創建新的產品、服務或工作方法。 

LC15 Constantly consider how I can apply 
new knowledge to improve my work. 

不斷地考慮如何運用新的知識去改進我的工作。 

Innovation behavior (Janssen, 2001)  

IB01 Creates new ideas for difficult issues. 創建新的想法為求改進。 

IB02 Searches out new working methods, 
techniques, or instruments. 

尋找出新的工作方法、技術或儀器。 

IB03 Generates original solutions for 
problems. 

生成嶄新的方案為求解決問題。 

IB04 Mobilizes support for innovative ideas. 為新的想法動員各方支持。 

B05 Acquires approval for innovative 
ideas.  

為新的想法尋求上司批准。 

IB06 Makes important organizational 令機構中重要的成員對新的想法變得熱心。 
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members enthusiastic for innovative 
ideas.  

IB07 Transforms innovative ideas into 
useful applications. 

將新的想法轉化成有用的應用。 

IB08 Introduces innovative ideas into the 
work environment in a systematic 
way.  

將新的想法有系統地引入到工作環境中。 

IB09 Evaluates the utility of innovative 
ideas. 

為新的想法進行效用評估。 



 

200 

 

REFERENCES 

A. T. Kearney (2002). Mastering innovation management. Chicago: Author. 

Aberg, L. & Wallen, H. (2008). Speeding-deliberate violation or involuntary 

mistake? European Review of Applied Psychology, 58(1), 23-30. 

Abrahamson, E. (2000). Change without pain. Harvard Business Review, 78(4), 

75-9. 

Adler, P. S. (1988). Managing flexible automation. California Management 

Review, 30(3), 34-56. 

Aguinis, H. (2009). Performance Management (2nd ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: 

Pearson Education.  

Ahmed, P. K., Loh, A. Y. E., & Zairi, M. (1999). Culture for continuous 

improvement and learning. Total Quality Management, 10, 426-434. 

Aiken, L. S. & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and interpreting 

interactions. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Aitken, P., & Higgs, M. (2011). Developing change leaders. New York, NY: 

Routledge. 

Ajzen, I. (1988). Attitudes, personality and behavior. Milton Keynes, England: 

Open University Press. 

Ajzen, I. (1989). Attitude structure and behavior. In A. R. Pratkanis, S. J. Breckler, 

& A. G. Greenwald (Eds.), Attitude structure and function (pp. 241-274). 

Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and 

Human Decision Processes, 50, 179-211. 

Ajzen, I. (2001). Nature and operation of attitudes. Annual Review of Psychology, 

52(1), 27-58. 

Ajzen, I., & Fishbein, M. (1980). Understanding attitudes and predicting social 

behavior. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Ajzen, I., & Fishbein, M. (2000). Attitudes and the attitude-behavior relation: 

Reasoned and automatic processes. European Review of Social 

Psychology, 11(1), 1-33. 

Albrecht, S. (2008). Measuring cynicism toward organizational change— one 

dimension or two? Journal of Applied Measurement, 9(4), 374-386. 

Alloui, I., Latrous, S., & Oquendo, F. (1996). A multi-agent approach for 

modelling, enacting and evolving distributed cooperative software 

processes. In European Workshop on Software Process Technology (pp. 

225-235). Berlin Heidelberg: Springer. 

Allport, G. W. (1935). Attitudes. In C. Murchison (Ed.), Handbook of social 



 

201 

 

psychology (pp. 798–844). Worchester, MA: Clark University Press. 

Amabile, T. M. (1983). The social psychology of creativity: A componential 

conceptualization. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 45, 

357-376. 

Amabile, T. M. (1988). A model of creativity and innovation in organizations. In 

B. M. Staw, & L. L. Cummings (Eds.), Research in organizational 

behavior (Vol. 10, pp. 123−167). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Amabile, T. M. (1996). Creativity in context: Update to the social psychology of 

creativity. Boulder, CO: Westview Press. 

Ancona, D., & Caldwell, D. (1987). Management issues facing new product 

teams in high technology companies. In D. Lewin, D. Lipsky, & D. Sokel 

(Eds.), Advances in industrial and labor relations (Vol. 4, pp. 191–221). 

Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. Anderson. 

Anderson, D. (2010). Organization development: The process of leading 

organizational change. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1988). Structural equation modeling in 

practice: A review and recommended two-step approach. Psychological 

Bulletin, 103(3), 411-423. 

Anderson, N. R., & West, M. A. (1998). Measuring climate for work group 

innovation: Development and validation of the team climate inventory. 

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 19, 235-258. 

Anderson, N., & King, N. (1993). Innovation in organizations. In C. L. Cooper, & 

I. T. Robertson (Eds.), International review of industrial and 

organizational psychology (Vol. 8, pp. 1–34). Chichester, England: Wiley. 

Anderson, N., De Dreu, C. K. W., & Nijstad, B. A. (2004). The routinization of 

innovation research: A constructively critical review of the 

state-of-the-science. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25, 147–173. 

Ansoff, I. (1988). The new corporate strategy. New York, NY: John Wiley & 

Sons. 

Antonakis, J. (2012). Transformational and charismatic leadership. In D. V. Day, 

& J. Antonakis (Eds.), The nature of leadership (Vol. 2, pp. 256–288) 

Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 

Appelbaum, E., Bailey, T., Berg, P., & Kalleberg, A.L. (2000). Manufacturing 

advantage: Why high performance work systems pay off. London, UK: 

Cornell University. 

Appelbaum, S. H., & Wohl, L. (2000). Transformation or change: Some 

prescriptions for health care organizations. Managing Service Quality, 

10(5), 279-298. 



 

202 

 

Aragón-Correa, J., García-Morales, V. J., & Cordón-Pozo, E. (2007). Leadership 

and organizational learning's role on innovation and performance: Lessons 

from Spain. Industrial Marketing Management, 36(3), 349-359. 

Arend, R. J. (2009). Defending against rival innovation. Small Business 

Economics, 33(2), 189-206  

Argyris, C. (1982). Reasoning, learning and action: Individual and organizational. 

San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Argyris, C. (1992). On organizational learning. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell. 

Argyris, C., & Schön, D. A. (1974). Theory in practice: Increasing professional 

effectiveness. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Argyris, C., & Schön, D. A. (1978). Organizational learning. Reading, MA: 

Addison-Wesley. 

Argyris, C., & Schön, D. A. (1996). Organizational learning II: Theory, method, 

and practice. London, UK: Addison-Wesley. 

Armenakis, A. A., & Bedeian, A. G. (1999). Organizational change: A review of 

the theory and research in the 1990s. Journal of Management, 25, 

293-315. 

Armenakis, A. A., & Harris, S. G. (2002). Crafting a change message to create 

transformational readiness. Journal of Organizational Change 

Management, 15(2), 169-183. 

Armenakis, A. A., & Harris, S. G. (2009). Reflections: Our journey in 

organizational change research and practice. Journal of Change 

Management, 9(2), 127-142. 

Armenakis, A. A., Harris, S. G., & Feild, H. S. (1999). Paradigms in 

organizational change: Change agent and change target perspectives. New 

York, NY: Marcel Dekker. 

Armenakis, A. A., Harris, S. G., & Mossholder, K.W. (1993). Creating readiness 

for organizational change. Human Relations, Vol. 46 No. 6, pp. 681-702. 

Armitage, C. J., & Arden, M. A. (2002). Exploring discontinuity patterns in the 

transtheoretical model: An application of the theory of planned behaviour. 

British Journal of Health Psychology, 7(1), 89-103. 

Armitage, C. J., & Conner, M. (2001). Efficacy of the Theory of Planned 

Behavior: A meta-analytic review. British Journal of Social Psychology, 

40, 471-499. 

Armstrong, M. (2006). A handbook of human resource management practice 

(10th ed.). London, UK: Kogan Page. 

Aroian, L. A. (1944/1947). The probability function of the product of two 

normally distributed variables. The Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 18, 



 

203 

 

265–271. 

Arthur, J. B. (1994). Effects of human resources systems on manufacturing 

performance and turnover. Academy of Management Journal, 37, 670–87. 

Attewell, P. (1992). Technology diffusion and organizational learning: The case of 

business computing. Organization Science 3, 1-19. 

Audretsch, D. B., Martínez-Fuentes, C., & Pardo-del-Val, M. (2011). Incremental 

innovation in services through continuous improvement. The Service 

Industries Journal, 31(12), 1921-1930. 

Avery, G. C. (2004). Understanding leadership: Paradigms and cases. London, 

UK: Sage. 

Avolio, B. J. (1999). Full leadership development: Building the vital forces in 

organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Avolio, B. J., & Bass, B. M. (1988). Transformational leadership, charisma, and 

beyond. In J. G. Hunt, B. R. Baliga, H. P. Dachler, & C. A. Schriesheim 

(Eds.), Emerging leadership vistas: 29-49. Lexington, MA: Lexington 

Books. 

Avolio, B. J., & Gibbons, T. C. (1988). Developing transformational leaders: A 

life span approach. In J. A. Conger, & R. N. Kanungo (Eds.), Charismatic 

leadership: The elusive factor in organizational effectiveness (pp. 

276-308). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Avolio, B. J., Bass, B. M., & Jung, D. I. (1999). Re-examining the components of 

transformational and transactional leadership using the Multifactor 

Leadership Questionnaire. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 

Psychology, 72, 441-462. 

Avolio, B. J., Gardner, W. L., Walumbwa, F. O., Luthans, F., & May, D. R. (2004). 

Unlocking the mask: A look at the process by which authentic leaders 

impact follower attitudes and behaviors. The Leadership Quarterly, 15(6), 

801-823. 

Avolio, B. J., Reichard, R. J., Hannah, S. T., Walumbwa, F. O., & Chan, A. (2009). 

A meta-analytic review of leadership impact research: Experimental and 

quasi-experimental studies. The Leadership Quarterly, 20(5), 764-784. 

Avolio, B. J., Walumbwa, F. W., & Weber, T. J. (2009), Leadership: Current 

theories, research and future directions. Annual Review Psychology, 60, 

421-490. 

Axtell, C., Holman, D., Unsworth, K., Wall, T., Waterson, P., & Harrington, E. 

(2000). Shopfloor innovation: Facilitating the suggestion and 

implementation of ideas. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 

Psychology, 73(3), 265-285. 



 

204 

 

Axtell, C., Wall, T., Stride, C., Pepper, K., Clegg, C., Gardner, P., & Bolden, R. 

(2002). Familiarity breeds content: The impact of exposure to change on 

employee openness and well-being. Journal of Occupational & 

Organizational Psychology, 75(2), 217-231. 

Backer, T. (1995). Assessing and enhancing readiness for change: Implications 

for technology transfer. In T. Backer, S. David, & G. Soucy (Eds.), 

Reviewing the behavioral science knowledge base on technology transfer 

(pp. 21–41). Rockville, MD: National Institute on Drug Abuse. 

Backer, T. E. (1995). Assessing and enhancing readiness for change: Implications 

for technology transfer. In T. E. Backer, S. L. David, & G. Soucy (Eds.), 

Reviewing the behavioral science knowledge base on technology transfer 

(pp. 21–41). Rockville, MD: National Institute on Drug Abuse. 

Bagozzi, R. P., & Heatherton, T. F. (1994). A general approach to representing 

multifaceted personality constructs: Application to state self-esteem. 

Structural Equation Modeling, 1, 35-67. 

Balogun, J., & Hope Hailey, V. (2004). Exploring strategic change (2nd ed.). 

London: Prentice Hall. 

Banbury, C. M., & Will, M. (1995). The effect of introducing important 

incremental innovations on market share and business survival. Strategic 

Management Journal, 16, 161-182. 

Bandalos, D. L. (2002). The effects of parceling on goodness-of-fit and parameter 

estimate bias in structural equation modeling. Structural Equation 

Modeling, 9, 78-102. 

Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Bandura, A. (1982). Self-efficacy mechanism in human agency. American 

Psychologist, 37(2), 122-147. 

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundation of thought and action: A social cognitive 

theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York, NY: 

Freeman. 

Bandura, A. (1998). Health promotion from the perspective of social cognitive 

theory. Psychology and Health, 13(4), 623-649. 

Bapuji, H., & Crossan, M. M. (2004). From questions to answers: Reviewing 

organizational learning research. Management Learning, 35, 397-417. 

Barba-Aragón, M. I., Jiménez-Jiménez, D., & Sanz-Valle, R. (2014). Training and 

performance: The mediating role of organizational learning. BRQ 

Business Research Quarterly, 17, 161-173. 

Bardi, A., Guerra, V. M., & Ramdeny, G. S. D. (2009). Openness and ambiguity 



 

205 

 

intolerance: Their differential relations to well-being in the context of an 

academic life transition. Personality and Individual Differences, 47(3), 

219-223. 

Bardwick, J. M. (1991). Danger in the comfort zone: From boardroom to 

mailroom— how to break the entitlement habit that's killing American 

business. New York, NY: American Management Association. 

Barnett, W. P., & Carroll, G. R. (1995). Modeling internal organizational change. 

Annual Review of Sociology, 21(1), 217-236. 

Barney, J. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of 

Management, 17, 99-120. 

Barney, J. B., & Hoskisson, R. (1989). Strategic groups: Untested assertions and 

research proposals. Managerial and Decision Economics, 11, 187-198. 

Barney, J. B., & Wright, P. (1998). On becoming a strategic partner: The roles of 

human resources in gaining competitive advantage. Human Resource 

Management, 37, 31-46. 

Baron, J. N., & Kreps, D. M. (1999). Strategic human resources: Framework for 

general managers. New York, NY: Wiley. 

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator–mediator variable 

distinction in social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and 

statistical considerations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 

1173-1182. 

Barr, P. S., Stimpert, J. L., & Huff, A. S. (1992). Cognitive change, strategic 

action, and organizational renewal. Strategic Management Journal, 13, 

special issue, 15-36. 

Bartunek, J. M., & Moch, M. K. (1987). First-order, second-order, and third-order 

change and organization development interventions: A cognitive approach. 

The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 23(4), 483-500. 

Bass, B. M. (1981). From leaderless group discussions to the cross-national 

assessment of managers. Journal of Management, 7, 61-76. 

Bass, B. M. (1985). Leadership and performance beyond expectation. New York, 

NY: Free Press. 

Bass, B. M. (1998). Transformational leadership: Industry, military, and 

educational impact. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Bass, B. M. (1999). Two decades of research and development in 

transformational leadership. European Journal of Work and Organizational 

Psychology, 8(1), 9-32. 

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1990). The implications of transactional and 

transformational leadership for individual, team, and organizational 



 

206 

 

development. In R. W. Woodman, & W. A. Pasmore (Eds.), Research in 

organizational change and development (Vol. 4, pp. 231–272. Greenwich, 

CT: JAI Press. 

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1992). Developing transformational leadership: 

1992 and beyond. Journal of European Industrial Training, 14(5), 21-27.  

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1993). Improving organizational effectiveness 

through transformational leadership. Sage. 

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1994). Improving organizational effectiveness 

through transformational leadership. Thousand Oaks. CA: Sage. 

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1995). The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire. 

Palo Alto, CA; Mind Garden. 

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1996). Postscripts: Recent developments for 

improving organizational effectiveness. London, England: Sage. 

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1997). Full range of leadership: Manual for the 

Multi-factor Leadership Questionnaire. Palto Alto, CA: Mind Garden. 

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (2000). MLQ multifactor leadership questionnaire 

technical report. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (2004). Multifactor leadership questionnaire manual 

and sampler set. Menlo Park, CA: Mindgarden.  

Bass, B. M., & Bass, R. (2008). The Bass handbook of leadership: Theory, 

research and managerial applications (4th ed.). New York: Free Press. 

Bass, B. M., & Riggio, R. E. (2005). Transformational Leadership (2nd ed.). 

Psychology Press. 

Bass, B. M., & Riggio, R. E. (2006). Transformational leadership. Mahwah, NJ: 

Erlbaum. 

Basu, R., & Green, S. G. (1997) Leader-member exchange and transformational 

leadership: An empirical examination of innovative behaviors in 

leader-member dyads, Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 27, 477-499.  

Bate, P., Khan, R., & Pye, A. (2000). Towards a culturally sensitive approach to 

organization structuring: Where organization design meets organization 

development. Organization Science, 11(2), 197-211. 

Bates, R., & Khasawneh, S. (2005). Organizational learning culture, learning 

transfer climate and perceived innovation in Jordanian organizations. 

International Journal of Training and Development, 9(2), 96-109. 

Becker, B., & Gerhard, B. (1996). The Impact of human resource management on 

organizational performance: Progress and prospects. Academy of 

Management Journal, 39(4), 779-801. 

Becker, B., & Huselid, M. (1998). High performance work systems and firm 



 

207 

 

performance: A synthesis of research and managerial implications. 

Research in Personnel and Human Resource Management, 16, 53-101. 

Beckhard, R., & Harris, R. T. (1987). Organizational transitions: Managing 

complex change. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 

Beer, M. (1980). Organizational change and development. Santa Monica, CA: 

Goodyear. 

Beer, M., & Nohria, N. (2000). Breaking the code of change. Cambridge, MA: 

Harvard Business School Press. 

Beer, M., & Walton, A. (1987). Organization change and development. Annual 

Review of Psychology, 38, 339-367. 

Beer, M., Eisenstat, R. A., & Spector, B. (1990). Why change programs don’t 

produce change. Harvard Business Review, 68(6), 158–166. 

Bell, S. J., Mengüç, B., & Widing, R. E. (2010). Salesperson learning, 

organizational learning, and retail store performance. Journal of the 

Academy of Marketing Science, 38(2), 187-201. 

Bemmels, B., & Reshef, Y. (1991), Manufacturing employees and technological 

change. Journal of Labour Research, 12(3), 231-46. 

Bennis, W. G., & Nanus, B. (1985). Leaders: The strategies for taking charge. 

New York, NY: Harper & Row. 

Bernerth, J. (2004). Expanding our understanding of the change message. Human 

Resource Development Review, 3, 36–52. 

Bernerth, J. B., Armenakis, A. A., Feild, H. S., & Walker, H. J. (2007). Justice, 

cynicism, and commitment: A study of important organizational change 

variables. Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 43(3), 303-326. 

Berquist, W. (1993). The postmodern organization: Mastering the art of 

irreversible change. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Bessant, J., & Caffyn, S. (1997). High-involvement innovation through 

continuous improvement. International Journal of Technology 

Management, 14(1), 7-28. 

Bessant, J., & Francis, D. (1999). Developing strategic continuous improvement 

capability. International Journal of Operations & Production Management, 

19(11), 1106-1119. 

Bessant, J., & Tidd, J. (2007). Innovation and entrepreneurship. Chichester, 

England: John Wiley. 

Bessant, J., Caffyn, S., & Gallagher, M. (2001). An evolutionary model of 

continuous improvement behaviour. Technovation, 21, 67–77. 

Bessant, J., Caffyn, S., Gilbert, J., Harding, R., & Webb, S. (1994), Rediscovering 

continuous improvement. Technovation, 14(1), 17-29. 



 

208 

 

Bhatt, G. D. (2000). Information dynamics, learning and knowledge creation in 

organizations. The Learning Organization, 7(2), 89-99. 

Bibler, R. S. (1989). The Arthur Young management guide to mergers and 

acquisitions. New York: Wiley. 

Birkett, W. P. (1993). Competency based standards for professional accountants in 

Australia and New Zealand discussion paper. Australian Society of 

Certified Practising Accountants. 

Birkinshaw, J., Hamel, G., & Mol, M. J. (2008). Management innovation. 

Academy of Management Review, Vol. 33, No. 4, 825–845. 

Blake, R. R., & Mouton, J. S. (1964). The managerial grid. Houston, TX: Gulf. 

Blau, P. M. (1964). Exchange and power in social life. New York, NY: Academic 

Press. 

Block, P. (1989). Flawless consulting. In R. McLennan (Ed.), Managing 

organizational change. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Bloom, B. S. (1956). Taxonomy of educational objectives, handbook I: The 

cognitive domain. New York, NY: David McKay. 

Blyton, P., & Turnbull, P. (1992). HRM: Debates, dilemmas and contradictions. In 

B. Blyton, & P. Turnbull (Eds.), Assessing human resource management. 

London: Sage. 

Bodenhausen, G. V. (2013). Attitude change. In H. Pashler (Ed.). Encyclopedia of 

the mind (Vol. 1, pp. 76-79). Los Angeles, CA: Sage. 

Bodenhausen, G. V., & Gawronski, B. (2013). Attitude change. In D. Reisberg 

(Ed.), The Oxford handbook of cognitive psychology (pp. 957-969). New 

York, NY: Oxford University Press. 

Boeker, W. (1997). Strategic change: The influence of managerial characteristics 

and organizational growth. Academy of Management Journal, 40(1), 

152-70. 

Boerner, S., Eisenbeiss, A., & Griesser, D. (2007). Follower behavior and 

organizational performance: The impact of transformational leaders. 

Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 13(3), 15-26. 

Bolino, M. C., & Turnley, W. H. (2003). Going the extra mile: Cultivating and 

managing employee citizenship behavior. The Academy of Management 

Executive, 17(3), 60-71. 

Bommer, W. H., Rich, G. A., & Rubin, R. S. (2005). Changing attitudes about 

change: Longitudinal effects of transformational leader behavior on 

employee cynicism about organizational change. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 26, 733–753. 

Bono, J., & Judge, T. (2003). Self-concordance at work: toward understanding the 



 

209 

 

motivational effects of transformational leadership. Academy of 

Management Journal, 46, 554-571. 

Bontis, N., Crossan, M., & Hulland, J. (2002). Managing an organizational 

learning system by aligning stocks and flows. Journal of Management 

Studies, 39, 437-469. 

Boon, H. J. (2011). Beliefs and education for sustainability in rural and regional 

Australia. Education in Rural Australia, 21(2), 37. 

Bossidy, L., & Charan, R. (2002). Execution: The discipline of getting things 

done. New York: Crown. 

Bouckenooghe, D. (2010). Positioning change recipients’ attitudes toward change 

in the organizational change literature. Journal of Applied Behavioral 

Science, 46, 500-531. 

Bouckenooghe, D., Devos, G., & Van den Broeck, H. (2009). Organizational 

change questionnaire–climate of change, processes, and readiness: 

Development of a new instrument. Journal of Psychology, 143(6), 

559-599. 

Boulding, K. E. (1956). General systems theory: The skeleton of science. 

Management Science, 2, 197-208. 

Bovey, W. H., & Hede, A. (2001). Resistance to organizational change: The role 

of cognitive and affective processes. Leadership and Organization 

Development Journal, 22, 372-382. 

Bower, M. B. (1966). The will to manage: Corporate success through 

programmed management. New York, NY: McGraw Hill. 

Boxall, P., & Macky, K. (2009). Research and theory on high-performance work 

systems: Progressing the high-involvement stream. Human Resource 

Management Journal, 19(1), 3-23. 

Brache, A. P. (2002). How organizations work: Taking a holistic approach to 

enterprise health. New York, NY: Wiley. 

Brannon, R. (1976). Attitudes and the prediction of behavior. In B. Seidenberg, & 

A. Snadowsky (Eds.), Social psychology: An introduction, (pp. 145-198). 

NY: The Free Press. 

Breznitz, D. (2006). Innovation and the state – development strategies for high 

technology industries in a world of fragmented production: Israel, Ireland, 

and Taiwan. Enterprise and Society, 7(4), 675-85. 

Brislin, R. W. (1986). The wording and translation of research instrument. In W. J. 

Lonner & J. W. Berry (Eds.), Field methods in cross-cultural research (pp. 

137–164). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 

Brockmand, B. & Morgan, F. (2003). The role of existing knowledge in new 



 

210 

 

product innovativeness and performance. Decision Sciences, 32(2), 

385-419. 

Brook, A. (1978). Coping with the stress of change. Management International 

Review, 18(3), 9-15. 

Brown, M., & Cregan, C. (2008). Organizational change cynicism: The role of 

employee involvement. Human Resource Management, 47(4), 667-686. 

Brown, S. L., & Eisenhardt, K. M. (1997). The art of continuous change: Linking 

complexity theory and time-paced evolution in relentlessly shifting 

organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42, 1-34. 

Bryman, A. (1992). Charisma and leadership in organizations. Newbury Park, CA: 

Sage. 

Brynjolfsson, E., & Saunders, A. (2010). Wired for innovation: How information 

technology is reshaping the economy. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press. 

Budner, S. (1962). Intolerance of ambiguity as a personality variable. Journal of 

Personality, 30, 29-59. 

Burke, W. W. (2008). Organization change: Theory and practice (2nd ed.). 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Burke, W. W., & Biggart, N. (1997). Interorganizational relations. In D. 

Druckman, J. E. Singer, & H. Van Cott (Ed.), Enhancing organizational 

performance (pp. 120–149). Washington, DC: National Academies Press. 

Burke, W. W., & Litwin, G. H. (1992). A causal model of organizational 

performance and change. Journal of Management, 18, 523-545. 

Burnes, B. (2004a). Managing change: A Strategic approach to organizational 

dynamics (4th ed.). Harlow, England: Prentice Hall. 

Burnes, B. (2004b). Kurt Lewin and complexity theories: Back to the future? 

Journal of Change Management, 4, 309-325. 

Burnes, B. (2004c). Kurt Lewin and the planned approach to change: A 

re-appraisal. Journal of Management Studies, 41, 977-1002. 

Burns, J. M. (1978). Leadership. New York, NY: Harper & Row. 

Butler, R. J. (1981). Innovations in organizations: Appropriateness of perspectives 

from small group studies for strategy formulation. Human Relations, 34(9), 

763-788. 

By, R. T. (2005). Organizational change management: A Critical Review. Journal 

of Change Management, 5(4), 369-380. 

Byrne, B. M. (2010). Structural equation modeling with AMOS: Basic concepts, 

applications, and programming (2nd ed.). New York: Routledge. 

Calabrese, R. L. (2002). The leadership assignment: Creating change. Boston, 

MA: Pearson. 



 

211 

 

Campbell, D. T. (1950). The indirect assessment of social attitudes. Psychological 

Bulletin, 47, 15-38. 

Campbell, D. T. (1963). Social attitudes and other acquired behavioral 

dispositions. In S. Koch (Ed.), Psychology: A study of a science (Vol. 6, 

pp. 94-172). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill. 

Capgemini Consulting. (2011). The changing dynamics of the global high tech 

industry: An analysis of key segments and trends. Paris, France: Author. 

Retrieved from 

https://www.capgemini.com/resources/the-changing-dynamics-of-the-glob

al-high-tech-industry--an-analysis-of-key-segments-and-trends 

Carayannis, E. G. (2012). Absorptive capacity and organizational learning. In N. 

M. Seel (Ed.), Encyclopedia of the science of learning (pp. 25-27). New 

York, NY: Springer. 

Cardy, R. L., & Selvarajan, T. T. (2006). Competencies: Alternative frameworks 

for competitive advantage. Business Horizons, 49(3), 235-245. 

Carnall, C. A. (1986). Toward a theory for the evaluation of organizational change. 

Human Relations, 39(8), 745-766. 

Carnall, C. A. (2003). Managing change in organizations (4th ed.). Harlow, 

England: Prentice Hall. 

Carter, M. Z., Armenakis, A. A., Feild, H. S., & Mossholder, K. W. (2013). 

Transformational leadership, relationship quality, and employee 

performance during continuous incremental organizational change. 

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 34(7), 942-958. 

Cartwright, D., & Zander, A. (1960). Group dynamics: Research and theory (2nd 

ed.). Evanston, IL: Row, Peterson and Company. 

Caruth, D., Middlebrook, B., & Rachel, F. (1985). Overcoming resistance to 

change. SAM Advanced Management Journal, 50(3), 23-27. 

Castro, S., & Schriesheim, C. (1999). Development, preliminary validation and 

use of domain-inclusive scales to test the perceptual structure of 

transformational leadership. Department of Management, Louisiana State 

University, Baton Rouge, LA. 

Cawsey, T. F., & Deszca, G. (2007). Toolkit for organizational change. Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Chandy, R. K., & Prabhu, J. C. (2010). Innovation typologies. In B. Bayus (Ed.), 

Wiley international encyclopedia of marketing, (pp. 1–10). John Wiley & 

Sons. 

Chang, S., Jia, L., Takeuchi, R., & Cai, Y. (2014). Do high-commitment work 

systems affect creativity? A multilevel combinational approach to 



 

212 

 

employee creativity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 99(4), 665-680. 

Chen, F. C. Y. (2007). Passenger use intentions for electronic tickets on 

international flights. Journal of Air Transport Management, 13(2), 

110-115. 

Chen, G. (2005). Management practices and tools for enhancing organizational 

learning capability. SAM Advanced Management Journal, 70(1), 4-35. 

Chen, G. (2008). Individual learning capability in complex and dynamic business 

environment: Concept, capability model, measurement and impact on 

individual performance. Chinese Journal of Management Science, 16(1), 

147-157. 

Chen, G., & Li, L. (2009). Study on Impact of Enterprise Leader's Individual 

Learning Capability on Organizational Innovation and Performance in 

China. Chinese Journal of Management, 6(5), 601-606. 

Chen, G., Farh, J., Campbell-Bush, E. M., Wu, Z., & Wu, X. (2013). Teams as 

innovative systems: Multilevel motivational antecedents of innovation in 

R&D teams. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 98(6), 1018-1027. 

Chen, J., & Wang, L. (2007). Locus of control and the three components of 

commitment to change. Personality and Individual Differences, 42(3), 

503-512. 

Child, J., & Smith, C. (1987). The context and process of organizational 

transformation - Cadbury Limited in its sector. Journal of Management 

Studies, 24(6), 565-93. 

Chiva, R., Alegre, J., & Lapiedra, R. (2007). Measuring organisational learning 

capability among the workforce. International Journal of Manpower, 28, 

224-242. 

Choi, J. N., & Price, R. H. (2005). The effects of person-innovation fit on 

individual responses to innovation. Journal of Occupational & 

Organizational Psychology, 78(1), 83-96. 

Choi, M. (2011). Employees’ attitudes toward organizational change: A literature 

review. Human Resource Management, 50, 479-500. 

Choi, M., & Ruona, W. E. A. (2011). Individual readiness for organizational 

change and its implications for human resource and organization 

development. Human Resource Development Review, 10(1), 46-73. 

Chreim, S. (2006). Postscript to change: Survivors' retrospective views of 

organizational change. Personnel Review, 35(3), 315-335.  

Christensen, C. M. (1997). The innovator’s dilemma: When new technologies 

cause great firms to fail. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press. 

Christensen, C. M., & Raynor, M. E. (2003). The innovator’s solution. Boston: 



 

213 

 

Harvard Business School Press. 

Church, G. M. (1999). The human-computer interface and information literacy: 

Some basics and beyond. Information Technology and Libraries, 18(1), 3. 

Cindy, W., Neubert, M. J., & Xiang, Y. (2007). Transformational leadership, 

cohesion perceptions, and employee cynicism about organizational change. 

Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 43(3), 327-351. 

Coch, L., & French, J. (1948). Overcoming resistance to change. Human 

Relations, 1(4), 512-32. 

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). 

Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.  

Cohen, M. D., & Sproull, L. S. (1996). Organizational learning. London, UK: 

Sage. 

Cohen, W. M., & Levinthal, D. A. (1989). Innovation and learning: The two faces 

of R & D. The economic Journal, 99(397), 569-596. 

Cohen, W. M., & Levinthal, D. A. (1990). Absorptive capacity: A new perspective 

on learning and innovation. Administrative Science Quarterly, 35, 128-52. 

Comrey, A. L., & Lee, H. B. (1992). A first course in factor analysis (2nd ed.). 

Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Conger, J. A. (1998). Qualitative research as the cornerstone methodology for 

understanding leadership. Leadership Quarterly, 9(1), 107-121. 

Conger, J. A., & Kanungo, R. N. (1987). Towards a behavioral theory of 

charismatic leadership in organizational setting. Academy of Management 

Review, 12, 637-647. 

Conger, J. A., & Kanungo, R. N. (1994). Charismatic leadership in organizations: 

Perceived behavioral attributes and their measurement. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 15,439-452. 

Conger, J. A., & Kanungo, R. N. (1998). Charismatic leadership in organizations. 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Conger, J. A., Kanungo, R. N., Menon, S. T., & Mathur, P. (1997). Measuring 

charisma: Dimensionality and validity of the Conger-Kanungo scale of 

charismatic leadership. Canadian Journal of Administrative Sciences, 

14(3), 290-302. 

Conner, D. (1992). Managing at the speed of change. New York: Villard. 

Conway, E., & Monks, K. (2008). HR practices and commitment to change: An 

employee-level analysis. Human Resource Management Journal, 18(1), 

72-89. 

Cooper, J. R. (1998). A multidimensional approach to the adoption of innovation. 

Management Decision, 36(8), 493-502. 



 

214 

 

Cooper, R. B., & Zmud, R. W. (1990). Information technology implementation 

research: A technological diffusion approach. Management Science, 36, 

123-3. 

Cooper, R. G. (1979). The dimensions of industrial new product success and 

failure. Journal of Marketing, 43, 93-103. 

Cooper, R. G., & Kleinschmidt, E. J. (1987). New products: What separates 

winners from losers? Journal of Product Innovation Management, 4, 

169-184. 

Cope, M. (2003). The seven C’s of consulting (2nd ed.). London: Financial 

Times/Prentice-Hall. 

Crossan, M. M., & Guatto, T. (1996). Organizational learning research profile. 

Journal of Organizational Change Management, 9(1), 5. 

Crossan, M. M., Lane, H. W., & White, R. E. (1999). An organizational learning 

framework: From intuition to institution. Academy of Management 

Review, 24(3), 522-537. 

Crossan, M. M., Lane, H. W., White, R. E., & Djurfeldt, L. (1995). 

Organizational learning: Dimensions for a theory. International Journal of 

Organizational Analysis, 3(4), 337-360. 

Cummings, T. G., & Huse, E. (1989). Organization development and change. St. 

Paul, MN: West Publishing. 

Cummings, T. G., & Worley, C. G. (2005). Organization development and change 

(8th ed.). New York: Thomson. 

Cunningham, G. B. (2006). The relationships among commitment to change, 

coping with change, and turnover intentions. European Journal of Work & 

Organizational Psychology, 15(1), 29-45. 

Cutcher-Gershenfeld, J. C. (1991). The impact on economic performance of a 

transformation in workplace relations. Industrial and Labor Relations 

Review, 44: 241-260. 

Daft, R. L. (1978). A dual-core model of organizational innovation. Academy of 

Management Journal, 21, 193-210. 

Daft, R. L. (1982). Bureaucratic versus nonbureaucratic structure and the process 

of innovation and change. In S. R. Bacharach (Ed.), Research in the 

sociology of organizations (pp. 129-166). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Daft, R. L. (1995). Organization theory and design (5th ed.). St. Paul, MN: West 

Group. 

Daft, R. L. (1998). Leadership: Theory and practice. Mason, OH: South-Western. 

Daft, R. L. (2008). The leadership experience (4th ed.). Mason, OH: 

South-Western. 



 

215 

 

Damanpour, F. (1987). The adoption of technological, administrative, and 

ancillary innovations: Impact of organizational factors. Journal of 

Management, 13, 675-688. 

Damanpour, F., & Evan, W. M. (1984) Organizational innovation and 

performance: The problem of organizational lag. Administrative Science 

Quarterly, 29, 392-409. 

Daniels, W., & Mathers, J. (1989) Change-ABLE organization: Key management 

practices for speed and flexibility. New York, NY: Plenum Press. 

Dansereau, F., Jr., Graen, G., & Haga, W. J. (1975). A vertical dyad linkage 

approach to leadership within formal organizations: A longitudinal 

investigation of the role-making process. Organizational Behavior and 

Human Performance, 13, 46-78. 

Darroch, J., & McNaughton, R. (2002). Examining the link between knowledge 

management practices and types of innovation. Journal of Intellectual 

Capital, 3(3), 210-222. 

Davis, J. L. & Rusbult, C. E. (2001). Attitude alignment in close relationships. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 18, 65-84. 

Dawkins, C. E., & Frass, J. W. (2005). Decision of union workers to participate in 

employee involvement: An application of the theory of planned behavior, 

Employee Relations, 27, 511-531. 

Dawson, J. F. (2014). Moderation in management research: What, why, when, 

and how. Journal of Business and Psychology, 29(1), 1-19. 

Day, G. S. (1994). Capabilities of market-driven organizations. Journal of 

Marketing, 58, 37-52. 

Dayan, M., Di Benedetto, C. A., & Colak, M. (2009). Managerial trust in new 

product development projects: Its antecedents and consequences. R&D 

Management, 39(1), 21–37. 

De Brentani, U., Kleinschmidt, E. J., & Salomo, S. (2010). Success in global new 

product development: Impact of strategy and the behavioral environment 

of the firm. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 27, 143-160. 

De Dreu, C. K. W. (2002). Team innovation and team effectiveness: The 

importance of minority dissent and reflexivity. European Journal of Work 

and Organizational Psychology, 11, 285-298.  

De Geus, A. P. (1988). Planning as learning. Harvard Business Review, 1, 70-74. 

De Jong, J., & Den Hartog, D. (2010). Measuring innovative work behavior. 

Creativity and Innovation Management, 19(1), 23-36. 

De Jong, R. D. (1987). Social support, stress, and mood: Functioning and health 

in entrepreneurs and managers. Unpublished Ph. D. thesis, State 



 

216 

 

University of Utrecht, The Netherlands. 

De Meuse, K. P., Marks, L., & Dai, G. (2010). Organizational downsizing, 

mergers and acquisitions, and strategic alliances: Using theory and 

research to enhance practice. In S. Zedeck (Ed.), APA handbook of 

industrial and organizational psychology: 729-768. Washington, DC: 

American Psychological Association.  

Dean, J. W., & Snell, S. A. (1991). Integrated manufacturing and job design: 

Moderating effects of organizational inertia. Academy of Management 

Journal, 34, 776-804. 

Del Val, M. P., & Fuentes, C. M. (2003). Resistance to change: A literature review 

and empirical study. Management Decision, 41(1/2), 148. 

Del Val, M. P., & Fuentes, C. M. (2003). Resistance to change: A literature review 

and empirical study. Management Decision, 41, 148-155. 

Delery, J. E., & Doty, H. D. (1996). Modes of theorizing in strategic human 

resources management: Tests of universalistic, contingency, and 

configurational performance predictions. Academy of Management 

Journal, 39, 802–35. 

Deng, X., Doll, W., & Truong, D. (2004). Computer self-efficacy in an ongoing 

use context. Behavior and Information Technology, 23(6), 395-412. 

Denning, S. (2005). Transformational innovation. Strategy & Leadership, 33(3), 

11–16. 

Denti, L., & Hemlin, S. (2012). Leadership and innovation in organizations: A 

systematic review of factors that mediate or moderate the relationship. 

International Journal of Innovation Management, 16(3), 1-20. 

Denton, D. K. (1996). Four simple rules for leading change. Empowerment in 

Organizations, 4(4), 5-9. 

Desplaces, D. (2005). A multilevel approach to individual readiness to change. 

Journal of Behavioral and Applied Management, 7(1), 25-39.  

Dessler, G. (2008). Human resource management. Upper Saddle River, NJ: 

Pearson/Prentice Hall. 

Deutschman, A. (2007). Change or die. New York, NY: HarperCollins.  

Devos, G., Buelens, M., & Bouckenooghe, D. (2007). Contribution of content, 

context, and process to understanding openness to organizational change: 

Two experimental simulation studies. Journal of Social Psychology, 

147(6), 607-630. 

Dewar, R. D., & Dutton, J. E. (1986). The adoption of radical and incremental 

innovations: An empirical analysis. Management Science, 32, 1422-1433. 

DiBella, A., Nevis, E., & Gould, J. (1996). Understanding organizational learning 



 

217 

 

capability. Journal of Management Studies, 33, 361-79. 

Dickson, P. R. (1992). Toward a general theory of competitive rationality. Journal 

of Marketing, 56(1), 69-83. 

Dickson, P. R. (1996). The static and dynamic mechanics of competition: A 

comment on Hunt and Morgan's comparative advantage theory. Journal of 

Marketing, 60(4), 102-106. 

Diehl, M., & Stroebe, W. (1987). Productivity loss in brainstorming groups: 

Toward the solution of a riddle. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 53, 497-509. 

Dixon, N. (1992). Organizational learning: A review of the literature with 

implications for HRD professionals. Human Resources Development 

Quarterly, 3(1), 29-49. 

Dodgson, M. (1993). Organizational learning: A review of some literatures. 

Organization Studies, 14(3), 375-394. 

Dosi, G. (1982). Technological paradigms and technological trajectories: A 

suggested interpretation of the determinants and directions of 

technological change. Research Policy, 11, 147-162. 

Dougherty, D., & Hardy, C. (1996). Sustained product innovation in large, mature 

organizations: Overcoming innovation-to-organization problems. 

Academy of  Management Journal, 39, 1120-1153. 

Doyle, M. (2002). From change novice to change expert: Issues of learning, 

development and support. Personnel Review, 31(4), pp. 465–481. 

Drath, W. R., & Palus, C. J. (1994). Making common sense: Leadership as 

meaning-making in a community of practice. Greensboro, NC: Center for 

Creative Leadership. 

Drucker, P. F. (1993). Post-capitalist society. New York, NY: Harper-Collin. 

Drucker, P. F. (1999). Management challenges for the 21st century. New York: 

HarperCollins. 

Drucker, P. F. (2006). Classic Drucker: Wisdom from Peter Drucker from the 

pages of Harvard Business Review. Boston, MA: Harvard Business 

School. 

Du Plessis, M. (2007). The role of knowledge management in innovation. Journal 

of Knowledge Management, 11(4), 20-29. 

Dunham, R. B., Grube, J. A., Gardner, D. G., Cummings, L. L., & Pierce, J. L. 

(1989). The development of an attitude toward change instrument. In 

Proceedings of the Academy of Management Annual Meeting, 

Washington, DC. 

Dunphy, D. C., & Stace, D. A. (1988). Transformational and coercive strategies 



 

218 

 

for planned organizational change: Beyond the O.D. model. Organization 

Studies, 9(3), 317-334. 

Eagly, A. H., & Chaiken, S. (1993). The psychology of attitudes. Fort Worth, TX: 

Harcourt Brace Jovanovich. 

Easterby-Smith, M. (1997). Disciplines of organizational learning: Contributions 

and critiques. Human Relations, 50(9), 1085-1106. 

Eby, L. T., Adams, D. M., Russell, J. E. A., & Gaby, S. H. (2000). Perceptions of 

organizational readiness for change: Factors related to employees’ 

reactions to the implementation of team-based selling. Human Relations, 

53 (3), 419–442. 

Edwards, J. R., & Lambert, L. S. (2007). Methods for integrating moderation and 

mediation: A general analytical framework using moderated path analysis. 

Psychological Methods, 12(1), 1. 

Eisenbeiss, S., Van Knippenberg, D., & Boerner, S. (2008). Transformational 

leadership and team innovation: Integrating team climate principles. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(6), 1438-1446.  

Eisenberger, R., Fasolo, P., & Davis-LaMastro, V. (1990). Perceived 

organizational support and employee diligence, commitment, and 

innovation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 75, 51-59. 

Eisenhardt, K., & Martin, J. (2000). Dynamic capabilities: What are they? 

Strategic Management Journal, 21, 1105-1121. 

Elenkov, D. S., & Manev, I. M. (2009). Senior expatriates leadership’s effects on 

innovation and the role of cultural intelligence. Journal of World Business, 

44, 357-369. 

Elias, S. M. (2009). Employee commitment in times of change: Assessing the 

importance of attitudes towards organizational change. Journal of 

Management, 35(1), 37-55. 

Elkjaer, B. (2007). Organizational learning: Positioning selves and creating 

meaning. Proceedings of the Organizational Learning, Knowledge and 

Capabilities, “Learning Fusion”, Ontario, Canada. 

Elving, W. J. L. (2005). The role of communication in organizational change. 

Corporate Communications: An International Journal, 10(2), 129–138. 

Ennew, C., & Waite, N. (2013). Financial services marketing: An international 

guide to principles and practice. New York, NY: Routledge. 

Epstein, R. (1990). Generativity theory and creativity. In M. A. Runco & R. S. 

Albert (Eds.), Theories of creativity (pp. 116-140). Newbury Park, CA: 

Sage. 

Ettlie, J. E. (1999). Managing Innovation. New York, NY: John Wiley. 



 

219 

 

Ettlie, J. E., & O’Keefe, R. D. (1982). Innovative attitudes, values, and intentions 

in organizations. Journal of Management Studies, 19(2), 163-182. 

Ettlie, J. E., Bridges, W. P., & O’Keefe, R. D. (1984). Organizational strategy and 

structural differences for radical vs. incremental innovation. Management 

Science, 30, 682-695. 

Evans, G. (1970). The effects of supervisory behavior on the path-goal 

relationship. Organizational and Human Performance, 5, 277-298. 

EYGM Limited. (2015). Global hospitality insights: Top thoughts for 2015. New 

York, NY: Author. Retrieved from 

http://www.ey.com/Publication/vwLUAssets/ey-global-hospitality-insights

-2015/$File/ey-global-hospitality-insights-2015.pdf 

Fairchild, A. J., MacKinnon, D. P., Taborga, M. P., & Taylor, A. B. (2009). R2 

effect-size measures for mediation analysis. Behavior research methods, 

41(2), 486-498. 

Falbe, C. M., & Yukl, G. (1992). Consequences for managers of using single 

influence tactics and combinations of tactics. Academy of Management 

Journal, 35(3), 638-652. 

Falletta, S. V. (2008). Organizational intelligence surveys. Training & 

Development Magazine, June, 52-58. Alexandria, VA: American Society 

for Training and Development. 

Farr, J. L., Sin, H. P., & Tesluk, P. E. (2003). Knowledge management processes 

and work group innovation. In L. V. Shavinina (Ed.), The international 

handbook on innovation. New York, NY: Elsevier Science. 

Fazio, R. H., Eiser, J. R., & Shook, N. J. (2004). Attitude formation through 

exploration: Valence asymmetries. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 87, 293–311. 

Festinger, L. (1957). A theory of cognitive dissonance. Evanston, IL: Row, 

Peterson. 

Fiedler, F. E. (1964). A contingency model of leadership effectiveness. In L. 

Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology. New York, 

NY: Academic Press. 

Fiedler, F. E. (1967). A theory of leadership effectiveness. New York, NY: 

McGraw-Hill. 

Finkelstein, S. (2003). Why smart executives fail and what you can learn from 

their mistakes. New York: Portfolio. 

Fiol, C. M. & Lyles, M. A. (1985). Organizational learning. Academy of 

Management Review, 10(4), 803-814. 

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1974). Attitudes toward objects as predictors of single 



 

220 

 

and multiple behavioral criteria. Psychological Review, 81, 59-74. 

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention and behavior: An 

introduction to theory and research. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 

Folger, R., & Skarlicki, D. P. (1999). Unfairness and resistance to change: 

Hardship as mistreatment. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 

12(1), 35–50. 

Ford, C., & Gioia, D. (2000). Factors influencing creativity in the domain of 

managerial decision making. Journal of Management, 26(4), 705–732. 

Ford, J. D., Ford, L. W., & McNamara, R. T. (2002). Resistance and the 

background conversations of change. Journal of Organizational Change 

Management, 15, 105-121. 

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Structural equation models with 

unobservable variables and measurement error: Algebra and statistics. 

Journal of Marketing Research, 18, 382-388. 

Forrester, R. H. (2000). Capturing learning and applying knowledge: An 

investigation of the use of innovation teams in Japanese and American 

automotive firms. Journal of Business Research, 47, 35-45. 

Foster, R. D. (2010). Resistance, justice, and commitment to change. Human 

Resource Development Quarterly, 21(1), 3-39. 

Freeman, C. (1982). Economics of industrial innovation (2nd ed.). Cambridge, 

MA: MIT Press. 

Freeman, C. (1994). Critical survey: The economics of technical change. 

Cambridge Journal of Economics, 18(5), 463-514. 

Freeman, C., Clark, J., & Soete, L. (1982). Unemployment and technical 

innovation: A study of long waves and economic development. London, 

England: Frances Printer. 

Friedman, T. L. (2005). The world is flat. New York: Farrar, Straus, & Giroux. 

Fugate, M. (2012). The impact of leadership, management, and HRM on 

employee reactions to organizational change. Research in Personnel and 

Human Resources Management, 31, 181–212. 

Fuglsang, L., & Sørensen, F. (2011). The balance between bricolage and 

innovation: Management dilemmas in sustainable public innovation. The 

Service Industries Journal, 31(4), 581-595. 

Furman, J. L., & McGahan, A. M. (2002). Turnarounds. Managerial and Decision 

Economics, 23, 283-300. 

Galpin, T. (1996). The human side of change: A practical guide to organization 

redesign. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Gamal, I., & MaLaughlin, C. W. (1991). Organizational change: Blessing or 



 

221 

 

burden? Personnel Administer, 34 (8), 94-95. 

Ganta, V. C., Chittabbai, V., & Babu, N. K. (2014). Managing organizational 

change. International Journal of Combined Research & Development, 2(2), 

9-17. 

Garavan, T. & McGuire, D. (2001). Competencies & workplace learning: Some 

reflections on the rhetoric & the reality. Journal of Workplace Learning, 

13(4), 144-164. 

García-Morales, V. J., Jiménez-Barrionuevo, M. M., & Gutiérrez-Gutiérrez, L. 

(2012). Transformational leadership influence on organizational 

performance through organizational learning and innovation. Journal of 

Business Research, 65(7), 1040-1050. 

García-Morales, V. J., Lloréns-Montes, F. J., & Verdú-Jover, A. J. (2008a). The 

effects of transformational leadership on organizational performance 

through knowledge and innovation. British Journal of Management, 19(4), 

299-319. 

Garcia-Morales, V. J., Matias-Reche, F., & Hurtado-Torres, N. (2008b). Influence 

of transformational leadership on organizational innovation and 

performance depending on the level of organizational learning in the 

pharmaceutical sector. Journal of Organizational Change, 21(2), 188-212. 

Garvin, D. A. (1993). Building a learning organization. Harvard Business Review, 

71(4), 78-91. 

Gayawali, D. R., Stewart, A. C., & Grant, J. H. (1997). Creation and utilization of 

organizational knowledge: An empirical study of the roles of 

organizational learning on strategic decision making. In Academy of 

Management Proceedings (Vol. 1997, No. 1, pp. 16-20). Academy of 

Management. 

George, J. M., & Jones, G. R. (2001). Towards a process model of individual 

change in organizations. Human Relations, 54(4), 419-444. 

George, J. M., & Zhou, J. (2001). When openness to experience and 

conscientiousness are related to creative behavior: An interactional 

approach. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 513-524. 

Gerbing, D. W., & Anderson, J. C. (1988). An updated paradigm for scale 

development incorporating unidimensionality and its assessment. Journal 

of Marketing Research, 186-192. 

Geringer, J. M., & Hebert, L. (1991). Measuring performance of international 

joint ventures. Journal of International Business Studies, 2, 249-263.  

Gilley, A. (2005). The manager as change leader. Westport, CT: Praeger. 

Gilley, A., Dixon, P., & Gilley, J. W. (2008). Characteristics of leadership 



 

222 

 

effectiveness: Implementing change and driving innovation in 

organizations. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 19(2), 153-169. 

Gilley, J. W., Quatro, S., Hoekstra, E., Whittle, D. D., & Maycunich, A. (2001). 

The manager as change agent: A practical guide for high performance 

individuals and organizations. Cambridge, MA: Perseus. 

Glazer, R. (1991). Marketing in an information-intensive environment: Strategic 

implications of knowledge as an asset. Journal of Marketing, 55, 1-19. 

Gleick, J. (1987). Chaos: Making a New Science. London, England: Sphere 

Book. 

Glover, J. A., Ronning, R. R., & Reynolds, C. R. (1989). Handbook of creativity. 

New York, NY: Plenum Press. 

Glynn, M. A. (1996). Innovative genius: A framework for relating individual and 

organizational intelligences to innovation. Academy of Management 

Review, 21, 1081-1111. 

Gnyawali, D. R., Steward, A. C., & Grant, J. H. (1997). Creation and utilization 

of organizational knowledge: An empirical study of the roles of 

organizational learning on strategic decision making. Academy 

Management Proceedings, 16-20. 

Gong, Y., Huang, J., & Farh, J. (2009). Employee learning orientation, 

transformational leadership, and employee creativity: The mediating role 

of employee creative self-efficacy. Academy of Management Journal, 52, 

765-778. 

Goodman, L. A. (1960). On the exact variance of products. Journal of the 

American Statistical Association, 55(292), 708-713. 

Gopalakrishnan, S., & Damanpour, F. (1997). A review of innovation research in 

economics, sociology and technology management. Omega, 25(1), 15-28. 

Gordon, S. S., Stewart, W. H., Sweo, R., & Luker, W. A. (2000). Convergence 

versus strategic reorientation: The antecedents of fast-paced organizational 

change. Journal of Management, 26, 911-945. 

Graen, G. (1976). Role making processes within complex organizations. In M.D. 

Dunnnette (Ed.), Handbook of industrial and organizational psychology 

(pp. 1201-1245). Chicago, IL: Rand McNally. 

Graen, G. B., & Uhl-Bien, M. (1995). Relationship-based approach to leadership: 

Development of leader–member exchange (LMX) theory of leadership 

over 25 years: Applying a multi-level multi-domain perspective. The 

Leadership Quarterly, 6, 219-247. 

Graen, G., & Cashman, J. (1975). A role-making model of leadership in formal 

organizations: A developmental approach. J. G. Hunt & L. L. Larson 



 

223 

 

(Eds.), Leadership frontiers (pp. 143-166). Kent, OH: Kent State 

University Press. 

Grant, P. (1996). Supporting transition: How managers can help themselves and 

others during times of change. Organizations and People, 3(1), p. 4. 

Green, S. B. (1991). How many subjects does it take to do a regression analysis? 

Multivariate Behavioral Research, 26, 499‐510. 

Greeno, J. G., Collins, A. M., & Resnick, L. B. (1996). Cognition and learning. In 

D. C. Berliner & R. C. Calfee (Eds.), Handbook of educational 

psychology (pp. 15-46). New York, NY: Macmillan Library Reference.  

Guimaraes, T., & Armstrong, C. (1998). Empirically testing the impact of change 

management effectiveness on company performance. European Journal of 

Innovation Management, 1(2), pp. 74–84. 

Gumusluoglu, L., & Ilsev, A. (2009). Transformational leadership, creativity, and 

organizational innovation. Journal of Business Research, 62, 461-473. 

Guthrie, J. P. (2001). High-involvement work practices, turnover, and 

productivity: Evidence from New Zealand. Academy of Management 

Journal, 44, 180–90. 

Hage, J. (1980). Theories of organizations. New York: John Wiley. 

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2010). Multivariate data 

analysis: A global perspective (7th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson 

Education. 

Hall, G., Rosenthal, J., & Wade, J. (1993). How to make reengineering really 

work. Harvard Business Review, 71(6), 119-131. 

Hall, R. H. (2001). Organizations: Structures, processes, and outcomes (8th ed.). 

Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Hambrick, D. C., & Cannella, A. A. (1989). Strategy implementation as substance 

and selling. The Academy of Management Executive, 3(4), 278-285. 

Hargadon, A. B. (1998). Firms as knowledge brokers. California Management 

Review 40(3), 209-227. 

Harrington, D. (2009). Confirmatory factor analysis. New York: Oxford 

University Press. 

Harris, P. R. (1985). Management in transition. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Harrison, D. A., Mykytyn, Jr., P. P., & Riemenschneider, C. K. (1997). Executive 

decisions about adoption of information technology in small business: 

Theory and empirical tests. Information systems research, 8(2), 171-195. 

Hartwick, J., & Barki, H. (1994). Explaining the role of user participation in 

information system use. Management Science, Vol. 40 No. 4, pp. 440-65. 

Hasenfeld, Y. (1980). Implementation of Change in Human Service Organizations: 



 

224 

 

A Political Economy Perspective. Social Service Review, 54(4), 508-520. 

Hater, J. J., & Bass, B. M. (1988). Superiors’ evaluations and subordinates’ 

perceptions of transformational and transactional leadership. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 73, 695-702. 

Hau, L. N., & Evangelista, F. (2007). Acquiring tacit and explicit marketing 

knowledge from foreign partners in IJVs. Journal of Business Research, 

60, pp. 1152–1165. 

Hayes, A. F. (2009). Beyond Baron and Kenny: Statistical mediation analysis in 

the new millennium. Communication Monographs, 76(4), 408-420. 

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional 

process analysis: A regression-based approach. New York, NY: Guilford 

Press.  

Hayes, A. F. (2014). The Process macro for SPSS and SAS. Retrieved from 

http://www.processmacro.org/download.html 

Hedberg, B. (1981). How organizations learn and unlearn. In P. C. Nystrom, W. H. 

Starbuck (Eds.), Handbook of organizational design (Vol. 1, pp. 3-27). 

New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 

Hemphill, J. K., & Coons, A. E. (1957). Development of the leader behavior 

description questionnaire. In R. M. Stogdill & A. E. Coons (Eds.), Leader 

behavior: Its description and measurement. Columbus: Bureau of Business 

Research, Ohio State University, pp. 6-38. 

Henderson, R. M., & Clark, K. B. (1990). Architectural innovation: The 

reconfiguration of existing product technologies, and the failure of 

established firm. Administrative Science Quarterly, 35(1), 9-30. 

Herold, D. M., & Fedor, D. B. (2008). Change the way you lead change: 

Leadership strategies that really work. Stanford, CA: Stanford University 

Press. 

Herold, D. M., Fedor, D. B., Caldwell, S. D., & Liu, Y. (2008). The effects of 

transformational and change leadership on employees’ commitment to a 

change: A multilevel study. Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 93 No. 2, 

pp. 346-57. 

Herrmann, D., & Felfe, J. (2013). Moderators of the relationship between 

leadership style and employee creativity: The role of task novelty and 

personal initiative. Creativity Research Journal, 25(2), 172-181. 

Herscovitch, L., & Meyer, J. P. (2002). Commitment to organizational change: 

Extension of a three-component model. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

87(3), 474-487. 

Hersey, P., & Blanchard, K. H. (1969). Life cycle theory of leadership. Training 



 

225 

 

and Development Journal, 23(5), 26-34. 

Hill, M., Mann, L., & Wearing, A. J. (1996). The effects of attitude, subjective 

norm, and selfefficacy on intention to benchmark: A comparison between 

managers with experience and no experience in benchmarking. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 17, 313-327. 

Hill, R. M., & Hlavacek, J. D. (1972). The venture team: A new concept in 

marketing organization. Journal of Marketing, 36(3), 44-50. 

Hill, W. F. (1985). Learning: A survey of psychological interpretations (4th ed.). 

New York, NY: Harper & Row. 

Hirst, G. (1999). The relationship between team communication and R&D project 

performance: a five factor model. Doctoral thesis, submitted to the 

Melbourne Business School, University of Melbourne. 

Hodge, B. J., & Anthony, W. P. (1988). Organizational theory: A strategic 

approach. Upper Saddle River, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall. 

Hodges, D., & Burchell, N. (2003). Business graduate competencies: Employers’ 

views on importance and performance. Asia-Pacific Journal of 

Cooperative Education, 4(2), 16-22. 

Hoe, S. L., & McShane, S. (2010). Structural and informal knowledge acquisition 

and dissemination in organizational learning: An exploratory analysis. The 

Learning Organization, 17(4), 364-386. 

Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture’s consequences: International differences in 

work-related values. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications. 

Hofstede, G. (2001). Culture’s consequences: Comparing values, behaviors, 

institutions, and organizations across nations (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, 

CA: Sage Publications. 

Holt, D. T., Helfrich, C. D., Hall, C. G., & Weiner, B. J. (2010). Are you ready? 

How health professionals can comprehensively conceptualize readiness 

for change. Journal of General Internal Medicine, 25(1), 50-55. 

Holt, D., Armenakis, A., Harris, S., & Feild, H. (2006). Toward a comprehensive 

definition of readiness for change: A review of research and 

instrumentation. In W. Pasmore, & R. Woodman (Eds.), Research in 

organizational change and development (Vol. 16). Oxford: Elsevier 

Science.  

Hon, A. H. Y. (2012). Shaping environments conductive to creativity: The role of 

intrinsic motivation. Cornell Hospitality Quarterly, 53(1), 53-64. 

Hon, A. H. Y. (2013). Does job creativity requirement improve service 

performance? A multilevel analysis of work stress and service 

environment. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 35, 



 

226 

 

161-170. 

Hon, A. H. Y., & Lu, L. (2015). Are we paid to be creative? The effect of 

compensation gap on creativity in an expatriate context. Journal of World 

Business, 50(1), 159-167. 

Hon, A. H., & Lui, S. S. (2016). Employee creativity and innovation in 

organizations: Review, integration, and future directions for hospitality 

research. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 

28(5), 862-885. 

House, R. J. (1971). A path-goal theory of leader effectiveness. Administrative 

Science Quarterly, 16, 321-338. 

House, R. J. (1977). A 1976 theory of charismatic leadership. In J. G. Hunt, & L. 

L. Larson (Eds.), Leadership: The cutting edge (pp. 189-207). Carbondale, 

IL: Southern Illinois University Press. 

House, R. J., & Dessler, G. (1974). The path goal theory of leadership: Some post 

hoc and a priori tests. In J. Hunt & L. Larson (Eds.), Contingency 

approaches to leadership (pp. 29-55). Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois 

Press. 

House, R. J., & Mitchell, T. R. (1974). Path-goal theory of leadership. Journal of 

Contemporary Business, 3, 81-97. 

House, R. J., & Shamir, B. (1993). Toward the integration of transformational, 

charismatic, and visionary theories. In M. M. Chemers, & R. Ayman 

(Eds.), Leadership theory and research: Perspectives and directions (pp. 

81-107). New York, NY: Academic Press. 

House, R. J., Hanges, P. J., Ruiz-Quintanilla, S. A., Dorfman, P. W., Javidan, M., 

Dickson, M., Gupta, V., et al. (1999). Cultural influences on leadership 

and organizations: Project GLOBE. In W. H. Mobley (Ed.), Advances in 

global leadership (Vol. 1, pp. 171-233). Stanford, CN: JAI Press. 

House, R.J., Delbecq, A.L., & Taris, T. (1997). Value based leadership: A theory 

and an empirical test. Working paper, Reginald H. Jones Center for 

Strategic Management, Wharton School of Management, University of 

Pennsylvania, PA. 

Howell, J. M., & Higgins, C. A. (1990). Champions of technological innovation. 

Administrative Science Quarterly, 3, 317-341. 

Howell, J. M., Shea, C. M., & Higgins, C. A. (2005). Champions of product 

innovations: Defining, developing, and validating a measure of champion 

behavior. Journal of Business Venturing, 20, 641-661. 

Howell, J. P., Dorfman, P. W., & Kerr, S. (1986). Moderator variables in 

leadership research. Academy of Management Review, 11(1), 88-102. 



 

227 

 

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance 

structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. 

Structural Equation Modeling, 6(1), 1-55. 

Huang, X., Rode, J. C., & Schroeder, R. G. (2011). Organizational structure and 

continuous improvement and learning: Moderating effects of cultural 

endorsement of participative leadership. Journal of International Business 

Studies, 42(9), 1103-1120. 

Huber, G. P. (1991). Organizational learning: The contributing process and the 

literatures. Organization Science, 2, 88-115. 

Hugo, V. (1987). Les Misérables. New York, NY: Signet Classic. 

Hunter, J. (1986). Cognitive ability, cognitive aptitude, job knowledge and job 

performance. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 29, 340-346. 

Hurley, R. F. (2002). Putting people back into organizational learning. Journal of 

Business & Industrial Marketing, 17(4), 270-281. 

Hurley, R. F., & Hult, G. T. M. (1998). Innovation, market orientation, and 

organizational learning: An integration and empirical examination. Journal 

of Marketing, 62, 42-54. 

Huselid, M. A. (1995). The impact of human resource management practices on 

turnover, productivity, and corporate financial performance. Academy of 

Management Journal, 38, 635-672. 

Huy, Q. N. (2002). Emotional balancing of organizational continuity and radical 

change: The contribution of middle managers. Administrative Science 

Quarterly, 47, 31-69. 

Hyland, P., Becker, K., Sloan, T., & Jørgensen, F. (2008). CI in the work place: 

Does involving the HRM function make any difference? International 

Journal of Technology Management, 44(3/4), 427-440. 

Ichniowski, C., & Shaw, K. (1999). The effects of human resource management 

systems on economic performance: An international comparison of US 

and Japanese plants. Management Science, 45(5), 704-721. 

Ichniowski, C., Shaw, K., & Prennushi, G. (1997). The effects of human resource 

management practices on productivity: a study of steel finishing lines. 

American Economic Review, 87, 291-334. 

Isabella, L. (1990). Evolving interpretations as a change unfolds: How managers 

construe key organizational events. Academy of Management Journal, 33, 

7-41. 

Jacobs, M. (1998). A strategic approach to a changing world. Credit Union 

Magazine, 64(9), 17-21. 

Jacobs, T. O., & Jaques, E. (1990). Military executive leadership. In K. E. Clark 



 

228 

 

& M. B. Clark (Eds.), Measures of leadership (pp. 281-295). West Orange, 

NJ: Leadership Library of America. 

Jang, S. S., & Namkung, Y. (2009). Perceived quality, emotions, and behavioral 

intentions: Application of an extended Mehrabian–Russell model to 

restaurants. Journal of Business Research, 62(4), 451-460. 

Jansen, J. J. P., Van den Bosch, F. A. J., & Volberda, H. W. (2006). Exploratory 

innovation, exploitative innovation, and performance: Effects of 

organizational antecedents and environmental moderators. Management 

Science, 52(11), 1661-1674. 

Jansen, J. J. P., Vera, D., & Crossan, M. (2009). Strategic leadership for 

exploration and exploitation: The moderating role of environmental 

dynamism. Leadership Quarterly, 20, 5-8. 

Jansen, K. J. (2000). The emerging dynamics of change: Resistance, readiness, 

and momentum. Human Resource Planning, 23(2), 53-55. 

Janssen, O. (2000). Job demands, perceptions of effort-reward fairness and 

innovation work behavior. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 

Psychology, 73, 287-302. 

Janssen, O. (2001). Fairness perceptions as a moderator in the curvilinear 

relationships between job demands, and job performance and job 

satisfaction. Academy of Management Journal, 44(5), 1039-1050. 

Janssen, O. (2003). Innovative behavior and job involvement at the price of 

conflict and less satisfactory relations with co-workers. Journal of 

Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 76(3), 347-364. 

Janssen, O., Schoonenbeek, G., & Van Looy, B. (1997). Cognities van 

empowerment als de schakel tussen delegerend leiderschap en innovatief 

gedrag van werknemers. Gedrag en Organisatie, 10, 175-194. 

Janssen, O., Van de Vliert, E., & West, M. (2004). The bright and dark sides of 

individual and group innovation: A special issue introduction. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 25, 129–145. 

Jaros, S. (2010). Commitment to organizational change: A critical review. Journal 

of Change Management, 10(1), 79-108. 

Jaskyte, K. (2004). Transformational leadership, organizational culture and 

innovativeness in nonprofit organizations. Nonprofit Management and 

Leadership, 15, 153-68. 

Jaussi, K. S., & Dionne, S. D. (2003). Leading for creativity: The role of 

unconventional leader behavior. Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 14 No. 4, pp. 

475-98. 

Jelinek, M. (1979). Institutionalizing innovation: A study of organizational 



 

229 

 

learning systems, New York, NY: Praeger. 

Jerez-Gomez, P., Céspedes-Lorente, J. J., & Valle-Cabrera, R. (2004). Training 

practices and organizational learning capability. Journal of European 

Industrial Training, 28, 234-256. 

Jiménez-Jiménez, D., & Sanz-Valle, R. (2011). Innovation, organizational 

learning, and performance. Journal of Business Research, 64(4), 408-417. 

Jimmieson, N. L., Peach, M., & White, K. M. (2008). Utilizing the theory of 

planned behavior to inform change management: An investigation of 

employee intentions to support organizational change. Journal of Applied 

Behavioral Science, 44(2), 237-262. 

Johansson, F. (2004). The Medici effect. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Business 

School Press.  

Johns, A. E. (1973). The sociology of organizational change. Oxford, UK: 

Pergamon Press. 

Johnson, B. T., Maio, G. R., & Smith-McLaIIen, A. (2005). Communication and 

attitude change: Causes, processes, and effects. In D. Albarracin, B. T. 

Johnson, & M. P. Zanna (Eds.), The handbook of attitudes (pp. 617—670). 

Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Johnson, R. A., Kast, F. E., & Rosenzweig, J. E. (1964). Systems theory and 

management. Management Science, 10(2), 367-384. 

Jones, A. M., & Hendry, C. (1994). The learning organization: Adult learning and 

organizational transformation. British Journal of Management, 5(2), 

153-162. 

Jones, G. R. (2013). Organizational theory, design, and change (7th ed.). Harlow, 

England: Pearson. 

Jones, G. R., & George, J. M. (2008). Contemporary management (5th ed.). New 

York, NY: McGraw-Hill/Irwin. 

Jones, O. (2006). Developing absorptive capacity in mature organizations: The 

change agents role. Management Learning, 37(3), 355–376. 

Jones, R. A., Jimmieson, N. L., & Griffiths, A. (2005). The impact of 

organizational culture and reshaping capabilities on change 

implementation success: The mediating role of readiness for change. 

Journal of Management Studies, 42(2), 361-386. 

Jose, P. E. (2013). Doing statistical mediation and moderation. New York, NY: 

Guilford Press. 

Judge, T. A., & Piccolo, R. F. (2004). Transformational and transactional 

leadership: A meta-analytic test of their relative validity. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 89, 755–768. 



 

230 

 

Judson, A. S. (1991). Changing behavior in organizations: Minimizing resistance 

to change. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell. 

Jung, D. I. (2001). Transformational and transactional leadership and their effects 

on creativity in groups. Creativity Research Journal, Vol. 13 No. 2, pp. 

185-95. 

Jung, D. I., & Avolio, B. J. (2000). Opening the black box: An experimental 

investigation of the mediating effects of trust and value congruence on 

transformational and transactional leadership. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 21(8), 949–-964. 

Jung, D. I., Chow, C., & Wu, A. (2003). The role of transformational leadership in 

enhancing organizational innovation: hypotheses and some preliminary 

findings. Leadership Quarterly, 14(4), 525-544. 

Jung, D. I., Wu, A., & Chow, C. (2008). Towards understanding the direct and 

indirect effects of CEO’s transformational leadership on firm innovation. 

Leadership Quarterly, 19, 582-594. 

Jyothibabu, C., Farooq, A., & Pradhan, B. B. (2010). An integrated scale for 

measuring and organizational learning system. Learning Organization, 27, 

303-327. 

Kahai, S. S., Sosik, J. J., &Avolio, B. J. (2003). Effects of leadership style, 

anonymity, and rewards on creativity-relevant processes and outcomes in 

an electronic meeting system context. The Leadership Quarterly, 14, 

499-524. 

Kanter, R. M. (1977). Men and women of the corporation. New York, NY: Basic 

Books. 

Kanter, R. M. (1985). Managing the human side of change. Management Review, 

74, 52-56. 

Kanter, R. M. (1988). When a thousand flowers bloom: Structural, collective and 

social conditions for innovation in organization. In B. Staw, & L. 

Cummings (Eds). Research in organizational behaviour (pp.169– 211). 

Greenwich: JAI Press. 

Kanter, R. M., Stein, B. A., & Jick, T. D. (1992). The challenge of organizational 

change. New York, NY: Free Press. 

Kast, F. E., & Rosenzweig, J. E. (1973). Contingency views of organization and 

management. Chicago, IL: Science Research Associates. 

Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. (1952). Some recent findings in human relations research. 

Readings in Social Psychology, 4, 650-655. 

Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. (1978). The social psychology of organizations (2nd ed.). 

New York, NY: John Wiley. 



 

231 

 

Kauffman, S. A. (1993). The origins of order: Self organization and selection in 

evolution. New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 

Kawakami, K., Dovidio, J. F., & Dijksterhuis, A. (2003). Effect of social category 

priming on personal attitudes. Psychological Science, 14, 315-319. 

Keck, S.L., & Tushman, M.L. (1993). Environmental and organizational context 

and executive team structure. Academy of Management Journal, 36(6), 

1314-1344. 

Keller, R. T. (1992). Transformational leadership and the performance of research 

and development project groups. Journal of Management, 18, 489-501. 

Keller, R. T. (2006).Transformational leadership, initiating structure, and 

substitutes for leadership: A longitudinal study of R&D project team 

performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 202-210. 

Keller, S., & Price, C. (2011). Beyond performance: How great organizations 

build ultimate competitive advantage. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons. 

Kelman, H. C. (1958). Compliance, identification, and internalization three 

processes of attitude change. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 2(1), 51-60. 

Kerr, S., & Jermier, J. M. (1978). Substitutes for leadership: Their meaning and 

measurement. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 22, 

374-403. 

Kheng, Y. K., Mahmood, R., & Beris, S. J. H. (2013). A conceptual review of 

innovative work behavior in knowledge intensive business services among 

knowledge workers in Malaysia. International Journal of Business, 

Humanities and Technology, 3(2), 91-99. 

Kiessling, T. S., Richey, R. G., Meng, J., & Dabic, M. (2009). Exploring 

knowledge management to organizational performance outcome in a 

transitional economy. Journal of World Business, 44, 421-433. 

Kim, D. H. (1993). The link between individual and organizational learning. 

Sloan Management Review, 35(1), 37-50. 

Kim, L. (1997). Imitation to innovation: The dynamics of Korea's technological 

learning. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press. 

King, N. (1990). Innovation at work: The research literature. In M. A. West & J. L. 

Farr (Eds.), Innovation and creativity at work: Psychological and 

organizational strategies. Chichester, England: Wiley. 

King, N. (1992). Modeling the innovation process: An empirical comparison of 

approaches. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 65, 

89-100. 

King, N. (1995). Individual creativity and organizational innovation: An uncertain 

link. In C. M. Ford, & D. A. Gioia (Eds.), Creative action in organizations: 



 

232 

 

Ivory tower visions and real world voices. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

King, N., & Anderson, N. (1995). Innovation and Change in Organizations. New 

York, NY: Routledge. 

King, N., & Anderson, N. (2002). Managing innovation and change: A critical 

guide for organizations. London, England: Thompson. 

Kirkman, B. L., Chen, G., Farh, J., Chen, Z. X., & Lowe, K. B. (2009). Individual 

power distance orientation and follower reactions to transformational 

leaders: A cross-level, cross-cultural examination. Academy of 

Management Journal, 52, 744-764. 

Kirton, M. (1976). Adaptors and innovators: A description and measure. Journal 

of Applied Psychology, 61, 622- 629. 

Klarner, P., By, R. T., & Diefenbach, T. (2011). Employee emotions during 

organizational change: Towards a new research agenda. Scandinavian 

Journal of Management, 27, 332-340. 

Klein, J. A. (1984). Why supervisors resist employee involvement. Harvard 

Business Review, 62, 87- 95. 

Klein, K. J., & Sorra, J. S. (1996). The challenge of innovation implementation. 

Academy of Management Review, Vol. 21 No. 4, pp. 1055-80. 

Klein, K. J., Conn, A. B., & Sorra, J. S. (2001). Implementing computerized 

technology: An organizational analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

86(5), 811-24. 

Klein, S. M. (1996). A management communication strategy for change. Journal 

of Organizational Change Management, 9(2), 32-46. 

Kleinschmidt, E. J., & Cooper, R. G. (1991). The impact of product 

innovativeness on performance. Journal of Product Innovation 

Management, 8(4), 240-251. 

Kleysen, R. F., & Street, C. T. (2001). Towards a multi-dimensional measure of 

individual innovative work behavior. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 2(3), 

284-296. 

Kline, R. B. (2016). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling (4th 

ed.). New York: Guilford. 

Kochan, T. A., & Osterman, P. (1994). The mutual gains enterprise: Forging a 

winning partnership among labor, management, and government. Boston: 

Harvard Business School Press. 

Kohli, A., & Jaworski, B. J. (1990). Market orientation: the construct, research 

propositions, and managerial implications. Journal of Marketing, 54(2), 

1-18. 

Kotsemir, M., Abroskin, A., & Dirk, M. (2013). Innovation concepts and 



 

233 

 

typology: An evolutionary discussion (Research Papers No. WP BRP 

05/STI/2013). Germany: National Research University, Higher School of 

Economics.  

Kotter, J. P. & Schlesinger, L. (1979). Choosing strategies for change. Harvard 

Business Review, 57(2), 106-114. 

Kotter, J. P. (1995). Leading change: Why transformation efforts fail. Harvard 

Business Review, 73(2), 59-67. 

Kotter, J. P. (1996). Leading change. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School 

Press. 

Kouzes, J. M., & Posner, B. Z. (1987). The leadership challenge. San Francisco, 

CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Krech, D., & Crutchfield, R. S. (1948). Theory and problems of social psychology. 

New York, NY: McGraw-Hill. 

Krosnick, J. A. (1988). Attitude importance and attitude change. Journal of 

Experimental Social Psychology, 24, 240–255. 

Kuhnert, K. W. (1994). Transformational leadership: Developing people through 

delegation. In B. B. Bass, & B. J. Avolio (Eds.), Improving organizational 

effectiveness through transformational leadership (pp. 10-25). Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Kumar, S. (2010). A comparative study of organizational change methodologies 

and approaches. International Journal of Research in Commence and 

Management, 1(6), 42-50. 

Kwahk, K. Y., & Kim, H. W. (2008). Managing readiness in enterprise 

systems-driven organizational change. Behaviour & Information 

Technology, 27(1), 79-87. 

Kwahk, K. Y., & Lee, J. N. (2008). The role of readiness for change in ERP 

implementation: Theoretical bases and empirical validation. Information 

& Management, 45(7), 474-481. 

Lado, A. A., & Wilson, M. C. (1994). Human resource systems and sustained 

competitive advantage: A competency-based perspective. Academy of 

Management Review, 19, 699-727. 

Landis, R. S., Beal, D. J., & Tesluk, P. E. (2000). A comparison of approaches to 

forming composite measures in structural equation models. Organizational 

Research Methods, 3(2), 186-207. 

Lane, P. J., Koka, B. R., & Pathak, S. (2006). The reification of absorptive 

capacity: A critical review and rejuvenation of the construct. Academy of 

Management Review, 31(4), 833-863. 

Laschinger, H. K. S., & Shamian, J. (1994). Staff nurses' and nurse managers' 



 

234 

 

perceptions of job-related empowerment and managerial self-efficacy. 

Journal of Nursing Administration, 24(10), 38-47. 

Lau, C., & Woodman, R.C. (1995). Understanding organizational change: A 

schematic perspective. Academy of Management Journal, 38(2), 537-54. 

Lawler, E. E. (1986). High-involvement management. San Francisco, CA: 

Jossey-Bass. 

Lawler, E. E., & Worley, C. G. (2005). Built to change. San Francisco, CA: 

Jossey-Bass. 

Lawrence, P. R. (1954). How to deal with resistance to change. Harvard Business 

Review, 32(3), 49-57. 

Leana, C. R., & Barry, B. (2000). Stability and change as simultaneous 

experiences in organizational life. Academy of Management Review, 

25(4), 753-759. 

Leavitt, H. J. (1965). Applied organizational change in industry. In J. G. March 

(Ed.), Handbook of organizations (pp. 1144-1170). New York: Rand 

McNally. 

Ledgerwood, A. & Chaiken S. (2007). Priming us and them: Automatic 

assimilation and contrast in group attitudes. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 93, 940-56. 

Ledgerwood, A., & Trope, Y. (2010). Attitudes as global and local action guides. 

In J. P. Forgas, J. Cooper, & W. D. Crano (Eds.), The psychology of 

attitudes and attitude change (pp. 39-58). New York, NY: Psychology 

Press.  

Lee, J. (2008). Effects of leadership and leader-member exchange on 

innovativeness. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 23(6), 670–687. 

Leonard-Barton, D. (1992). The factory as a learning laboratory. Sloan 

Management Review, 34(1), 23-38. 

Leonard-Barton, D. (1995). Wellspring of knowledge. Building and sustaining the 

sources of innovation. Boston. USA: Harvard Business School Press. 

Levine, T., Hullett, C. R., Turner, M. M, & Lapinski, M. K. (2006). The 

desirability of using confirmatory factor analysis on published scales. 

Communication Research Reports, 23(4), 309-314. 

Levinson, H. (1976). Psychological man. Cambridge, MA: Levinson Institute. 

Levitt, B., & March, J. G. (1988). Organizational learning. Annual Review of 

Sociology, 14, 319–340. 

Levy, A. (1986). Second-order planned change: Definition and conceptualization. 

Organizational Dynamics, 15(1), 5-20. 

Lewin, A. Y., Massini, S., & Peeters, C. (2011). Microfoundations of internal and 



 

235 

 

external absorptive capacity routines. Organization Science, 22(1), 81-98. 

Lewin, K. (1947). Frontiers in group dynamics. Human Relations, 1(2), 143-153.  

Lewin, K. (1951). Field theory in social science. New York, NY: Harper & Row. 

Lewin, R. (1992). Complexity: Life at the edge of chaos. New York: Macmillan. 

Li, T., & Calantone, R. J. (1998). The impact of market knowledge competence 

on new product advantage: conceptualization and empirical examination. 

Journal of Marketing, 62, 13-29. 

Li, X. (2013). Confirmatory factor analysis of structure dimensions about service 

employees’ innovation behavior. In E. Qi, J. Shen, & R. Dou (Eds.), The 

19th international conference on industrial engineering and engineering 

management: Engineering economics management (pp. 871-880). Berlin 

Heidelberg: Springer. 

Liao, H., Toya, K., Lepak, D. P., & Hong, Y., (2009). Do they see eye to eye? 

Management and employee perspectives of high-performance work 

systems and influence processes on service quality. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 97, 371-391. 

Liaw, Y. J., Chi, N. W., & Chuang, A. C. (2010). Examining the mechanisms 

linking transformational leadership, employee customer orientation and 

service performance: The mediating roles of perceived supervisor and 

coworker support. Journal of Business and Psychology, 25, 477-492. 

Liden, R. C, Wayne, S. J., & Stilwell. D. 1993. A longitudinal study in the early 

development of leader-memher exchanges. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

78, 662-674. 

Likert, R. (1961). New patterns of management. New York, NY: McGraw–Hill. 

Likert, R. (1967). The human organization. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill. 

Lines, R. (2005). The structure and function of attitudes toward organizational 

change. Human Resource Development Review, 4, 8-32. 

Lippitt, G. (1973). Visualizing change. La Jolla, CA: University Associates. 

Little, T. D., Cunningham, W. A., Shahar, G., & Widaman, K. F. (2002). To parcel 

or not to parcel: Exploring the question, weighing the merits. Structural 

Equation Modeling, 9(2), 151-173. 

Liu, Y., & Perrewe, P. L. (2005). Another look at the role of emotions in the 

organizational change: A process model. Human Resource Management 

Review, 15, 263-280. 

Locke, E. A. (1968). Toward a theory of task motivation and incentives. 

Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 3, 157-189. 

Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (1990a). A theory of goal setting and task 

performance. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.  



 

236 

 

Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (1990b). Work performance: The high performance 

cycle. In U. Kleinbeck, H. Quast, H. Thierry, & H. Häcker (Eds.), Work 

motivation (pp. 3-25). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlhaum. 

Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (1990c). Work motivation and satisfaction: Light at 

the end of the tunnel. Psychological Science, 1, 240-246. 

Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (2002). Building a practically useful theory of goal 

setting and task motivation. American Psychologist, 57, 705-717. 

Lowik, S. J. A. (2013). Micro-foundations of absorptive capacity: A study on 

knowledge processes for innovation in SMEs. Doctoral Dissertation, 

University of Twente, Enschede, Netherlands. 

Lowik, S. J. A., Kraaijenbrink, J., & Groen, A. J. (2012). The effects of prior 

knowledge, networks, and cognitive style on individuals' absorptive 

capacity. In Annual Meeting of the Academy of Management, Boston, US. 

Luecke, R. (2003). Managing change and transition. Boston, MA: Harvard 

Business School Press. 

Lussier, R. N., & Achua, C. F. (2001). Leadership: Theory, application, skill 

development. Mason: OH: South-Western. 

Lynn, G. S., Reilly, R. R., & Akgun, A. E. (2000). Knowledge management in 

new product teams: practices and outcomes. IEEE Transactions on 

Engineering and Management, 47(2), 221-31. 

Mabin, V. J., Forgeson, S., & Green, L. (2001). Harnessing resistance: Using the 

theory of constraints to assist change management. Journal of European 

Industrial Training, 25(2), 168–191.  

MacDuffie, J. P. (1995). Human resources bundles and manufacturing 

performance: Organizational logic and flexible production systems in the 

world auto industry. Industrial and Labour Relations Review, 48, 197–

221. 

MacKinnon, D. P., Fairchild, A. J., & Fritz, M. S. (2007). Mediation analysis. 

Annual Review of Psychology, 58, 593-614. 

MacKinnon, D. P., Lockwood, C. M., & Williams, J. (2004). Confidence limits 

for the indirect effect: Distribution of the product and resampling methods. 

Multivariate Behavioral Research, 39, 99-128. 

MacKinnon, D. P., Lockwood, C. M., Hoffman, J. M., West, S. G., & Sheets, V. 

(2002). A comparison of methods to test mediation and other intervening 

variable effects. Psychological Methods, 7(1), 83. 

Madjar, N., Oldham, G. R., & Pratt, M. G. (2002). There’s no place like home? 

The contributions of work and nonwork creativity support to employees’ 

creative performance. Academy of Management Journal, 45, 757-767. 



 

237 

 

Madrid, H. P., Patterson, M. G., Birdi, K. S., Leiva, P. I., & Kausel, E. E. (2014). 

The role of weekly high‐activated positive mood, context, and personality 

in innovative work behavior: A multilevel and interactional model. Journal 

of Organizational Behavior, 35(2), 234-256. 

Madsen, S. R., Cameron R. J., & Duane, M. (2006). Influential factors in 

individual readiness for change. Journal of Business and Management, 

12(2), 93-110. 

Madsen, S. R., John, C. R., & Miller, D. (2006). Influential factors in individual 

readiness for change. Journal of Business & Management, 12(2), 93-110. 

Madsen, S. R., Miller, D., & John, C. R. (2005). Readiness for organizational 

commitment and social relationships in the workplace make a difference. 

Human Resource Quarterly, 16, 213-234. 

Maltz, E., & Kohli, A. K. (1996). Market intelligence dissemination across 

functional boundaries. Journal of Marketing Research, 33, 47-61. 

Marakas, G. M. (1999). Decision support systems in the twenty-first century. 

Engelwood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

March, J. G. (1991). Exploration and exploitation in organizational learning. 

Organization Science, 2, 71-87. 

Marsh, H. W., Hau, K. T., & Wen, Z. (2004). In search of golden rules: Comment 

on hypothesis-testing approaches to setting cutoff values for fit indexes 

and dangers in overgeneralizing Hu and Bentler's (1999) findings. 

Structural Equation Modeling, 11(3), 320-341. 

Maslow, A. H. (1943). A theory of human motivation. Psychological Review 

50(4), 370-396.  

Maslow, A. H. (1954). Motivation and personality. New York, NY: Harper. 

Maslow, A. H. (1962). Toward a psychology of being. New York, NY: Van 

Nostrand. 

Maslow, A. H. (1968). Toward a psychology of being (2nd ed.). New York, NY: 

Van Nostrand. 

Matthew, C. T. (2009). Creativity as a predictor of leading change in 

organizations. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 39, 1-41. 

Maurer, R. (1996). Beyond the wall of resistance: Unconventional strategies that 

build support for change. Austin, TX: Bard Books. 

Maurer, R. (1998). Is it resistance, or isn’t it? Management, 50(1), 28-9. 

Maurer, T. J., & Palmer, J. K. (1999). Management development intentions 

following feedback: Role of perceived outcomes, social pressures, and 

control. Journal of Management Development, 18, 733-751. 

McCrae, R. R. (1996). Social consequences of experiential openness. 



 

238 

 

Psychological Bulletin, 120, 323–337. 

McCrae, R. R. (1996). Social consequences of experiential openness. 

Psychological Bulletin, 120, 323-337.  

McGuire, W. J. (1986). The vicissitudes of attitudes and similar representational 

constructs in twentieth century psychology. European Journal of Social 

Psychology, 16, 89-130. 

McManus, S. E., Russell, J. E. A., Freeman, D. M., & Rohricht, M. T. (1995). 

Factors related to employees’ perceptions of organizational readiness for 

change. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Academy of 

Management, Vancouver, BC, Canada. 

Meedya, S., Fahy, K., & Kable, A. (2010). Factors that positively influence 

breastfeeding duration to 6 months: A literature review. Women and Birth, 

23(4), 135-145. 

Mensch, G. (1979). Stalemate in technology: Innovations overcome the 

depression. Cambridge, MA: Ballinger. 

Meyer, J. P., & Herscovitch, L. (2001). Commitment in the workplace: Toward a 

general model. Human Resource Management Review, 11(3), 299-326. 

Meyer, J. P., Srinivas, E. S., Lal, J. B., & Topolnytsky, L. (2007). Employee 

commitment and support for an organizational change: Test of the 

three-component model in two cultures. Journal of Occupational and 

Organizational Psychology, 80(2), 185-211. 

Meyer, J., & Allen, N. (1991). A three-component conceptualization of 

organizational commitment. Human Resource Management Review, 1, 

61-89. 

Meyers, L. S., Gamst, G. C., & Guarino, A. J. (2013). Performing data analysis 

using IBM SPSS. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons. 

Michaelis, B., Stegmaier, R., & Sonntag, K. (2009). Affective commitment to 

change and innovation implementation behavior: The role of charismatic 

leadership and employees’ trust in top management. Journal of Change 

Management, 9(4), 399-417. 

Michaelis, B., Stegmaier, R., & Sonntag, K. (2010). Shedding light on followers’ 

innovation implementation behavior: The role of transformational 

leadership, commitment to change, and climate for initiative. Journal of 

Managerial Psychology, 25(4), 408–429. 

Michalski, T. (2006). Radical innovation through corporate entrepreneurship from 

a competence-based strategic management perspective. International 

Journal of Management Practice, 2(1), 22-41. 

Michie, S., van Stralen, M. M., & West, R. (2011). The behavior change wheel: A 



 

239 

 

new method for characterizing and designing behavior change 

interventions. Implementation Science, 6(42), 1-11. 

Miles, M. B., & Huberman, M. A. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: An expanded 

sourcebook (2nd ed.). Beverley Hills, CA: Sage. 

Miller, D., & Friesen, P. H. (1982). Structural change and performance: Quantum 

versus piecemeal-incremental approaches. Academy of Management 

Journal, 25(4), 867-892. 

Miller, D., & Friesen, P. H. (1983). Strategy-making and environment: The third 

link. Strategic Management Journal, 4, 221-235. 

Miller, N. (1965). Involvement and dogmatism as inhibitors of attitude change. 

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 1, 121–132. 

Miller, V. D., Johnson, J. R., & Grau, J. (1994). Antecedents to willingness to 

participate in a planned organizational change. Journal of Applied 

Communication Research, 22(1), 59-80. 

Moorman, C., & Miner, A. S. (1997). The impact of organizational memory on 

new product performance and creativity. Journal of Marketing Research, 

34, 91-106. 

Moran, J. W., & Brightman, B. K. (2001). Leading organizational change. Career 

Development International, 6(2), pp. 111–118. 

Moravec, M. (1995). From reengineering for revitalization. Executive Excellence, 

12(2), 18-19. 

Moss, S. A., & Ritossa, D. A. (2007). The impact of goal orientation on the 

association between leadership style and follower performance, creativity 

and work attitudes. Leadership, 3, 433-457. 

Mossholder, K. W., Settoon, R. P., Armenakis, A. A., & Harris, S. G. (2000). 

Emotion during organizational transformations: An interactive model of 

survivor reactions. Group & Organization Management, 25, 220-243. 

Mumford, M. D., & Gustafson, S. B. (1988). Creativity syndrome: Integration, 

application, and innovation. Psychological Bulletin, 103, 27-43. 

Mumford, M. D., Hunter, S. T., & Byrne, C. L. (2009). What is the fundamental? 

The role of cognition in creativity and innovation. Industrial and 

Organizational Psychology: Perspectives on Science and Practice, 2(3), 

353-356. 

Mumford, M. D., Scott, G. M., Gaddis, B., & Strange, J. M. (2002). Leading 

creative people: Orchestrating expertise and relationships. Leadership 

Quarterly, 13, 705-50. 

Murray, P., & Moses, M. (2005). The centrality of teams in the organisational 

learning process. Management Decision, 43(9), 1186-1202. 



 

240 

 

Murtic, A. (2016). Soaking up knowledge: A multi-level analysis and 

conceptualization of absorptive capacity. Doctoral Dissertation, 

Stockholm School of Economics, Sweden. 

Nadler, D. A., & Tushman, M. L. (1977). A diagnostic model for organization 

behavior. In J. R. Hackman, E. E. Lawler III, & L. W. Porter (Eds.), 

Perspectives in behavior in organizations (pp. 85-100), New York, NY: 

McGraw-Hill. 

Nadler, D. A., & Tushman, M. L. (1990). Beyond that charismatic leader: 

Leadership and organizational change. California Management Review, 

32, 77-97. 

Nanda, A. (1996). Resources capabilities & competencies. In B. Moingeon, & A. 

Edmondson (Eds.), Organizational learning and competitive advantage. 

London, UK: Sage. 

Narver, J., Slater, S., & Tietje, B. (1998). Creating a market orientation. Journal 

of Market-focused Management, 2, 214-255. 

Neisser, U. (1967), Cognitive psychology. New York, NY: Meredith Publishing. 

Neves, P., & Caetano, A. (2009). Commitment to change: Contributions to trust in 

the supervisor and work outcomes. Group & Organization Management, 

34(6), 623-644. 

Nevis, E. C., DiBella, A. J., & Gould, J. M. (1995). Understanding organizations 

as learning systems. Sloan Management Review, 36(2), 73-85. 

Newstrom, J. W. (1983). The management of unlearning: Exploding the “clean 

slate” fallacy. Training and Development Journal, 37(8), 36-39. 

Nicholson, N. (1995). The Blackwell encyclopaedia dictionary of organizational 

behavior. Oxford, UK: Blackwell. 

Nonaka, I. & Takeuchi, H. (1995). The knowledge-creating company: How 

Japanese companies create the dynamics of innovation. New York, NY: 

Oxford University Press. 

Nonaka, I. (1991). The knowledge-creating company. Harvard Business Review, 

69(6), 96-104. 

Nonaka, I., & Takeuchi, H. (1995). The knowledge-creating company. New York. 

USA: Oxford University Press. 

Northouse, P. G. (2010). Leadership: Theory and practice (5th ed.). New Delhi, 

India: Sage. 

Nübold, A., Muck, P. M., & Maier, G. W. (2013). A new substitute for leadership? 

Followers' state core self-evaluations. The Leadership Quarterly, 24(1), 

29-44. 

Nunnally, J. C. (1978). Psychometric methods. New York, NY: McGraw Hill. 



 

241 

 

O’Brien, J. A. (1997). Introduction to information systems: An internetworked 

enterprise perspective (2nd ed.). Irwin. 

O’Connor, C. A. (1993). Resistance: The repercussions of change. Leadership & 

Organization Development Journal, 14(6), 30-36. 

O’Keefe, D. J. (1990). Persuasion: Theory and research. Newbury Park, CA: 

Sage. 

O’Toole, J. (1995). Leading change: Overcoming the ideology of comfort and the 

tyranny of custom. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Ochs, M., Pelachaud, C., & Sadek, D. (2008). An empathic virtual dialog agent to 

improve human-machine interaction. In Proceedings of the 7th 

International Joint Conference on Autonomous Agents and Multiagent 

Systems (Vol. 1, pp. 89-96). International Foundation for Autonomous 

Agents and Multiagent Systems. 

OECD Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (2004). 

Science and innovation policy: Key challenges and opportunities. Paris: 

OECD. 

OECD Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (2005). Oslo 

manuals: Guidelines for collecting and interpreting innovation data (3rd 

ed.). Paris: OECD.  

OECD Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (2007). 

Innovation and growth: Rationale for an innovation strategy. Paris: 

OECD.  

Ofshe, R. J. (1992). Coercive persuasion and attitude change. In E. F. Borgatta, & 

M. L. Borgatta (Eds.), Encyclopedia of sociology (Vol 1, pp. 212-224). 

New York, NY: MacMillan. 

Okumus, F., & Hemmington, N. (1998). Barriers and resistance to change in hotel 

firms: An investigation at unit level. International Journal of 

Contemporary Hospitality Management, 10(7), pp. 283–288. 

Oldham, G. R., & Cummings, A. (1996). Employee creativity: Personal and 

contextual factors at work. Academy of Management Journal, 39, 

607-634. 

Oreg, S., Vakola, M., & Armenakis, A. (2011). Change recipients' reactions to 

organizational change: A 60-year review of quantitative studies. Journal of 

Applied Behavioral Science, 47, 461  

Osborn, R. N., & Marion, R. (2009). Contextual leadership, transformational 

leadership and the performance of international innovation seeking 

alliances. The Leadership Quarterly, 20(2), 191-206. 

Osborne, S. P. (1998). Naming the beast: Defining and classifying service 



 

242 

 

innovations in social policy. Human Relations, 51, 1133-1155. 

Oskamp, S., & Schultz, P. W. (2005). Attitudes and opinions (3rd ed.). Mahwah, 

NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

O'Sullivan, D., & Dooley, L. (2009). Applying innovation. Thousand Oaks, CA: 

Sage. 

Pallant, J. (2013). SPSS survival manual: A step by step guide to data analysis 

using IBM SPSS (5th ed.). Berkshire, UK: Open University 

Press/McGraw-Hill Education. 

Parish, J. T., Cadwallader, S., & Busch, P. (2008). Want to, need to, ought to: 

Employee commitment to organizational change. Journal of 

Organizational Change Management, 21(1), 32-52. 

Parry, K. (1998). Grounded theory and social process: A new direction for 

leadership research. Leadership Quarterly, 9(1), 85-105. 

Paton, R. A., & McCalman, J. (2000). Change management: A guide to effective 

implementation (2nd ed.). London: SAGE Publications. 

Patterson, F. (2002). Great minds don’t think alike? Person level predictors of 

innovation at work. In C. L. Cooper, & I. T. Robertson (Eds.), 

International review of industrial and organizational psychology (Vol. 17, 

pp. 115-144). Chichester, England: John Wiley & Sons. 

Patterson, M. G., West, M. A., & Wall, T. D. (2004). Integrated manufacturing, 

empowerment, and company performance. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 25, 641-665. 

Paulsen, N., Maldonado, D., Callan, V. J., & Ayoko, O. (2009). Charismatic 

leadership, change and innovation in an R&D organization. Journal of 

Organizational Change Management, 22(5), 511-523.  

Pawar, B. S., & Eastman, K. K. (1997). The nature and implications of contextual 

influences on transformational leadership: A conceptual examination. The 

Academy of Management Review, 22, 80−109. 

Peak, M. H. (1996). An era of wrenching corporate change: New challenges and 

opportunities arise for American businesses, according to the members of 

AMA’s councils. Management Review, 85(7), 45-49. 

Pellettiere, V. (2006). Organization self-assessment to determine the readiness and 

risk for a planned change. Organization Development Journal, 24, 38-43. 

Penrose, E. T. (1958). The theory of the growth of the firm. New York, NY: 

Wiley. 

Perri, G. (1993). Innovation by nonprofit organizations: Policy and research 

issues. Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 3, 397-414. 

Peteraf, M. A. (1993). The cornerstones of competitive advantage: A 



 

243 

 

resource-based view. Strategic Management Journal, 14(3), 179-191. 

Pettigrew, A. M. (1985). Awakening giant: Continuity and change in ICI. Oxford, 

UK: Blackwell. 

Pettigrew, A. M. (1987). Context and action in the transformation of the firm. 

Journal of Management Studies, 24(6), 649-670. 

Petty R. E., Wegener, D. T., & Fabrigar, L. R. (1997). Attitudes and attitude 

change. Annual Review of Psychology, 48, 609–647. 

Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1981). Attitudes and persuasion: Classic and 

contemporary approaches. Dubuque, Iowa: Wm. C. Brown. 

Petty, R. E., & Wegener, D. T. (1998). Attitude change: Multiple roles for 

persuasion variables. In D. Gilbert, S. T. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), 

Handbook of social psychology (4th ed., pp. 323-390). New York: 

McGraw-Hill. 

Peus, C., Frey, D., Gerkhardt, M., Fischer, P., & Traut-Mattausch, E. (2009). 

Leading and managing organizational change initiatives. Management 

Revue, 20, 158-175. 

Pfeffer, J. (1994). Competitive advantage through people: Unleashing the power 

of the work force. Boston: Harvard Business School Press. 

Pfeffer, J. (2005). Producing sustainable competitive advantage through the 

effective management of people. Academy of Management Executive, 

19(4), 95–108. 

Picazo-Vela, S., Chou, S. Y., Melcher, A. J., & Pearson, J. M. (2010). Why 

provide an online review? An extended theory of planned behavior and the 

role of big-five personality traits. Computers in Human Behavior, 26(4), 

685-696. 

Piderit, S. K. (2000). Rethinking resistance and recognizing ambivalence: A 

multidimensional view of attitudes toward an organizational change. 

Academy of Management Review, 25(4), 783-794. 

Pierce, J. L., & Delbecq, A. L. (1977). Organizational structure, individual 

attitudes, and innovation. Academy of Management Review, 2, 26-37. 

Pieterse, A. N., Van Knippenberg, D., Schippers, M., & Stam. D. (2010). 

Transformational and transactional leadership and innovative behavior: 

The moderating role of psychological empowerment. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 31, 609–623. 

Pires, C. P., Sarkar, S., & Carvalho, L. (2008). Innovation in services: How 

different from manufacturing? The Service Industries Journal, 28(10), 

1339–1356. 

Pirola-Merlo, A., Härtel, C., Mann, L., & Hirst, G. (2002). How leaders influence 



 

244 

 

the impact of affective events on team climate and performance in R&D 

teams. The Leadership Quarterly, 13,561-581. 

Podsakoff, P. M., Mackenzie, S. B., & Bommer, W. H. (1996). Transformational 

leader behaviors and substitutes for leadership determinants of employee 

satisfaction, commitment, trust and organizational citizenship behaviors. 

Journal of Management, 22, 259-298. 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Fetter, R. (1993). Substitutes for 

leadership and the management of professionals. Leadership Quarterly, 4, 

1-44. 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Moorman, R. H., & Fetter, R. (1990). 

Transformational leader behaviors and their effects on followers’ trust in 

leader, satisfaction, and organizational citizenship behaviors. Leadership 

Quarterly, Vol. 1, No. 2, 107-42. 

Poole, P. (1998). Words and deeds of organizational change. Journal of 

Managerial Issues, 10(1), 45-59. 

Popadiuk, S., & Choo, S. W. (2006). Innovation and knowledge creation: How 

are these concepts related? International Journal of Information 

Management 26, 302-312. 

Porras, J. I., & Patterson, K. (1979). Assessing planned change. Group & 

Organization Studies, 4, 39–58. 

Porras, J. I., & Robertson, P. J. (1987). Organization development theory: A 

typology and evaluation. In R. W. Woodman, & W. A. Pasmore (Eds.), 

Research in organizational change and development (pp. 1–57). 

Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Porras, J. I., & Robertson, P. J. (1992). Organizational development: Theory, 

practice, research. In M. D. Dunnette, & L. M. Hough (Eds.), Handbook 

of organizational psychology (2nd ed., Vol. 3, pp. 719-822). Palo Alto, CA: 

Consulting Psychology Press.  

Posner, B. Z., & Kouzes, J. M. (1988). Development and validation of the 

Leadership Practices Inventory. Educational and Psychological 

Measurement, 48, 483-496. 

Prahalad, C. K. (1983). Developing strategic capability: An agenda for 

management. Human Resources Management, 22, 237-254. 

Prahalad, C. K., & Bettis, R. A. (1986). The dominant logic: A new linkage 

between diversity and performance. Strategic Management Journal, 7, 

485-501. 

Preacher, K. J. (2016). A primer on interaction effects in multiple linear 

regression. Retrieved from 



 

245 

 

http://www.quantpsy.org/interact/interactions.htm 

Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2004). SPSS and SAS procedures for estimating 

indirect effects in simple mediation models. Behavior Research Methods, 

Instruments, & Computers, 36(4), 717-731. 

Preacher, K. J., & Kelley, K. (2011). Effect size measures for mediation models: 

Quantitative strategies for communicating indirect effects. Psychological 

methods, 16(2), 93. 

Preacher, K. J., & Leonardelli, G. J. (2015). Calculation for the Sobel test: An 

interactive calculation tool for mediation tests. Retrieved from 

http://quantpsy.org/sobel/sobel.htm 

Preacher, K. J., Rucker, D. D., & Hayes, A. F. (2007). Addressing moderated 

mediation hypotheses: Theory, methods, and prescriptions. Multivariate 

Behavioral Research, 42(1), 185-227. 

Pritchett, P. (1996). Resistance: Moving beyond the barriers to change. Dallas, 

TX: Pritchett & Associates. 

Purcell, J., & Hutchinson, S. (2007). Font-line managers as agents in the 

HRM-performance causal chain: Theory, analysis and evidence. Human 

Resource Management Journal, 17(1), 3-20. 

Quinn, J. B. (1992). Intelligent enterprise. New York, NY: Free Press. 

Quinn, R. E., & Spreitzer, G. M. (2001). The psychometrics of the competing 

values culture instrument and an analysis of the impact of corporate 

culture on quality of life. In R. W. Woodman, & W. A. Pasmore (Eds.), 

Research in organizational change and development (pp. 115-142). 

Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Rabeh, H. A. D., Jimenéz-Jimenéz, D., & Martínez-Costa, M. (2013). Managing 

knowledge for a successful competence exploration. Journal of 

Knowledge Management, 17(2), 195-207. 

Rafferty, A. E., & Simons, R. (2006). An examination of the antecedents of 

readiness for fine-tuning and corporate transformation changes. Journal of 

Business & Psychology, 20(3), 325-350. 

Rafferty, A. E., Jimmieson, N. L., & Armenakis, A. A. (2013). Change readiness: 

A multilevel review. Journal of Management, 39, 110-135. 

Ramamoorthy, N., Flood, P. C., Slattery, T., & Sardessai, R. (2005). Determinants 

of innovative work behavior: development and test of an integrated model. 

Creativity and Innovation Management, 14(2), 142-150. 

Rauch, C. F., & Behling, O. (1984). Functionalism: Basis for an alternative 

approach to the study of leadership, In J. G. Hunt, D. M. Hosking, C. A. 

Schriesheim, & R. Stewart (Eds.), Leaders and managers: International 



 

246 

 

perspectives on managerial behavior and leadership (pp. 45-62). Elmsford, 

NY: Pergamon Press. 

Redding, J. (1994). Strategic readiness: The making of the learning organization, 

San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Redmond, M. R., Mumford, M. D., & Teach, R. (1993). Putting creativity to work: 

Effects of leader behavior on subordinate creativity. Organizational 

Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 55: 120-151. 

Reger, R. K., Gustafson, L. T., Demarie, S. M., & Mullane, J. V. (1994). 

Reframing the organization: Why implementing total quality is easier said 

than done. Academy of Management Review, 19, 565-584. 

Rei, A., Lang, S. S., & Welker, R. B. (2002). Assessing the validity of IS success 

models: An empirical test and theoretical analysis. Information Systems 

Research, 13, 50-69. 

Reich, R. B. (1991). The work of nations: Preparing ourselves for 21st-century 

capitalism. New York, NY: Knopf. 

Reicher, S. D., Haslam, S. A., & Hopkins, N. (2005). Social identity and the 

dynamics of leadership: Categorization, entrepreneurship and power in the 

transformation of social reality. The Leadership Quarterly, 16, 547-568. 

Reichers, A. E., Wanous, J. P., & Austin, J. T. (1997). Understanding and 

managing cynicism about organizational change. Academy of 

Management Executive, 11(1), 48-59. 

Reuvers, M., Van Engen, M. L., Vinkenburg, C. J., & Wilson-Evered, E. (2008). 

Transformational leadership and innovative work behavior: Exploring the 

relevance of gender differences. Creativity & Innovation Management, 

17(3), 227-244. 

Ritala, P., & Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, P. (2013). Incremental and radical 

innovation in coopetition the role of absorptive capacity and 

appropriability. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 30(1), 

154-169. 

Robbins, S. P., & Coulter, M. (2009). Management (10th ed.). Essex, England: 

Pearson. 

Roberts, N. C. (1985). Transforming leadership: A process of collective action. 

Human Relations, 38, 1023-1046, 

Rockart, J. F., & Scott Morton, M. S. (1984). Implications of changes in 

information technology for corporate strategy. Interfaces, 14(1), 84-95. 

Rogers, E. M. (1983). Diffusion of innovations (3rd Ed.). New York, NY: Free 

Press. 

Romme, G., & Dillen, G. (1997). Mapping the landscape of organizational 



 

247 

 

learning. European Management Journal, 15(1), 68-79. 

Rosing, K., Frese, M., & Bausch, A. (2011). Explaining the heterogeneity of the 

leadership-innovation relationship: Amidextrous leadership. The 

Leadership Quarterly, 22, 956–974. 

Rost, J. C. (1993). Leadership for the twenty-first century. Westport, CT: Praeger. 

Rothwell, R., & Gardner, D. (1989). The strategic management of re-innovation, 

R&D Management, 19(2), 147-160. 

Rowden, R. W. (2001). The learning organization and strategic change. S.A.M. 

Advanced Management Journal, 66 (3), 11–24. 

Rubin, R. S., Dierdorff, E. C., Bommer, W. H., & Baldwin, T. T. (2009). Do 

leaders reap what they sow? Leader and employee outcomes of leader 

organizational cynicism about change. Leadership Quarterly, 20(5), 

680-688. 

Rubin, R. S., Munz, D. C., & Boomer, W. H. (2005). Leading from within: The 

effects of emotion recognition and personality on transformational 

leadership behavior. Academy of Management Journal, 48, 845−858. 

Rucker, D. D., Preacher, K. J., Tormala, Z. L., & Petty, R. E. (2011). Mediation 

analysis in social psychology: Current practices and new 

recommendations. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 5(6), 

359-371. 

Rudman, R. (1995). Competencies and capabilities for effective human resource 

management. Paper presented at the 22nd annual conference of the Asian 

Regional Training and Development Organization. Melbourne, Australia. 

Rumelt, R. P. (1984). Toward a strategic theory of the firm. In R. Lamb (Ed.), 

Competitive strategic management (pp. 556-570). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 

Prentice-Hall. 

Rush, M. C., Schoel, W. A., & Barnard, S. M. (1994). Psychological resiliency in 

the public sector: ‘Hardiness’ and pressure for change. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 46, 1-22. 

Sayles, L. R., & Strauss, G. (1966). Human behavior in organizations. Englewood 

Cliffs, NJ: Prenctice-Hall. 

Schaubroeck, J., Lam, S. S., & Cha, S. E. (2007). Embracing transformational 

leadership: Team values and the impact of leader behavior on team 

performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(4), 1020-1030. 

Schein, E. H. (1979). Personal change through interpersonal relationships. In W. 

Bennis, J. Van Maanen, E. Schein, & F. Steele (Eds.), Essays in 

interpersonal dynamics (pp. 129-162). Homewood, IL: Dorsey Press. 

Schein, E. H. (1987). Process consultation: Lessons for managers and consultants 



 

248 

 

(Vol. 2). Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 

Schein, E. H. (1988). Organizational psychology (3rd ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 

Prentice Hall. 

Schein, E. H. (1990). Organizational culture. American Psychologist, 45(2), 

109-119. 

Schein, E. H. (1992). Organizational culture and leadership (2nd ed.). San 

Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Schein, E. H. (1999). Process consultation revisited: Building the helping 

relationship. Reading, MA: Addison–Wesley. 

Schin, J., & McClomb, G. E. (1998). Top executive leadership and organizational 

innovation: An investigation of nonprofit human service organizations. 

Social Work Administration, 22(3), 1-21. 

Schlitz, M., Radin, D., Malle, B. F., & Schmidt, S. (2003). Distant healing 

intention: Definitions and evolving guidelines for laboratory studies. 

Alternative Therapies in Health and Medicine, 9(3), A31. 

Schroeder, R. G., Van de Ven, A., Scudder, G. D., & Polley, D. (1989). The 

development of innovation ideas. In A. Van de Ven, H. L. Angle, & M. 

Poole (Eds.), Research on the management of innovation: The Minnesota 

studies. New York, NY: Harper & Row. 

Schumpeter, J. A. (1934). The theory of economic development: An inquiry into 

profits, capital, credit, interests and the business cycle. London, UK: 

Oxford University Press. 

Scott, S. G., & Bruce, R. A. (1994). Determinants of innovative behavior: A path 

model of individual innovation in the workplace. Academy of 

Management Journal, 37, 580-607. 

Segars, A., & Globensky, M. (1994). Scale development in information systems 

research: A paradigm incorporating unidimensionality and its assessment. 

International Conference on Information Systems 1994 Proceedings. 

Seibert, S. E., Wang, G., & Courtright, S. A. (2011). Antecedents and 

consequences of psychological and team empowerment in organizations: 

A meta-analytic review. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96, 981-1003. 

Senge, P. M. (1990). The fifth discipline. New York, NY: Doubleday. 

Senge, P., Kleiner, A., Roberts, C., Ross, R., Roth, G., & Smith, B. (1999). The 

dance of change: The challenges to sustaining momentum in learning 

organizations. New York: Doubleday. 

Senior, B. (2002). Organizational change (2nd ed.). London: Prentice Hall. 

Shalley, C. E., Zhou, J., & Oldham, G. R. (2004). The effects of personal and 

contextual characteristics on creativity: Where should we go from here? 



 

249 

 

Journal of Management, 30, 933-958. 

Shamir, B., & Howell, J. M. (1999). Organizational and contextual influences on 

the emergence and effectiveness of charismatic leadership. Leadership 

Quarterly, Vol. 10, No. 2, pp. 257-83. 

Shamir, B., House, R. J., & Arthur, M. B. (1993). The motivational effects of 

charismatic leadership: A self-concept based theory. Organization Science, 

4, 577-594. 

Shamir, B., Zakay, E., Breinin, E., & Popper, M. (1998). Correlates of charismatic 

leader behavior in military units: Subordinates’ attitudes, unit 

characteristics, and superiors’ appraisals of leader performance. Academy 

of Management Journal, 41, 387-409. 

Sherif, M., & Cantril, H. (1947). The psychology of ego involvements: Social 

attitudes and identifications. New York, NY: Wiley. 

Shin, S. J., & Zhou, J. (2003). Transformational leadership, conservation, and 

creativity: evidence from Korea. Academy of Management Journal, 46(6), 

703-14. 

Shin, S. J., & Zhou, J. (2007). When is educational specialization heterogeneity 

related to creativity in research and development teams? Transformational 

leadership as a moderator. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 1709-1721. 

Shockley-Zalabak, P., Ellis, K., & Winograd, G. (2000). Organizational trust: 

What it means, why it matters. Organization Development Journal, 18(4), 

35-48. 

Sinclair, S., Huntsinger, J., Skorinko, J., & Hardin, C. D. (2005). Social tuning of 

the self: Consequences for the self-evaluations of stereotype targets. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 89, 160-175. 

Sinkula, J. M. (1994), Market information processing and organizational learning. 

Journal of Marketing, 58(1), 35-45. 

Skinner, B. F. (1938). The behavior of organisms. New York, NY: 

Appleton-Century-Crofts. 

Skinner, B. F. (1953). Science and human behavior. New York, NY: Macmillan. 

Skowronski, J. J., & Carlston, D. E. (1989). Negativity and extremity biases in 

impression formation: A review of explanations. Psychological Bulletin, 

105, 131–142. 

Slater, S. F., & Narver, J. C. (1994). Does competitive environment moderate the 

market orientation-performance relationship? Journal of Marketing, 58(1), 

46-55. 

Slater, S. F., & Narver, J. C. (1995). Market orientation and the learning 

organization. Journal of Marketing, 59(3), 63-74. 



 

250 

 

Sloman, M. (2007). The changing world of the trainer: Emerging good practice. 

Routledge. 

Smircich, L., & Morgan, G. (1982). Leadership: The management of meaning. 

Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 18(3), 257-273. 

Smith, D. (2005). Exploring innovation. England: McGraw-Hill. 

Snell, S. A., Youndt, M. A., & Wright, P. M. (1996). Establishing a framework for 

research in strategic human resource management: Merging resource 

theory and organizational learning. In G. R. Ferris (Ed.), Research in 

personnel and human resources management (pp. 61-90). Greenwich, CT: 

JAI Press. 

Snyder, M., & Tanke, E. D. (1976). Behavior and attitude: Some people are more 

consistent than others. Journal of Personality, 44, 501–517. 

Sobel, M. E. (1982). Asymptotic intervals for indirect effects in structural 

equations models. In S. Leinhart (Ed.), Sociological methodology (pp. 

290–312). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Sobel, M. E. (1986). Some new results on indirect effects and their standard 

errors in covariance structure models. Sociological Methodology, 16, 

159-186. 

Sohal, A. S., Chung, W. W. C., & Morrison, M. (2004). In search of learning 

organizations: Case experiences from Hong Kong. International Journal of 

Technology Management, 2(6/7), 656-673. 

Soper, D. S. (2014). A-priori sample size calculator for multiple regression 

[software]. Retrieved from http://www.danielsoper.com/statcalc 

Sosik, J. J., Avolio, B. J., & Kahai, S. S. (1997). Effects of leadership style and 

anonymity on group potency and effectiveness in a group decision support 

system environment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 82, 89-103. 

Sosik, J. J., Kahai, S. S., & Avolio, B. J. (1998). Transformational leadership and 

dimensions of creativity: Motivating idea generation in 

computer-mediated groups. Creativity Research Journal, 11, 111-121. 

Sosik, J. M., Kahai, S. S., & Avolio, B. J. (1999). Leadership style, anonymity, 

and creativity in group decision support systems. Journal of Creative 

Behavior, 33, 227-257. 

Souitaris, V., Zerbinati, S., & Al-Laham, A. (2007). Do entrepreneurship 

programs raise entrepreneurial intention of science and engineering 

students? The effect of learning, inspiration and resources. Journal of 

Business Venturing, 22(4), 566-591. 

Spiker, B. K., & Lesser, E. (1995). We have met the enemy. Journal of Business 

Strategy, 16(2):17-21. 



 

251 

 

Spreitzer, G. M. (1995). Psychological empowerment in the workplace: 

dimensions, measurement and validation. Academy of Management 

Journal, 38, 1442-1465.  

Spreitzer, G. M. (1996). Social structural characteristics of psychological 

empowerment. Academy of Management Journal, 39, 483-504. 

Spreitzer, G. M., Perttula, K. H., & Xin, K. (2005). Traditionality matters: An 

examination of the effectiveness of transformational leadership in the 

United States and Taiwan. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 26(3), 

205-227. 

Stacey, R., Griffiin, D., & Shaw, P. (2002). Complexity and management: Fad or 

radical challenge to systems thinking? London, UK: Routledge. 

Stanislao, J., & Stanislao, B. C. (1983). Dealing with resistance to change. 

Business Horizons, 26, 17- 38. 

Starbuck, W. H. (1965). Organizational growth and development. In J. E. March 

(Ed.), Handbook of organizations (pp. 451-533). Chicago, IL: Rand 

McNally. 

Stata, R. (1989). Organizational learning: The key to management innovation. 

Sloan Management Review, 30(3), 63-74. 

Steenkamp, J. B. E., & Van Trijp, H. C. (1991). The use of LISREL in validating 

marketing constructs. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 8(4), 

283-299. 

Stenmark, D. (2001). Leveraging tacit organizational knowledge. Journal of 

Management Information systems, 17(3), 9-24. 

Stephenson, J. (1997). Capability: Educating for life and work. Wellington, New 

Zealand: Education and Training Support Agency. 

Stewart, T. A. (1994). Rate your readiness to change. Fortune, 129(3), 106-108. 

Stogdill, R. M. (1948). Personal factors associated with leadership: A survey of 

the literature. Journal of Psychology, 25, 35-71.  

Stogdill, R. M. (1963). Manual for the leader behavior description questionnaire. 

Columbus: Ohio State University Bureau of Business Research. 

Stogdill, R. M. (1974). Handbook of leadership. New York, NY: Free Press. 

Stoker, J. I., Looise, J. C., Fisscher, O. A. M., & De Jong, R. D. (2001). 

Leadership and innovation: Relations between leadership, individual 

characteristics and the functioning of R&D teams. The International 

Journal of Human Resource Management, 12(7), 1141-1151. 

Styhre, A. (2002). Non-linear change in organizations: Organization change 

management informed by complexity theory. Leadership and Organization 

Development Journal, 23, 343-351. 



 

252 

 

Su, Z., & Wright, P. M. (2012). The effective human resource management 

system in transitional China: A hybrid of commitment and control 

practices. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 

23(10), 2065-2086. 

Sun, L., Zhang, Z., Qi, J., & Chen, Z. X. (2012). Empowerment and creativity: A 

cross-level investigation. The Leadership Quarterly, 23, 55-65. 

Sundbo, J., & Gallouj, F. (1999). Innovation in services in seven European 

countries. Synthesis report for European Commission, DG XII, 

TSER-SI4S, Oslo, Norway. 

Szabla, D. B. (2007). A multidimensional view of resistance to organizational 

change: Exploring cognitive, emotional, and intentional responses to 

planned change across perceived change leadership strategies. Human 

Resource Development Quarterly, 18(4), 525-558. 

Szamosi, L. T., & Duxbury, L. (2002). Development of a measure to assess 

organizational change. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 

15(2), 184–201. 

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2013). Using multivariate statistics (6th ed.). 

Boston, MA: Pearson. 

Tang, H. K. (1999). An inventory of organizational innovativeness. Technovation, 

19, 41-51. 

Teece, D., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic 

management. Strategic Management Journal, 18, 509–533. 

Tetenbaum, T. J. (1998). Shifting paradigms: From newton to chaos. 

Organizational Dynamics, 26(4), 21-32. 

The KPI Institute. (2015). The knowledge and innovation KPI dictionary: 130+ 

key performance indicator definitions. Melbourne, Australia: Author. 

Thomas, K. W., & Velthouse, B. A. (1990). Cognitive elements of empowerment: 

An “interpretive” model of intrinsic task motivation. Academy of 

Management Journal, 15, 666-681. 

Tichy, N. M. (1983). Managing change strategically: Technical, political, and 

cultural dynamics. New York, NY: Wiley. 

Tichy, N. M., & DeVanna, M. (1986). The transformational leader. New York: 

Wiley. 

Tidd, J., Bessant, J., & Pavitt, K. (2009). Managing innovation: Integrating 

technological, market and organizational change (4th ed.). Chichester, 

England: John Wiley. 

Tierney, P., Farmer, S. M., & Graen, G. B. (1999). An examination of leadership 

and employee creativity: The relevance of traits and relationships. 



 

253 

 

Personnel Psychology, 52, 591-620. 

Tippins, M. J. & Sohi, R. S. (2003). IT competency and firm performance: Is 

organizational learning a missing link? Strategic Management Journal, 

24(8), 745-761. 

Todorova, G., & Durisin, B. (2007). Absorptive capacity: Valuing a 

reconceptualization. Academy of Management Review, 32(3), 774-786. 

Tohidi, H., Seyedaliakbar, S. M., & Mandegari, M. (2012). Organizational 

learning measurement and the effect on firm innovation. Journal of 

Enterprise Information Management, 25, 219-245. 

Toivonen, M., & Tuominen, T. (2009). Emergence of innovations in services. The 

Service Industries Journal, 29(7), 887-902. 

Torrance, E. P. (1965). Rewarding creative behavior. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 

Personnel. 

Torrance, E. P. (1990). Manual for scoring and interpreting results: Torrance tests 

of creative thinking: Verbal, forms A and B. Bensenville, IL: Scholastic 

Testing Service. 

Tourangeau, R., & Rasinski, K. A. (1988). Cognitive processes underlying 

context effects in attitude measurement. Psychological Bulletin, 103, 

299-314. 

Truss, C. (2001). Complexities and controversies in linking HRM with 

organizational outcomes. Journal of Management Studies, 38(8), 

1121-1149. 

Tse, H. H. M., & Chiu, W. C. K. (2014). Transformational leadership and job 

performance: A social identity perspective. Journal of Business Research, 

67 2827-2835. 

Tsoukas, H., & Chia, R. (2002). On organizational becoming: Rethinking 

organizational change. Organization Science, 13, 567-582. 

Tsui, A. S., Pearce, J. L., Porter, L. W., & Tripoli, A. M. (1997). Alternative 

approaches to the employee–organization relationship: Does investment in 

employees pay off? Academy of Management Journal, 40, 1089-1121. 

Ulrich, D., & Lake, D. (1991). Organizational capability: Creating competitive 

advantage. Academy of Management Executive, 5(1), 77-92. 

Ulrich, D., & Smallwood, N. (2004). Capitalizing on capabilities. Harvard 

Business Review, 82 (6), 119-127. 

Vahs, D., Koch, V., & Kielkopf, M. (2010). Innovation generating and evaluation: 

The impact of change management. In A. Gerybadze, U. Hommel, H. W. 

Reiners, & D. Thomaschewski (Eds). Innovation and international 

corporate growth (pp. 151-172). New York: Springer. 



 

254 

 

Vakola, M., & Nikolaou, I. (2005). Attitudes towards organizational change: 

What is the role of employees’ stress and commitment? Employee 

Relations, 27, 160- 174. 

Van de Ven, A. H. (1986). Central problems in the management of innovation. 

Management Science, 32, 590-607. 

Van de Ven, A. H., & Poole, M. S. (1995). Explaining development and change in 

organizations. Academy of Management Review, 20, 510-540. 

Van den Berg, H., Manstead, A. S., van der Pligt, J., & Wigboldus, D. H. (2006). 

The impact of affective and cognitive focus on attitude formation. Journal 

of Experimental Social Psychology, 42(3), 373-379. 

Van der Zee, K. I., Bakker, A., & Bakker, P. (2002). Why are structured 

interviews so rarely used in personnel selection? Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 87, 176-184. 

Van Fleet, D. D., & Yuki, G. A. (1986). A century of leadership research. In 

Academy of Management Proceedings (Vol. 1986, No. 1, pp. 12-23). 

Academy of Management. 

Van Knippenberg, D., & Hogg, M. A. (2003). A social identity model of 

leadership effectiveness in organizations. Research in Organizational 

Behavior, 25, 243-295. 

Van Winkelen, C., & McKenzie, J. (2011). Knowledge works: The handbook of 

practical ways to identify and solve common organizational problems for 

better performance. Chichester, England: Wiley. 

Vollmann, T. E. (1996). The transformation imperative. Boston, MA: Harvard 

Business School Press. 

Von Bertalanffy, L. (1950). An outline of general systems theory. British Journal 

of the Philosophy of Science, 1, 134-165. 

Waddell, D. & Sohal, A. S. (1998). Resistance: A constructive tool for change 

management. Management Decision, 36(8), 543-548. 

Waldman, D. A., Bass, B. M., & Yammarino, F. J. (1990). Adding to contingent 

reward behavior: The augmenting effect of charismatic leadership. Group 

& Organization Studies, 15, 381-394. 

Waldman, D. A., Ramirez, G. G., House, R. A., & Puranam, P. (2001). Does 

leadership matter? CEO leadership attributes and profitability under 

conditions of perceived environmental uncertainty. Academy of 

Management Journal, 44, 134−143. 

Walker, H. J., Armenakis, A. A., & Bernerth, J. B. (2007). Factors influencing 

organizational change efforts: An integrative investigation of change 

content, context, process and individual differences. Journal of 



 

255 

 

Organizational Change Management, 20, 761-773. 

Walton, R. (1985). From control to commitment in the workplace. Harvard 

Business Review, 63(2), 77-84. 

Walumbwa, F. O., Luthans, F., Avey, J. B., & Oke, A. (2011). Authentically 

leading groups: The mediating role of collective psychological capital and 

trust. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 32, 4-24. 

Wanberg, C. R., & Banas, J. T. (2000). Predictors and outcomes of openness to 

changes in a reorganizing workplace. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

85(1), 132-142. 

Wang, C. L., & Ahmed, P. K. (2004). The development and validation of the 

organizational innovativeness construct using confirmatory factor analysis. 

European Journal of Innovation Management, 7(4), 303-313. 

Wanous, J. P., Reichers, A. E., & Austin, J. T. (2000). Cynicism about 

organizational change: Measurement, antecedents, and correlates. Group 

& Organization Management, 25(2), 132-153. 

Warren, K. (2008). Strategic management dynamics. Chichester, England: John 

Wiley & Sons. 

Waterman, R. H., Jr., Peters, T. J., & Phillips, J. R. (1980). Structure is not 

organization. Business Horizons, 23(3), 14-26. 

Watt, J. D., & Piotrowski, C. (2008). Organizational change cynicism: A review 

of the literature and intervention strategies. Organization Development 

Journal, 26(3), 23-31. 

Watzlawik, P., Weakland, J. H., & Fisch, R. (1974). Change: Principles of 

problem formation and problem resolution. New York, NY: Norton. 

Wayne, S. J., Shore, L. M., & Liden, R. C. (1997). Perceived organizational 

support and leader-member exchange: A social exchange perspective. 

Academy of Management Journal, 40, 82-111. 

Wayne, S. J., Shore, L. M., Bommer, W. H., & Tetrick, L. E. (2002). The role of 

fair treatment and rewards in perceptions of organizational support and 

leader-member exchange. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 590-598. 

Weber, M. (1947). The theory of social economic organization. New York, NY: 

Free Press. 

Weber, M. (1968). Economy and society: An interpretive sociology. New York, 

NY: Bedminister. 

Weick, K. E. (2000). Emergent change as a universal in organizations. In M. Beer 

& N. Nohria (Eds.), Breaking the code of change (pp. 223-241). Boston, 

MA: HBS Press. 

Weick, K. E., & Quinn, R. E. (1999). Organizational change and development. 



 

256 

 

Annual Review of Psychology, 50, 361-386. 

Weisbord, M. R. (1976). Organizational diagnosis: Six places to look for trouble 

with or without a theory. Group and Organization Studies, 1, 430-447. 

Welbourne, T. M., Johnson, D. E., & Erez, A. (1998). The Role-Based 

Performance Scale: Validity analysis of a theory-based measure. Academy 

of Management Journal, 41, 540-555. 

Wen, Z., & Fan, X. (2015). Monotonicity of effect sizes: Questioning 

kappa-squared as mediation effect size measure. Psychological Methods, 

20(2), 193-203. 

Wernerfelt, B. (1984). A resource-based view of the firm. Strategic Management 

Journal, 5, 171-180. 

Wernerfelt, B. (1989). From critical resources to corporate strategy. Journal of 

General Management, 14, 4-12. 

West, M. A. (1987). A measure of role innovation at work. British Journal of 

Social Psychology, 26(1), 83-85. 

West, M. A. (2001). The human team: Basic motivations and innovations. In N. 

Anderson, D. S. Ones, H. K. Sinangil, & C. Viswesvaran (Eds.), 

Handbook of industrial, work & organizational psychology (Vol. 2, pp. 

270-288). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

West, M. A. (2002). Sparkling fountains or stagnant ponds: An integrative model 

of creativity and innovation implementation within groups. Applied 

Psychology: An International Review, 51, 355-386. 

West, M. A., & Anderson, N. (1996). Innovation in top management teams. 

Journal of Applied psychology, 81, 680-693. 

West, M. A., & Farr, J. L. (1990). Innovation at work. In M. A. West & J. L. Farr 

(Eds.), Innovation and creativity at work: Psychological and 

organizational strategies (pp. 3-13). Chichester, England: Wiley. 

West, M. A., Markiewicz, L., & Dawson, J. F. (2005). Aston Team Performance 

Inventory: Description, reliabilities and user guide. London, England: 

ASE Psychometric Tests. 

Wheelwright, S. C., & Clark, K. B. (1992). Revolutionizing product development. 

New York, NY: Free Press.  

White, A. (2009). From comfort zone to performance management: 

Understanding development and performance. Baisy-Thy, Belgium: White 

& MacLean Publishing. 

Whitener, E. (2001). Do “high commitment” human resource practices affect 

employee commitment? A cross-level analysis using hierarchical linear 

modeling. Journal of Management, 27, 515-35. 



 

257 

 

Williams, L. J., & O’Boyle, E. H. (2008). Measurement models for linking latent 

variables and indicators: A review of human resource management 

research using parcels. Human Resource Management Review, 18(4), 

233-242. 

Williamson, R., & Johnston, H. (2013). The school leader's guide to social media. 

New York, NY: Routledge. 

Wolfe, R. A. (1994). Organizational innovation: Review, critique and suggested 

research directions. Journal of Management Studies, 31, 405-431. 

Wood, S. (1996). High commitment management and unionization in the UK. 

International Journal of Human Resource Management, 7(1), 41-58. 

Wood, S., & De Menezes, L. (1998). High commitment management in Britain: 

Evidence from the workplace industrial relation survey and employers 

manpower and skills practices survey. Human Relations, 51(4), 485-515. 

Woodman, R. W. (2008). Creativity and organizational change: Linking ideas and 

extending theory. In J. Zhou & C. E. Shalley (Eds.), Handbook of 

organizational creativity (pp. 283-300). New York, NY: Lawrence 

Erlbaum. 

Woodman, R. W., Sawyer, J. E., & Griffin, R. W. (1993). Toward a theory of 

organizational creativity. Academy of Management Review, 18(2), 

293-321. 

Woodruffe, C. (1992). What is meant by competency? In R. Boam, & P. Sparrow 

(Eds.), Designing and achieving competency. New York, NY: 

McGraw-Hill. 

Wright, P. M., McMahan, G. C., & McWilliams, A. (1994). Human resources and 

sustained competitive advantage: A resource-based perspective. 

International Journal of Human Resource Management, 5, 301-326. 

Wu, C., Neubert, M. J., & Yi, X. (2007). Transformational leadership, cohesion 

perceptions, and employee cynicism about organizational change: The 

mediating role of justice perceptions. The Journal of Applied Behavioral 

Science, 43(3), 327-351. 

Xiao, Z. X., & Tsui, A. S. (2007). When brokers may not work: The cultural 

contingency of social capital in Chinese high-tech firms. Administrative 

Science Quarterly, 51, 1–31.  

Xiao, Z., & Björkman, I. (2006). High commitment work systems in Chinese 

organizations: A preliminary measure. Management and Organization 

Review, 2(3), 403–422. 

Youndt, M. A., Snell, S. A., Dean, J. W. Jr, & Lepak, D. P. (1996). Human 

resource management, manufacturing strategy, and firm performance. 



 

258 

 

Academy of Management Journal, 39(4), 836-866. 

Yousef, D. A. (2000). Organizational commitment and job satisfaction as 

predictors of attitudes toward organizational change in a non-western 

setting. Personnel Review, 29(5), 567-592. 

Yuan, F. R., & Woodman, R. W. (2010). Innovative behavior in the workplace: 

The role of performance and image outcome expectations. Academy of 

Management Journal, 53(2), 323–342. 

Yukl, G. (1999). An evaluation of conceptual weaknesses in transformational and 

charismatic leadership theories. The Leadership Quarterly, 10(2), 285-305. 

Yukl, G. (2008). How leaders influence organizational effectiveness. The 

Leadership Quarterly, 19(6), 708-722. 

Yukl, G. (2009). Leadership in organizations (7th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: 

Prentice-Hall. 

Yukl, G., Gordon, A., & Taber, T. (2002). A hierarchical taxonomy of leadership 

behavior: Integrating a half century of behavior research. Journal of 

Leadership and Organization Studies, 9, 15-32. 

Zaltman, G. & Duncan, R. (1977). Strategies for planned change. Toronto, 

Canada: Wiley. 

Zaltman, G., Duncan, R. & Holbek, J. (1973). Innovations and organizations. 

New York, NY: Wiley. 

Zander, A. (1950). Resistance to change: Its analysis and prevention. Advanced 

Management Journal, 15, 9-11. 

Zhang, A. Y., Tsui, A. S., & Wang, D. X. (2011). Leadership behaviors and group 

creativity in Chinese organizations: The role of group processes. The 

Leadership Quarterly, 22, 851-862. 

Zhou, J. (2003). Feedback valence, feedback style, task autonomy, and 

achievement orientation: Interactive effects on creative performance. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 261-276. 

Zhou, J., & George, J. M. (2001). When job dissatisfaction leads to creativity: 

Encouraging the expression of voice. Academy of Management Journal, 

44, 682-696. 

Zikic, J., & Saks, A. M. (2009). Job search and social cognitive theory: The role 

of career-relevant activities. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 74(1), 

117-127. 

 

  



 

259 

 

CURRICULUM VITAE 

Academic qualifications of the thesis author, Mr. CHENG Kai Hung: 

� Received the higher diploma of Applied Science (Distinction) from Hong 

Kong Polytechnic, November 1981. 

� Received the degree of Master of Science from Brunel University, December 

1982. 

� Received the degree of Master of Business Administration (Distinction) from 

University of San Francisco, May 1989. 

� Received the degree of Master of Science (Distinction) from Hong Kong 

Baptist University, November 2008. 

 

 

August, 2017 




