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Abstract

The successful implementation of organizationaihgeahas become an important management task, thaen
countless companies fail to implement organizatichanges successfully in recent decades. Futthere has
been a lack of empirical research on the role arigformational leadership in a change context peirsthis
regard, the present study aims to fill this gapcbgducting an empirical research in hopes of coutirg to a
better understanding of the inner workings of empés’ supportive attitudes and behavior toward ghaoy
investigating the relationship between transfororal leadership and employee’s behavioral support f
organizational change. The results from a sampl48frespondents in Taiwan provide additional insigto
the mechanism through which transformational lestuipr influences behavioral support for organization
change.

Key words: Transformational leadershipelf-efficacy; affective commitment to change; behavioral support for
change.

1. Introduction

As modern organizations pursue changes to enhdrae ¢competitive positions and their survivability
competitive markets (Higgs & Rowland, 2005), theagoing and seemingly endless changes put a letraih
not only on organizations but also on individua¥&cHugh,1997;Vakola & Nikolaou, 2005). Specificaltpey
strove to retain their competitive edge by reorgaug, downsizing, and implementing new informatiand
human resource management (HRM) systems. In peadfiese changes were perceived stressful by their
employees (Eby, et al.,, 2000; Elrod & Tippett, 20Q2askyte, 2003 Vakola & Nikolaou, 2005) since
organizational changes create fear, uncertaintydandt (Jackson, & Rothmann, 2006) which, in twatalyses
their tendency to resist, avoid, and devalue omgditinal change (Oreg, 2003).

Indeed, countless companies have failed to impléroeganizational changes successfully in recentdes
(Beer & Nohria, 2000; Higgs & Rowland, 200mros, 201QJudge, Thoresen, Pucik & Welbourne, 1999). These
failures indicate that there is considerable roan researchers to provide insights into opportasitfor
improving the success of these changes (Parishw&lkdier & Busch, 2007). Nevertheless, there istéich
understanding of the numerous factors associat¢idl pgople’'s motivation to support organizationahraie
(Lamm & Gordon, 2010). In this regard, this studyfidves it is both important and beneficial to gaigreater
understanding of the complexities of individual$feative reactions during organizational change r(tte
Fedor & Caldwell, 2007) in the attempt to improtie success of organizational changes (Parish, 0417).
Many studies asserted that positive attitudes tmgh were found to be vital in achieving organaai goals
and in succeeding in change programmes (Eby é2G00). In this regard, leadership has been seenasf the
most important variables affecting the attitudiiinension of organizational life (Jaskyte, 2003}l dreen
considered a critical element in organizationalngea(Yousef, 2000). Specifically, in the last two deesd
evidence has reported that transformational leadgers an influential mode of leadership that isasated with
high levels of individual and organizational perfamce (Kark & Dijk, 2007). Therefore, although poas
research has shown that transformational behasai@rselated to high employee performance (Lowegkkp &
Sivasubramaniam, 1996), scholars have given 6ttiention to what underlying mechanisms, in thecess of
change, enable transformational leaders to affdliviers’ attitude and to arouse different typesradtivation
among their followergAvolio, et al., 2004; Bono & Judge, 2003; Kark &anir, 2002; Kirk & Dijk, 2007).
Further, despite the rather large literature camoertransformational leadership and organizatiattenge-
related concepts, the vast majority of studies lmen done in the United States and other westamtiges. In
addition, literature on organizational change hasrblimited by the fact that past studies have edntb
investigate the affective and attitudinal resporsfeemployees to organizational change more thdavieral
responses (Lamm & Gordon, 2010). Hence, the godghefpresent study is twofold. First, is to examihe
underlying process through which transformatioreddership influence followers’ behavioral suppat f
change. Second, is to explore the mediating roleself-efficacy and affective commitment to chargge the
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relationship between transformational leadershipla@havioral support for change.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses

2.1 Transformational leadership

There is evidence that employees engage in an egehalationship with both the organization as aleftand
their immediate supervisor (Stinglhamber & Vandeghe, 2003). In many respects, the supervisordabst
immediate and salient person in the context ohdividual's work, as employees tend to view actibgsagents
of the organization as actions of the organizattsalf (Livinson, 1965). Hence, the supervisor mbate a
direct influence on their subordinate’s attitudekicl, in turn, determine their behaviors throughdiag
behaviors.

Transformational leadership has been portrayedeénliterature as different from transactional ornitaring
types of leadership. For instance, Burns (1978) Bads (1985) distinguished transformational leadrrs
transactional leaders. Specifically, Bass and Awo{il994) identified four behaviors associated with
transformational leaders: (1) idealized influenebich can be defined as serving as a charismatécmodel to
followers; (2) inspirational motivation that involves articulation of a clear, appealing, and inspiring vision to
followers; (3) intellectual stimulation of follower creativity by questioning assumptions and challenging the
status quo; and (4) individual consideration, which involves attending to and supporting the individual needs of
followers.

In essence, transformational leadership arousem tgairit, reframes stressful events into developaien
opportunities, and inspires others to perceiveidliff situations as meaningful challenges necesdary
developing one’s professional and personal skiissik, et al., 2000). Further, by emphasizing thedrtance of
collective interest, transformational leadershiplas followers’ higher-order needs and motivatesnthto
identify with a vision that reaches beyond theimoself-interest (Judge & Bono, 2000).

2.2 Behavioral Support for Change

Behavioral support for change refers to behavibeg aire consistent with the goals of change (ti92).
According to Herscovitch and Meyer (2002), there thiree kinds of behavior which are supportivehange:
compliance, cooperation and championing. Compliasfers to employees’ willingness to do what isuiezd
of them by the organization in implementing therd@ Cooperation refers to employees’ acceptandbeof
“spirit” of the change and willingness to do littkxtras to make it work. Finally, championing refdp
employees’ willingness to embrace the change aeldl ‘isto others.

In practice, organizational change causes chamgesti demands readjustment of, average emplogeasal
routines (Graetz & Smith, 2010) and creates feacertainty, and doubt (Jaskyte, 2003). Moreovelpleyees
are skeptical about change and concerned aboatiit®mes during organizational change (Lau & Woatma
1995). This, consequently, results in a naturadéacy for employees to resist, avoid, and devatgargzational
change (Oreg, 2003). Since employee attitudes tbwhange can impact their acceptance and support to
change, employees’ supportive behavior are a nagessndition for successful planned change (Fedal.,
2006 Meyer, et al., 200;Miller et al.,1994 Parish et al., 2007).

2.3 Transformational Leadership and Behavioral Support for Change

Job-related stress is often a function of an imtligl’s perception of organizational and environraketvents
(organizational change, in this case) and meanitacteed to these events (cf. Sosik & Godshalk, 2000
McCauley,1987; Schuler,1980). The meaning which individuals associate with these events is often influenced

by significant others, such as an immediate super\iSosik & Godshalk, 200Rram and Hall,1989;Simircich
and Morgan,1982).Indeed, supervisors play an imapontole in structuring the work environment by ding
information and feedback to employees (Griffin, tBaon & West, 2001) and by controlling the powkerfu
rewards that acknowledge the employee’s personghwiDoby & Caplan, 1995). As such, the social iat¢ion
between an employee and his/her immediate superigigsbe primary determinant of an employee’s sufip®
behavior to organizational change(Wayne, Shorejdeh, 1997).

Because transformational leaders are change-odiearid inspiring, such leaders would be expectecreate
greater identification with other work unit membensd extract extra effort from its members (Hog@0D).
Specifically, the influence of transformational deas is based on their success in connecting fellswself-
concept or identity to the mission of their unitaganization (Kark and Shamir, 2003). Thus, trarmshtional
leaders are able to influence followers’ behavigrppomoting higher levels of intrinsic value assded with
goal accomplishment, emphasizing the linkages ketviellowers’ effort and goal achievement, and tgating

a higher level of personal commitment on the phthe leader and followers to a common vision, issand
organizational goals (Avolio, et al., 2004).

Moreover, according to the concept of personifyitige organization (Levinson, 1965), the immediate
supervisor's behaviors are likely to be perceivgdeimployees as representative of organizationaisides
(Griffin et al., 2001). Thus, favorable or unfavble treatment by the employees’ immediate supersis®
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interpreted as the organization's benevolent or em@ént orientation towards them (i.e., perceived
organizational support) (Loi, Ngo, & Foley, 200&ccordingly, employees, based on the norm of rediy
(Gouldner, 1960), develop a generalized felt oliigato care about the organization’s welfare aptp tthe
organization achieve its objectives (e.g., succkasiplementation of change) (Eisenberger et 8013.

In sum, during the period of change, transformatideadership arouses team spirit, reframes striessénts
into developmental opportunities, and inspires &he perceive tough situations as meaningful ehgks
(Sosik & Godshalk, 2000).Thus, it seems likely tlransformational leaders tend to orient theirdatrs to
perceive organizational change in a positive wag, aaccordingly, to enhance their followers’ supjpert
behavior toward organizational change. Accordingyjpothesis 1 is stated as:

H1: There is a direct positive relationship betweaansformational and behavioral support for change.

2.4 Themediating roles of Self-efficacy and Affective Commitment to Change

According to Baron and Kenny (1986), the roles eff-sfficacy and affective commitment to change as
mediators of the transformational leadership—bedraVvisupport for change relationship are suppoiitegart,

by the links between: (1) transformational leadgrsind behavioral support for change, (2) transédiomal
leadership and self-efficacy, (3) self-efficacy aifbctive commitment to change, and (4) affecteenmitment

to change and behavioral support for change. Healtehe links mentioned above, except the linkwastn
transformational leadership and behavioral supjporthange, are discussed as follows.

2.4.1 Transformational Leadership and Self-efficacy

Self-efficacy is defined as an employee’s beliehisther capability to mobilize motivation, cogméiresources
and the courses of action needed to exercise dantes events in their lives (Wood & Bandura, 1983ased
on this definition, self-efficacy defines the extem which an individual believes him/herself to tepable of
successfully performing an assigned task (Bandil®86) and enables him/her to integrate cognitioejas,
emotional and behavioral sub-skills, in order taamnplish a particular objective (Judge, Thoresaril &
Welbourne, 1999).

For decades, self-efficacy has consistently beendao influence thought patterns, behaviors andtiomal
arousal (Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 1993)f-8#ficacy gradually emerges through the experénthat
an individual accumulates. The cognitive appragsal integration of the data stemming from theseegg&pces
ultimately determine an individual’s self-efficaandura, 1982).

With respect to the relationship between transfoional leadership with self-efficacy, based on fingr sources
of self-efficacy (i.e., Mastery experience, vicaisoexperience, verbal persuasion and emotionalsatpu
specified by Bandura (1982), this study expectssfiarmational leadership to have an effect on imuthe
four sources of efficacy judgments previously ideed by Bandura (1986, 1997). For example, a
transformational supervisor can provide opportasitifor mastery and vicarious experiences to their
subordinates, in addition to serving as a modelngburagement, through verbal persuasion (Schpggl)2
Moreover, it is suggested that individuals in oiigations strive for self-esteem (Michel, Stema&:iSalvador,
2010). Although self-esteem and self-efficacy aistintt, they are related both theoretically andpeivally
(Gardner & Peirce, 1998). According to Michel et(@011), self-esteem is derived from group mentbprand
from the way in which the group to which one beloig valued by his or her supervisor. In this rdgathis
study assumes a supervisor who involves articulatiba clear, appealing, and inspiring vision ttiof@ers
(inspirational motivation), and involves attendilogand supporting the individual needs of followgénslividual
consideration) is likely to enhance followers’ sefteem and a positive self-concept.

Empirically, previous research supports the coiarthat transformational leaders can persuade @rapk that
they are capable of producing expected outcomesr{@y & Farmer, 2002).In other words, a transforomai
leader in the workplace is perceived by recipiestsa major organizational resource upon which tizgyrely
when performing daily tasks. Specifically, duringganizational change, the perceived availability of
transformational leadership may enhance employesdidence that the job will get done well.

In summary, it is reasonable to state that a toansdtional leader allows subordinates to feel dmnft in their
ability to confront challenges and overcome prolsiesuccessfully in the workplace, which in turn erdes
their self-efficacy. Thus, this study assumes thate is a direct positive relationship betweengfarmational
leadership and self-efficacy.

2.4.2 Self-efficacy and Affective Commitment to Change

It is suggested that a negative relationship exXistsveen stress caused by organizational changattihdies
towards organizational change (Vakola & Nikolaol)02). In other words, one of the challenges of
organizational change is to keep their employe@asnaitted throughout these change processes (Vaidawel

et al., 2009). According to Elizur and Guttman (8R7attitudes toward change reflect a person’s itiogs
about change, affective reactions to change, ahduieral tendency toward change. In general, engasy
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attitudes to an organizational change can be rafiged strong positive attitudes (i.e., high commétm to
change) to strong negative attitudes (i.e., lowmitment to change) (Piderit, 2000).

As noted above, positive attitudes to change wewed to be vital in succeeding in change proceby € al.,
2000). In essence, commitment to change captueesdtion of positive, proactive intent, which inves lack of
resistance to change and the absence of negative attitudes ( Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Kotter & Schlesinger,
1979; Piderit, 2000).According to Herscovitch and Meyer, 2002, commitment to cleamggeneral consist of
three components: affective commitment, normatieenmitment and continuance commitment to change.
Specifically, this study focuses on affective conmant to change which reflects a desire to prosigaport for
the change based on a belief in its inherent bsn@dierscovitch & Meyer, 2002).

Conceptually, there is a human tendency to rebishge, because it forces people to adopt new wiageing
things (Lunenburg, 2010) and is intended to alesr &rganizational variables (e.g., systems andiocgsses).
As a result, individuals experience uncertainty aade fears about the potential failure in copirithwhe new
situation (Vakola & Nikolaou, 2005) that then affect his orerhattitudes and behaviors toward
changes(Jimmieson, Terry, & Callan, 2004). Morec#mally, fears about the potential failure in dog with
the new situation causes resistance to change (buing, 2010).

Bandura (1986) portrayed how individuals as persagants have the capacity for self-reflection, aiiith this
capacity they are not only agents of change but @pable of reviewing and reflecting on their sdffcacy to
successfully address confronting challenges. Furtezording to Bandura (1991), an individual'siéein their
own efficacy influences the choices they make rthspirations, the level of effort they will sustain a given
task and how positively or negatively they think emhcoping with change. Also, evidence exists in the
organizational change literature supporting thedrtgnce of perceived control in coping with change.

In theory, the greater a person’s self-efficacg thore confident he or she is about being sucdeisstu new
task domain (Prussia, Anderson, & Manz, 1998). tneo words, self-efficacy has a critical effect an
individual's perceived ability and willingness taegcise control in the process of change (Litt, 898n other
words, employees with high self-efficacy are mon@ne to strive to complete a difficult task (e.g.,
organizational change) and less prone to give upnwibstacles appear during organizational changey(s,
2004). Accordingly, it is reasonable to infer teatployees with high self-efficacy are more pron&dee high
affective commitment to change.

2.4.3 Affective Commitment to Change and Behavioral Support for Change

Theoretically, individuals with strong affective mmitment to an organizational change initiative Imighow
strong willingness to go above and beyond the afatluty to find ways to make the initiative work éyer &
Herscovitch, 2001). As previously suggested, thelse buy-in to a change and want to make effortsrisure
its success (i.e., strong affective commitment)udhdoe willing to do more than is required of thezaen if it
involves some personal sacrifice (Meyer & Hersadyi?001 Meyer et al., 2007).

Empirically, commitment to change has been founbea better predictor of specific change-relateldalviors
(Fedor et al., 20Q@Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). Furthermore, affectoeanmitment to change was found to be
positively related to non-discretionary behavioe.(i compliance behavior) and discretionary behaiie.,
cooperation and championing behaviors) (HerscovéicMeyer, 2002 Meyer et al., 2007). Thus, this study
assumes that there is a direct positive relatignglgitween affective commitment to change and behalvi
support for change.

In summary, on the basis of all of the inferencesvipusly discussed for the simple bivariate asg@ms
incorporated in the initial hypotheses, this stadgumes that transformational leadership not axdyte effect
on behavioral support for change directly, but alstirectly affects behavioral support for chande self-
efficacy and affective commitment to change. Thenefhypothesis 2 is stated as:

H2: self-efficacy and affective commitment to changediate the relationship between transformational
leadership and behavioral support for change.
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Figure 1 depicts the hypothesized relationshipsregmnariables in this study.

Figure 1: Hypothesized Model
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3. Methods

3.1 Participants

Surveydata for this study was collected from 10 compaldeate at Hsinchu County, Taiwan. This study began
by sending invitations to 25 HR managers who attdnal management training program. As a result,2®b

10 companies agreed to participate. Procedure-aitmal of 1200 questionnaires with a cover lettglaining

the purpose of the survey were sent to the HR b&dd surveyed companies along with a return empeefor
each participant to ensure that participants ceeldd back their replies independent of their omgions. A
total of 553 questionnaires were returned (46% aese rate), with 448 valid questionnaires afteeeging
(37%).

3.2 Measures

Although it is reported that there are 71% of redeausing 5- or 7-point scale (Infosurv, 2006)stktudy
chooses to use 6-point scale for the sake of ptedemnespondents from neutral marking. Therefordess
otherwise stated, all responses were made on ané-gmale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to g8bngly
agree.

3.2.1 Transformational Leadership

Transformational leadership was assessed throughdfoensions, namely individual considerationeileictual
stimulation, inspirational motivation, and ideatizeafluence, using Chou’s (2013) 12 items which \wdapted
from Sosik and Godshalk’s (2000) 15 items. The sasps were measured along a 6-point Likert scaigimg
from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” witleapect to the respondent’s certainty as to themediate
supervisor’s leadership ability. The internal cstency of this 12-item scale was .97 in the cursantple.

3.2.2 Sdlf-efficacy

Self-efficacywas measured using the ten items developed by $zbwa@aller, Kwiatek, Schroder & Zhang
(1997) (e.g., “I can always manage to solve diffipuoblems if | try hard enough”). The internalnsistency of
the ten-item scale was 0.88 for this sample.

3.2.3 Affective Commitment to Change

Affective commitment to changeas measured with the six items developed by Heiwtoand Meyer (2002).
The internal consistency of this six-item scale wasfor this sample.
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3.2.4 Behavioral Support for Change

Behavioral support for changeas measured by three dimensions with the 17 idemeloped by Herscovitch
and Meyer (2002) (e.g. “I adjust the way | do mig ps required by this change” [compliance], “I wookvard
the change consistently” [cooperation], and “| amage the participation of others in the change”
[championing]). The internal consistency of this-sem scale was .95 in the current sample.

Overall, the strength of the internal consistenstyneates of the variables in this study suggestsdgzneity of
the scale items.

3.3 Analysis

Before testing the study hypotheses, confirmatactdr analysis (CFA) was conducted with AMOS softwa
(Arbuckle, 2003) to examine the convergent andritignant validity of the study measures. Given theye
number of items (48) relative to the sample siz8Bj4the procedures recommended by Mathieu and(Fa9r1)
were followed by creating five and three compoditdicators for self-efficacy and affective commitmhe
respectively. For the indicators of transformatiole@dership and behavioral support for changesettsub-
dimensions (i.e.jdealized influence; inspirational motivation and individual consideration) and three sub-
dimensions (i.e., compliance; championship and cooperation; intellectual stimulation), respectively, were used in
order to maintain an adequate sample-size-to-pdeamaio (Landis, Beal, & Tesluk, 2000).

Following the approach suggested by Andersen anti®e(1988), convergent validity is demonstrateiew
the path loadingA) from an item to its latent construct is signifit@nd exceeds 0.50. All path loading (n
this study, as shown in Table 2, was above 0.501¢0.94). In addition, convergent validity is aladequate
when the constructs have an average variance &edré8VE) of at least 0.50 and composite reliapi(€R) is
greater than 0.6 (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Bl&)6). As shown in Table 2, the AVEs of all founstructs
in this study exceeded 0.50 (0.55-0.84) and CRallofour constructs exceeded 0.6 (0.85-0.96). Tralis,
constructs in our study demonstrate adequate cgerevalidity.

To assess discriminant validity, the procedureggesigd by Fornell and Larcker (1981) were emploted
examine whether the square root of AVE for the wamstructs should exceed the correlation between th
constructs. As shown in Table 2, the square roéM&f for the two constructs exceeded the correfabietween
the constructs. Thus, all tests of reliability aradidity lead to the conclusion that the measuresduin later
statistical analyses fall within acceptable religpand validity criteria.

In addition, given that the data were collectedrfra single source, the procedures of Harman'’s aceif test
recommended by Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Lee, and Roffs§2003) were conducted to test whether the
hypothesized four-factor model was superior to ¢ime-factor model in order to rule out the influerafe
common method bias. The result shows that the fietor model (GFI= 0.95CFI= 0.98 TLI = 0.97. RMSEA

= 0.054) had a better fit than did the single-factmdel (GFI= 0.58CFI= 0.72 TLI = 0.68; RMSEA = 0.192).
Thus, although this study acknowledges that commethod variance may be present in the data, it does
appear that common method bias is a serious proiblénis study.

4. Results

4.1 Sample Characteristics

Among the 10 companies, there are five manufaq(aimo parts) companies, one hospital, one autes sal
office, one farmer association, one insurance compad one security company. As mentioned eadiéstal of
553 questionnaires were returned, with 448 validstjonnaires after screening (32%). Descriptivasstas for
the valid respondents are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1. Descriptive profile of respondents

Gender

Male

64%

Female

36%

Job Rank

Managerial position

18%

Non-managerial position

82%

Age
(years)

Under 30

31%

31-40

44%

41-50

20%

Over 50

5%

Seniority
(years)

Over 15 years

15%

11-15years

13%

5-10years

30%

Under 5 years

42%

Education

Masters

14%

University Degree

43%

Diploma

24%

High school

19%

Annual income

(NT$)

Over 1.200,000

2%

800,001 -1,200,000

3%

400,001 - 800,000

32%

Less than 400,000

63%

4.2 Hypothesis testing

Means, standard deviations, internal reliabiliti@sd intercorrelations among the variables arertegan Table
2. All measures show high internal reliabilitiesthacoefficient alphas ranging from 0.70 to 0.9heTpattern of
correlations is consistent with the hypothesizetiatienships. That is, transformational leadershis ha
statistically significant positive relationship Wwithe potential mediators, self-efficacy (0.60, p091) and
affective commitment to change (0.45, p < 0.01)d aith the outcome variables of behavioral supgort
change (0.69, p < 0.01). Also, self-efficacy hastatistically significant positive relationship Wiaffective
commitment to change (0.43, p < 0.01) and behavsugport for change (0.78 < 0.01); affective commitment
to change has a statistically significant positiglationship with behavioral support for chang&{.p < 0.01).
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Stdy Variables

Variable Mean SD Cronbach CR Item loadingX) 1 2 3 4
(min.-Max.)

1.TL 4.27 1.00 .97 .96 (.90 - .94) (.92)

2.SLF 4.50 71 .88 .86 (.71-.76) .60** (.74)

3.ACC 4.20 .66 .70 .85 (.75-.85) .45** 43** (.81)

4.BSC 4.51 .69 .95 91 (.82-.94) .69** LT3** B7** (.88)

Note:

SS=social support; SLF=self-efficacy; ACC=Affective commitierchange; BSC=behavioral supportforchange.

CR = composite reliability.
Item loading {) is standardized.

Values along the diagonal representthe square root of aaeaa;nce extracted (AVE).

More conclusive specific tests of these hypothesse conducted with structural equation modeling\$
analyses, using the AMOS software (Arbuckle, 2G03)ssess the structural model specifying theiosiat
between the latent constructs. Table 3 presentudiites for the hypothesized model, along witlakernative
model with which to test whether a fully mediatirdationship exists between transformational lestiiprand

behavioral support for change.

Table 3. Competitive model test

X2 df xeidf  AX® RMSEA  CFI TLI GFI
Hypothesized model 236.728 73 3.243 16.146 .08 .94 .94 .91
Alternative Model 252.874 74 3.417 .08 .94 .93 .90

* Alternative Models only removed the direct pathnh SS to BSC.
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Results of comparison show that the hypothesizedetradequately explains the data as indicated RWMSEA

of 0.076, a CFI of 0.96, a GFI of 0.91, and TLI®@®5, where as the alternative model does not trasid

significant improvement in model fit, with a RMSE4 0.092, a CFl of 0.94, a GFI of 0.89, and an ©£.0.93.

This suggests that self-efficacy and affective catment to change partially mediate the relationdbgween
transformational leadership and behavioral supfmrtchange. That is, transformational leadership ordy

direct affects behavioral support for change, s ndirectly affects behavioral support for changa self-

efficacy and affective commitment to change.

Standardized parameter estimates for the bestgfitinodel (Hypothesized Model) are shown in Figuré@

ease of presentation, only the structural modptésented rather than the full measurement modemihation

of the path coefficients reveals that transfornraideadership is uniquely related to self-efficacyhe positive
direction and has significant direct associationth wehavioral support for changself-efficacy is related to
affective commitment to change in the positive clien, and affective commitment to change is reldaie

behavioral support for change in the positive diogc Thus, both hypothesis 1 and 2 are supported.

Figure 2: Final Model
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5. Discussion & Conclusio

5.1 Summary of Findings

In exploring the mechanisms through which transttiomal leadership weaves its effects on employees
behavioral support for organizational change, thdifigs of this study indicate that transformatioleadership
functions as a means of mitigating change-relatests by enhancing employees’ self-efficacy whinhturn,
enhances their affective commitment to change &amther, promotes their behavioral support for denin
sum, the findings this study confirms the imporgan€ transformational leadership in successful @m@ntation

of change.

5.2 Managerial Implications

Given that organizational change is a widespreatufe of today’s work environment (Robinson & Gtif§,
2005), the successful implementation of organiraiachange has become an important managementltask.
this regard, the present study has several préacimcplications for organizations, managers and HRM
practitioners facing organizational change. Fitls¢ findings of this study suggest that employdetiavioral
support for organizational change can be enhangédrhbsformational leadership at the workplace.dgeizing
the importance of transformational leadership dymnganizational change, managers and HRM practit®
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should consider how they might develop their suigerg/managers in a way of transformational leddprs
within their organizations via supportive policiasd training program with the ultimate intentionesthancing
employee’s behavioral support for change.

Second, this study demonstrates that self-effiGampunts for the variance in behavioral supporcf@ange via
affective commitment to change. As such, orgaroratithat plan changes or that are in the process of
organization change should pay particular attertiioenhancing their employees’ self-efficacy. Imtjgalar, this
can be done by developing employees’ competenkiesigh training programs to strengthen their stiacy
(Gist, 1987). For example, training supervisors howgupport a coaching environment (Gong, Huandsagh,
2009; Malone, 2001) and how to be a behavior mog€lGoldstein & Sorcher, 1974).

Third, during organizational change, it is critlgalmportant for organizations to identify emplogewith high
self-efficacy as they are more prone, in comparisih low self-efficacy colleagues, to accept chaegd are
better able to adapt to change (Schyns, 2004).efdrer, employees with high self-efficacy can seagechange
agents for their colleagues, which is an integeguirement for any change strategy (Ilverson, 1986&)rder to
increase the chances of the successful implementafiorganizational change.

In summary, given that available knowledge of hoRNH professionals perform effectively as “changerdge

is relatively limited (Alfes, Truss, & Gill, 2010jproving such linkages exist implies that, duringamizational
change, both management and HRM practitioners dhfmdus their efforts on promoting transformational
leadership and employees’ self-efficacy with théimdte intention of enhancing the implementation of
successful change.

5.3 Limitations and Future Research

Like other studies, this study has certain limaas. First, the sample is confined to a limited bamof
companies (10) in Taiwan and 448 participants, twimight in turn limit the generalizability of iténflings and
conclusions either to other enterprises. Secorshitdethe appropriateness of using subordinateduations of
transformational leadership, affective commitmenthange and behavioral support for measuresafiisoach
introduces potential problems with common-methoakkis the measures of research variables wererggthe
from the same source, even though a Harmon sirgi®If test (Podsakoff et al., 2003) shows that comm
method bias is not a serious problem in this stlithird, one must be cautious when interpretingfith@ings of
this study due to the possible constraint of n@poase bias, such that non-respondents might hfdet
views with respect to the variables in questioadleg to survey estimates that could be biasedlligjrthis
study suffers from the common limitations of creestional field research, including the inability inake
causal inferences.

Regarding the direction for future research, agadily Podsakoff et al. (2003), using self-reporteghsures for
both constructs may inflate their correlations dwieself-reporting bias. Thus, future research sthdatus on
supervisory ratings of behavioral support for cleamg reduce common method variance. That is, teeofis
immediate supervisors’ assessments of subordinaédsivioral support for change would further vakdthe
use of individuals’ self-reported perceived trangfational leadership and affective commitment messwhen
investigating the relationships between transfoional leadership, self-efficacy, affective commitmheo
change and behavioral support for organizationangk. Additionally, this study suffers from common
limitations of cross-sectional field research, utlthg the inability to make causal inferences.His regard,a
longitudinal research would further validate thesa relationship.

5.4 Contributions of this Study

Many studies suggested that stress caused by agg@mial change results in creating negative diisutoward
change (McHugh, 1997;Vakola & Nikolaou, 2005) ahd successful implementation of organizational gean
requires employees’ acceptance and support (Fegiddwell, & Herold, 2006 Miller, Johnson, & Grau,
1994).Thus, personal attitudes are seen as theimpsttant contributors to the management of ozgional
change (Graetz & Smith, 201Kool & van Dierendonck, 2012). However, little indwn about the differential
effects of various aspects of organizational chamgedifferent elements of the attitudes of thosdiviiuals
affected by change (Fedor et al., 2006). In viewhi$, this study has a number of strengths. Fastnoted
earlier, there has been a lack of empirical re$earcthe role of transformational leadership irhange context
per se. In this regard, the present study fills tap by conducting an empirical research andabelts indicate
that transformational leadership at the workpla@es Isignificant and powerful influence on employees’
supportive attitudes and behavior vis-a-vis orgational change.

Second, as noted, improving our understanding efdhationship between leadership and employeastimns

to organizational changes has become increasimgpoitant given that many companies fail to impletmen
organizational changes. In this regard, this stextgnds prior research by assessing a complexf setations
between transformational leadership, self-efficaffective commitment to change and behavioral etipfor
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organizational change. Moreover, this study proviéelditional insight into the mechanism through clhi
transformational leadership influences behavianppsrt for organizational change.

Third, given that the vast majority of organizatibchange-related studies and leadership have ¢tmatucted
in North American and other Western countries, régults of this research, which conducted in Taiwad

represents the Chinese context, add to our undelistaof the relationship between transformatideatiership
and employees’ self-efficacy, affective commitmemthange and behavioral support for organizatichahge
in different culture. Investigations of this kinért further enhance our ability to predict the effemess of
organizational change efforts (Self, Armenakis, éh@deder, 2007).
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