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Abstract

Given the dynamic business world and influential trends shaping how companies func-
tion, resulting in resistance, anxiety, and confusion, thereby affecting employees’ per-
formance and well-being, it is crucial to adopt an effective leadership approach. This 
study aims to explore how transformational leadership impacts employees’ affective 
commitment and their intentions to support change, considering the role that innova-
tive behavior can play in this relationship. A quantitative approach was used based on 
an online survey of 401 employees working in marketing consulting, business consult-
ing, transportation, and IT service companies in Hungary. These employees had to 
go through different organizational changes, such as transformation in structure and 
emergence of new technology innovation. The hypotheses were tested using structural 
equation modeling. 

The study unveiled that transformational leadership significantly and positively im-
pacts employees’ affective commitment toward organizational change but does not 
have any significant relationship with their intention to support it. However, overall, 
transformational leadership is a catalyst for employees’ responses to change situations. 
In addition, the intermediary role of employees’ innovative behavior in the association 
between transformational leadership and employees’ responses to change was con-
firmed as transformational leadership positively affects employees’ innovative behav-
ior, affective commitment, and intentions to support change. With innovative behav-
ior, the significant positive relationship between leadership and employees’ reactions 
to change remained effective. Transformational leadership and active team member 
engagement in innovation can facilitate the acceptance of change initiatives, allevi-
ate business complexity, and foster collective efforts for individual and organizational 
success.
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INTRODUCTION

Technological advancement has drastically changed all the different 
markets and made them more complex and globalized. Hence, numer-
ous companies had to revise their processes and structures to main-
tain competitiveness within the market (Verhoef et al., 2021). However, 
the non-success rate of executing change could reach 70% due to the 
poor readiness of change initiatives and the lack of employee behav-
ior control, such as resistance and turnovers (Beer & Nohria, 2000). 
In addition, because of poor change management, some Hungarian 
companies generated annual turnovers ranging from 50 million to 16 
billion forints (Növekedés.hu, 2021). Consequently, before executing 
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some changes, managers and leaders needed to consider the extent of the change’s influence on employ-
ees’ responses and behaviors, thoroughly examining its psychological dimensions. 

In situations of change, employees tend to adopt two different reactions. The first one is adapting their 
behaviors to the circumstances, creating social relations, and showing positive attitudes. The second 
reaction is resisting change, which is considered a negative attitude toward transformations. That is 
why the positive role of leadership on employees’ reactions to change was highly investigated (Saleem 
& Naveed, 2017). Proper leadership helps companies avoid these negative behaviors. This confirms that 
leaders are the ones who can coach employees to reach openness and adaptability and present organiza-
tional changes as challenges for better career goals by showing the right paths to follow and providing 
the best innovative solutions to solve complex problems. Following this line, several leadership styles 
were linked to employees’ reactions to change, such as the authoritarian leadership style (Du et al., 2020), 
the charismatic leadership (Bakari et al., 2019), and the change leadership (Onyeneke & Abe, 2021). 
Finally, transformational leadership (Peng et al., 2021) has recently garnered significant attention from 
scholars (Hamza et al., 2022), but not that much from the Hungarian business context.

Few studies have prioritized investigating the correlation between transformational leadership and the 
two facets of employees’ responses to change: affective commitment and intention to support change. 
They considered the mediating influence of employees’ innovative behavior, despite their importance in 
heartening employees’ motivation, performance, working capacity toward innovation and increasing 
the quality of change communication (Gilley et al., 2008), and the caliber of relationships with leaders 
(Oreg et al., 2011; Levay, 2010). This has created a huge theoretical and empirical gap in the scientific 
research. Given the variations in research findings compared to prior and current theoretical studies, it 
becomes crucial to unearth additional evidence, particularly concerning some specific service compa-
nies based in Hungary, which have been relatively underexplored.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW

Historical and contemporary research has recog-
nized transformational leadership as a significant 
theme in business management studies. Such lead-
ers tend to foster open and transparent commu-
nication, cultivate new abilities, and continuously 
seek fresh opportunities to drive the organization’s 
expansion (Son et al., 2020). Furthermore, trans-
formational leaders always motivate, inspire their 
team members, and nurture their development to 
boost their innovative initiatives and adaptability. 
According to Bass (1985), this concept surpasses 
the idea that leaders merely meet their followers’ 
requirements through dependent deals and trades. 
Instead, it is more about heightening conscious-
ness, self-assurance, and faith during times of or-
ganizational transition.

The definition of organizational change is un-
clear because researchers’ opinions were divided 
into two streams: planned and emergent change 
(Quattrone & Hopper, 2001). However, the two 
theories agree that organizational change is about 

moving from one status to another. It is absurd 
that embracing and maintaining organizational 
change is not that easy. Most organizations can-
not effectively adapt their strategies, be flexible, 
and ensure their employees’ positive reactions and 
attitudes (Beer & Nohria, 2000). Indeed, employ-
ees’ reactions to change were explained as “a way 
to respond to a change needed for a successful 
firm’s management” (Hamza et al., 2022, p. 523). 
It also explained how employees accept or refuse 
to change situations, strategies, methods, or struc-
tures in the organization and how they deal with 
it (Wang & Kebede, 2020). Oreg et al. (2011) se-
lected various aspects to examine employees’ re-
sponses to change, proposing key factors such as 

“readiness for change,” “cynicism,” “openness to 
change,” and “resistance to change.” The subse-
quent research focused on two critical elements 
aligned with two prominent theories: the social 
learning theory (Bandura, 1977) and the social 
exchange theory (Blau, 1964). These elements 
encompass employees’ affective commitment to 
change (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002), regarded as 
a psychological factor facilitating decision-mak-
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ing, action for successful change implementation 
(Mangundjaya & Amir, 2021), employees’ inten-
tion to support change, and a behavioral mani-
festation of their acceptance and endorsement of 
the change (Fedor et al., 2006; Hamza et al., 2022). 
These dimensions were specifically chosen due 
to their positive nature and significant relevance 
as reactions in a change scenario, particularly 
when the change involves introducing innovation, 
prompting employees to exhibit their innovative 
behaviors.

In today’s world, organizations are compelled to 
view their employees as their most crucial and 
valuable resources, necessitating the adoption 
and enhancement of their commitment through 
the selection of an appropriate leadership style. 
Transformational leadership has been proven to 
foster collective interactions among the mem-
bers of an organization; it plays a pivotal role in 
enhancing their well-being (Gyensare et al., 2016). 
Transformational leadership can heighten employ-
ees’ emotional engagement and participation in 
the organization’s operations and decision-mak-
ing processes (Ribeiro et al., 2018). In line with 
the social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), Leroy 
et al. (2012) asserted that transformational lead-
ership promotes reciprocity, trust, and ongoing 
communication, facilitating the exchange of val-
ues and knowledge, thereby augmenting employ-
ees’ emotional commitment (Gyensare et al., 2016; 
Ribeiro et al., 2018). Transformational leadership 
can also enhance social interaction between em-
ployees and their supervisors, foster additional ef-
forts from collaborators in times of change (Hogg, 
2001), and ensure a connection between them and 
their organizational roles (Kark et al., 2003). In pe-
riods of change, transformational leadership de-
creases hard and stressful situations and encour-
ages teamwork and spirit. This results in develop-
ment opportunities, which lead to showing some 
positive innovative behaviors from the employees’ 
side helping the organization’s success and change 
acceptance.

With the frequent changes, stimulating employees’ 
innovative behavior has become a key element in 
the organizations’ development and increase, and 
a way to expand performance and productivity 
(Cozzarin, 2017; Shih & Susanto, 2010). The idea 
was grounded in Janssen’s (2000) model of inno-

vative work behavior. It is characterized by em-
ployees intentionally generating, initiating, and 
executing novel ideas within the scope of their job, 
team, or organization, as described by Amankwaa 
et al. (2022, p. 507). In addition, Jung (2001) ex-
plained that employees’ innovative behavior refers 
to their efforts to combine existing and new ideas 
to suggest other methods and strategies for solv-
ing problems. Previous studies have emphasized 
the significance of innovation for organizations 
to thrive and succeed in an ever-evolving and de-
manding business environment (Amankwaa et al., 
2022; Kraft & Bausch, 2016; Omri, 2015). Besides 
its importance, there are many boosters of in-
novative behavior (Pieterse et al., 2010), such as 
leadership, the most effective key element in driv-
ing innovative behavior (Kraft & Bausch, 2016). 
Leaders have the ability and the power to influ-
ence employees’ work and behaviors (De Jong & 
Den Hartog, 2010). They help employees overcome 
significant challenges during innovation process-
es (Kodama & Ito, 2005).  Choi et al. (2016) validat-
ed that transformational leadership could boost 
employees’ creativity and innovation (Berraies & 
Zine El Abidine, 2019) by facilitating the reship-
ment of their norms and values, promoting their 
performance (Jung & Avolio, 2000), increasing 
their competencies in problems-solving (Dackert 
et al., 2004), generating new ideas, and cultivating 
self-efficacy and autonomy.

Affective commitment could be highly impacted 
by employees’ innovative behavior as it develops 
their feeling of ownership and boosts learning and 
communication between them and the organiza-
tion (Locke & Latham, 1990). Usually, employ-
ees tend to show their intentions to be innovative 
when they believe that their job and what they are 
doing is as important to the organization and so-
ciety as it is important to them (Lee, 2008). In ad-
dition, innovative behavior increases productivity, 
employees’ self-improvement, and their develop-
ment, which comes from their willingness to be 
highly committed to the organization. In other 
words, employees’ innovative behavior and affec-
tive commitment are positively related. Thompson 
and Heron (2006) found that employees dedicat-
ed to organizational changes are more inclined 
to disseminate knowledge and exhibit innova-
tion. Chughtai (2013) further contributed to this 
discussion by suggesting that employees’ affective 
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commitment can be amplified by their learning, 
involvement in work, and creativity during in-
stances of change. 

Employees tend to stimulate positive responses 
to cope when they perceive high effort-reward 
fairness and when they adopt some innovative 
behaviors. Alshebami (2021) emphasized that, 
as per the positive psychology theory (Seligman 
& Csikszentmihalyi, 2000), during a period of 
change, the innovative actions of employees 
not only greatly inf luence the growth, evolu-
tion, and longevity of the organization but also 
considerably affect their self-confidence, posi-
tivity, and resilience. It was also confirmed that 
employees tend to have higher confidence lev-
els when they participate in challenging tasks 
that affects their intentions to support change 
(Luthans et al., 2007). 

Accordingly, employees’ support for change de-
pends on their ability to adopt innovative behav-
iors thanks to their supervisor’s positive support. 
This means that innovative behavior favored by 
the superiors’ positive support when adopting 
communication, flexibility, trust, education, and 
training highly influences employees’ change 
support. 

The present study aims to comprehend the sig-
nificance of transformational leadership in 
positively enhancing employees’ responses to 
change. This encompasses two pivotal dimen-
sions, employees’ affective commitment and in-
tentions to support change, with the mediating 

role of employees’ innovative behavior in the re-
lationship between transformational leadership 
and the two dimensions of employees’ reactions 
to change. Drawing conclusions from the lit-
erature review, the following hypotheses were 
formulated:

H1: Transformational leadership has a signifi-
cant positive effect on employees’ reactions to 
change. 

H1a: Transformational leadership has a signifi-
cant positive effect on employees’ affective 
commitment.

H1b: Transformational leadership has a signifi-
cant positive effect on employees’ intention 
to support change.

H2: Transformational leadership has a signifi-
cant positive effect on employees’ innovative 
behavior.

H3a: Employees’ innovative behavior has a signifi-
cant positive effect on their affective commit-
ment to change.

H3b: Employees’ innovative behavior has a signifi-
cant positive effect on their intention to sup-
port change.

H4: Employees’ innovative behavior mediates the 
positive relationship between transforma-
tional leadership and employees’ reactions to 
change.

Figure 1. Research model

Reaction to change
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commitment

Intention to support 

change
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2. METHODS

A group of workers employed by marketing con-
sulting, business consulting, transportation, and 
IT service-oriented firms located in Hungary 
was selected, mirroring the sample utilized by 
Hamza et al. (2022). This choice was entrenched 
according to some reports dedicated to the ser-
vice sector in Hungary, which show that the ma-
jority of the Hungarian and international ser-
vice business sectors in the country represented 
64% of the country’s GDP in 2020 (Marciniak & 
Ránki, 2020). 

For data gathering, a systematic snowball sam-
pling method was employed, utilizing a self-ad-
ministered online survey distributed through 
email and various social media channels to vari-
ous employees working in service companies 
that specialize in marketing, business consult-
ing, transportation, and telecommunication, and 
who had to go through different organization 
changes, such as transformation in structure and 
emergence of new technology innovation. 

Participants were asked to designate their previous 
work experience in the service sector, and those 
without relevant experience were excluded from 
the study. Out of 800 collected responses, only 550 
were deemed suitable for the study’s targeted com-
munity. However, after sorting out the responses 
and checking the answers’ validity, just 401 re-
sponses were validated and accepted for analysis. 
The rate of valid responses is 72%, which is accept-
able, according to Baruch and Holtom (2008). 

To comprehend the research comprehensively, 
Table 1 provides a thorough breakdown of demo-
graphic characteristics from various perspectives.

Table 1. Sample characteristics

Traits Item Number %

Gender
Male 240 59.9

Female 161 40.1

Educational 
level

Undergraduate 141 35.2

Graduate 81 20.2

Postgraduate 179 44.6

Age

Less than 25 years old 80 20

25-40 years old 204 50.9

40-55 years old 100 24.9

Above 55 years old 17 4.2

Traits Item Number %

Company  
size

Less than 50 employees 16 4

Between 50 to 500 
employees 180 44.9

Above 500 employees 205 51.1

According to Table 1, males exceeded females by 
nearly 10%. Postgraduates and undergraduates 
were close to each other by percentage from an 
educational level perspective. Employees within 
the age range of 25 and 40 years were the pre-
vailing group, presenting 51%, which indicates 
the reliability of the sample (Marciniak & Ránki, 
2020). In addition, most of the sample respondents 
mentioned that they work in medium and large 
companies. 

Employees completed a standard online question-
naire consisting of four sections to assess their lev-
els of transformational leadership, innovative be-
havior, intention to support change, and affective 
commitment toward change. Each section con-
tains items designed to capture different aspects of 
the constructs that are being assessed.

A scale based on the framework proposed by 
Podsakoff et al. (1990) was employed to assess 
transformational leadership. This scale consists of 
twenty-three items distributed across six distinct 
factors: articulating vision (five items), providing 
a role model (three items), fostering acceptance of 
goals (four items), setting high-performance ex-
pectations (three items), individual support (four 
items), and intellectual stimulation (four items), as 
outlined by Schwepker and Good (2013). 

A measurement tool created by Herscovitch and 
Meyer (2002), comprising six items, was em-
ployed to measure employees’ affective commit-
ment toward change. Regarding employees’ in-
tention to support the change, a four-item scale 
was utilized, as outlined by Fedor et al. (2006). 
Finally, a scale consisting of ten items was taken 
from the research conducted by De Jong and Den 
Hartog (2010) to assess employees’ innovative be-
havior variable.

These measurement instruments underwent in-
dependent validation in prior research, affirming 
their validity. Each of the mentioned scale em-
ployed a five-point Likert scale (one = strongly 
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disagree; five = strongly agree). Table 2 shows the 
descriptions of the indicators, presented as indi-
vidual items, aligning with the factors mentioned 
and corresponding to the constructs.

Table 2. Convergent validity, measurement 

models, and reliability

Construct
Outer 

loading
VIF

Model 

type

Transformational leadership
(AVE = 0.665, CA = 0.89, CR = 0.92, rho_A = 0.91)

Reflective

AV 0.746 1.736

FAG 0.813 2.309

IS 0.889 3.034

SHPE 0.856 2.124

IDS 0.812 2.124

INNS 0.768 1.901

Innovative behavior
(AVE = 0.615, CA = 0.84, CR = 0.89, rho_A = 0.85)

Reflective

IB1 0.745 1.676

IB2 0.639* 3.555

IB3 0.828 2.757

IB4 0.761 2.406

IB5 0.795 1.997

IB6 0.790 2.111

IB7 0.595* 1.998

IB8 0.853 1.901

IB9 0.799 2.878

IB10 0.699* 2.223

Affective commitment to change
(AVE = 0.628, CA = 0.80, CR = 0.87, rho_A = 0.81)

Reflective

AC1 0.871 1.963

AC2 0.887 2.214

AC3 0.616* 2.114

AC4 0.863 1.966

AC5 0.581* 3.256

AC6 0.867 1.960

Intention to support change
(AVE = 0.776, CA = 0.90, CR = 0.93, rho_A = 0.91)

Reflective
Ins1 0.873 2.571

Ins2 0.893 2.812

Ins3 0.837 2.167

Ins4 0.918 3.565

Note: TRL = transformational leadership; IB = innovative 
behavior; AC = affective commitment toward change; INS = 
intention to support change; AV = articulating vision; FAG = 
fostering acceptance of goals; IS = intellectual stimulation; 
SHPE = setting high-performance expectations; IDS = individ-
ual support; INNS = intellectual stimulation. AVE = average of 
variance extracted; CA = Cronbach’s alpha; CR = composite 
reliability; rho_A = reliability indices for each construct; VIF = 
variance inflation factor in item level. * Item deleted.

3. RESULTS

The model was examined using the PLS-SEM (par-
tial least squares structural equation modeling) 
approach, chosen for its effectiveness in handling 

complex models, non-normal data, and smaller 
sample sizes, as Hair et al. (2019) noted. Data anal-
ysis was carried out using PLS-SEM (version 3.3.3, 
SmartPLS GmbH, Germany), according to Ringle 
et al. (2020).

Partial least squares structural equation model-
ing (PLS-SEM) involves two distinct phases: the 
initial stage involves examining the measurement 
model, while the subsequent stage involves assess-
ing the structural model. This characteristic is rec-
ognized as a notable advantage of PLS-SEM, set-
ting it apart from alternative statistical approach-
es, as highlighted by Hair et al. (2019). PLS-SEM 
methodology can accommodate both reflective 
and formative measurement models, as indicated 
by Hair et al. (2019). The current study employs 
both types of models. Therefore, these models are 
utilized in the evaluations. Should the p-value for 
A exceed 0.05, the CTA analysis affirms the validi-
ty of the former. Furthermore, the latter examines 
the overall impact of the structural model on a 
predictor variable in relation to the average latent 
variable scores of numerous predictors, according 
to Ringle et al. (2020).

The data reveal a notable discrepancy in the con-
structs of transformational leadership (M = 3.44, 
SD = 0.570), innovative behavior (M = 3.45, SD = 
0.683), affective commitment to change (M = 3.283, 
SD = 0.610), and intention to support change (M 
= 3.71, SD = 0.768). This sample is appropriate for 
testing the hypotheses.

As per the evaluation of the study’s model, the 
findings are displayed in Table 2. The results indi-
cate that Cronbach’s alpha, CR, and rho A (Dillon-
Goldstein’s rho) values surpass the 0.70 threshold, 
suggesting internal reliability. Following Hair et al. 
(2017) suggestion that external loadings for each 
item should exceed 0.70, these results are present-
ed accordingly. Consistent with the recommenda-
tions by Hair et al. (2017), indicators with outer 
loadings below 0.70 were excluded. Consequently, 
as shown in Table 2, specific items were removed 
from the analysis.

The internal consistency of the study’s model is ev-
ident, as indicated by AVE values surpassing the 
0.50 threshold, as suggested by Hair et al. (2017). 
The convergent validity of the model was estab-
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lished by examining outer loadings and average 
variance extracted (AVE) values. It is essential to 
address the collinearity issue before conducting 
the analysis, as emphasized by Hair et al. (2019). 
The results reveal that all variance inflation factor 
(VIF) values are below five, confirming the absence 
of collinearity. Notably, values below three are con-
sidered optimal, according to Hair et al. (2019).

Ensuring the discriminant validity of constructs 
is crucial, necessitating validation and establish-
ing their distinctiveness from other constructs, 
as highlighted by Hair et al. (2019). The Fornell-
Larcker criterion (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) and 
the Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio are commonly 
used methods for assessing discriminant validity 
(Henseler et al., 2015). According to Fornell and 
Larcker (1981), a valid research instrument should 
have a “square root of AVE” value greater than the 
construct correlation values. Therefore, the ob-
tained outcomes are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Discriminant validity (Fornell-Larcker 
criterion)

AC INS TRL IB

AC 0.874

INS 0.513 0.881

TRL 0.404 0.141 0.816

IB 0.295 0.456 0.174 0.783

Note: AC = affective commitment toward change; INS = inten-
tion to support change; TRL = transformational leadership; IB 
= innovative behavior.

Table 4 presents the criteria outlined by Henseler 
et al. (2015), showing that all HTMT ratios are be-
low 0.85, indicating the discriminant validity of 
the measurement model.

Table 4. Heterotrait-monotrait ratios (HTMT)

AC INS TRL IB

AC –

INS 0.588 –

TRL 0.460 0.150 –

IB 0.345 0.520 0.190 –

Note: AC = affective commitment toward change; INS = inten-
tion to support change; TRL = transformational leadership; IB 
= innovative behavior.

Before proceeding with the assumptions, outlier 
data were assessed to ensure accurate results. The 
FIMIX method was employed to explore the un-
observed heterogeneity within the statistical pop-
ulation and assess the robustness of the PLS-SEM 

method. FIMIX-PLS aims to determine the mod-
el selection criteria and the number of divisions 
that could be maintained from the data, as de-
scribed by Ringle and Sarstedt (2016). To achieve 
this objective, the entropy statistic normed (EN) 
was utilized, and in this study, its value of 0.70 
was deemed satisfactory and acceptable, follow-
ing the standards set by Hair et al. (2017) and Adel 
and Younis (2023). It was confirmed that the EN 
method is one of the most effective approaches 
for achieving this objective. The structural mod-
el evaluates the causal relationships between the 
constructs.

To assess the statistical significance of the hypoth-
eses, this study adopts the bootstrapping method 
with resampling (1,000 resamples), as proposed by 
Hair et al. (2017). The model results are presented 
in Table 5. The outcomes indicate a direct positive 
relationship between transformational leadership 
and employees’ reactions to change (H1: β = 0.258, 
P < 0.001, LL: 0.110, UL: 0.322), confirming H1 
(Hamza et al., 2022). Examining each dimension 
of reactions to change separately, the study finds 
that transformational leadership has a significant 
positive direct effect on affective commitment to-
ward change (H1a: β = 0.408, P < 0.001, LL: 0.255, 
UL: 0.470) and does not have a significant direct 
influence on employees’ intention to support 
change (H1b: β = 0.064, P > 0.05, LL: –0.026, UL: 
0.162). This leads to the rejection of H1b and the 
acceptance of H1a.

Furthermore, the results show a strong positive in-
fluence of transformational leadership on innova-
tive behavior (H2: β = 0.174, P < 0.001, LL: 0.073, 
UL: 0.276), confirming H2. Moreover, innovative 
behavior is positively associated with employees’ 
reactions to change and its two dimensions (H3: 
β = 0.397, P < 0.001, LL: 0.312, UL: 0.501; H3a: β 
= 0.223, P < 0.001, LL: 0.140, UL: 0.330; H3b: β = 
0.447, P < 0.001, LL: 0.343, UL: 0.540), thus con-
firming H3a and H3b.

Using the suggested mediating procedures by Hair 
et al. (2017), H4 was also tested. The results in Table 
5 indicate that innovative behavior plays a signifi-
cant mediating role between transformational lead-
ership and employees’ reactions to change (H4: β = 
0.078, CI [0.032; 0.120]), and the mediation is con-
sidered full based on Hair et al. (2017).
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All the results are visually represented in Figure 
2, while the general mediation model is illustrated 
in Figure 3.

Table 5 presents the model fit indices, offering in-
sights into the goodness of fit for the model. The 
coefficient of determination (R2) was computed 
to assess how well the model fits the sample, re-
vealing that the model can account for 28.1% of 

the variation in employees’ intention to support 
change and 21.2% in employees’ affective com-
mitment toward change. Additionally, to evaluate 
the model’s predictive power beyond the sample, 
the study utilized ten repetitions and ten folds of 
the PLS prediction method (Shmueli et al., 2019). 
By examining the Q2 predict value for the inten-
tion to support change construct and noting its 
value surpassing zero, it can be concluded that the 

Table 5. Model analysis

Path β SD T-value P-value Low CL High CL Result

Direct effect

H1
Transformational Leadership → Reactions to 
change 0.258 0.058 4.429*** 0.000 0.110 0.322 Accepted

H1a
Transformational leadership → Affective 
commitment toward change 0.408 0.051 7.996*** 0.000 0.255 0.470 Accepted

H1b
Transformational leadership → Intention to 
support change 0.064 0.050 1.271 0.204 -0.026 0.162 Rejected

H2
Transformational Leadership → Innovative 
behavior 0.174 0.176 3.567*** 0.000 0.073 0.276 Accepted

H3 Innovative behavior → Reactions to change 0.397 0.052 7.645*** 0.000 0.312 0.501 Accepted
H3a Innovative behavior → Affective commitment 0.223 0.047 4.670*** 0.000 0.140 0.330 Accepted

H3b
Innovative behavior → Intention to support 
change 0.447 0.047 9.365*** 0.000 0.343 0.540 Accepted

Indirect effect

H4
Transformational leadership → Innovative 
behavior→ Reactions to change 0.078 0.023 3.138** 0.002 0.032 0.120 Accepted

Model fit R2
R

2
 adjusted Q2

IB 30.1% 29% 0.101

RC 24.4% 24% 0.140

INS 28.1% 27% 0.208

AC 21.2% 20.8% 0.160

Note: TRL = transformational leadership; IB = innovative behavior; AC = affective commitment toward change; INS = intention 
to support change; RC = reactions to change. ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. 

Figure 2. Model estimations

work behavio
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model demonstrates predictive validity. This as-
sessment is particularly relevant as innovative be-
havior and affective commitment to change were 
considered as the target constructs in the analysis.

The applied model exhibits satisfactory fit mea-
sures, as evidenced by a standardized root mean 
square residual (SRMR) value of 0.057 and a 
normed fit index (NFI) value of 0.849. In accor-
dance with Hair et al. (2017), a good model fit is 
typically characterized by an SRMR value below 
0.08 and an NFI value closer to one, indicating 
high predictive power of the model.

4. DISCUSSION 

After careful analysis, transformational leadership 
has a considerable and direct positive impact on 
affective commitment toward change. This aligns 
with Gyensare et al. (2016), who asserted that trans-
formational leadership enhances employees’ emo-
tional connection and engagement in organization-
al activities and decision-making. They authenti-
cated that transformational leadership ensures reci-
procity, trust, and continuous communication that 
facilitates sharing of values and knowledge, which 
results in increasing employees’ affective commit-
ment. This result validates that transformational 
leader, who can elevate their employees’ dedication 
to change, are the ones adept at fostering a sense of 

urgency, offering support, building alliances, and 
establishing emotional connections. They inspire 
and motivate their followers to pursue objectives 
greater than individual accomplishments.

The outcomes have also displayed that transfor-
mational leadership does not have a significant 
direct effect on employees’ intention to support 
change. This conclusion contradicts Chou (2015) 
and Bandura (1977), who approved that transfor-
mational leadership could increase social inter-
actions between employees and their supervisors 
and be able to develop the collaborators’ extra ef-
forts in changing situations and ensure the con-
nection between them and their missions in the 
organization. Consequently, it ensures high levels 
of accomplishments and goals as well as employ-
ees’ personal commitment by sharing information 
related to the company vision, goals, and mission. 
They further stated that transformational leaders 
can align their followers to accept organizational 
change in a positive way and enhance their sup-
portive behavior. The conflicting outcome derived 
from this study could be clarified by acknowledg-
ing that while transformational leaders can stimu-
late employees to be more creative, they might also 
establish excessively high and stressful goals, lead-
ing to fatigue and diminished effort.

Leaders persuade workers to put the organiza-
tion’s interests above their own, but leaders can 

Figure 3. Direct relationships

Innovative 

work behavior
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also make them feel more controlled and reliant 
on the leader. However, the comprehensive inves-
tigation affirms the substantial positive impact 
of transformational leadership on employees’ re-
sponses to change. This can be attributed to sever-
al factors inherent in transformational leadership. 
Firstly, transformational leaders excel in inspiring 
and motivating their team members by instilling 
a clear sense of purpose and vision. This cultivates 
a forward-thinking mindset among employees, 
fostering a favorable disposition toward organiza-
tional changes. Secondly, transformational leaders 
actively promote a culture of innovation and cre-
ativity within the organizational framework. By 
encouraging employees to think innovatively and 
embrace creative solutions, these leaders create an 
atmosphere where change is perceived as an op-
portunity for advancement rather than a disrup-
tive force. This proactive approach significantly 
contributes to a positive and adaptive response to 
various change initiatives. Moreover, when leaders 
visibly endorse and embody the proposed changes, 
it generates a ripple effect throughout the orga-
nization, motivating employees to align with the 
evolving vision.

In addition, the results demonstrate that transfor-
mational leadership significantly enhances inno-
vative behaviors. Choi et al. (2016), Hansen and 
Pihl-Thingvad (2019), and Rafique et al. (2022) 
affirm that transformational leadership can en-
hance employees’ creativity and innovation 
(Berraies & Zine El Abidine, 2019). This can be 
achieved by fostering a reshaping of their norms 
and values, promoting their performance, increas-
ing their efficacy and motivation toward goal ac-
complishment, bracing their intellectual thinking, 
skills, and problem-solving capabilities, promot-
ing opportunities for new ideas generation and fi-
nally cultivating self-efficacy and autonomy. The 
results are grounded on the base that transforma-
tional leadership can significantly influence em-
ployees’ innovative behavior by fostering trust and 
engagement, which foster taking creative risks. It 
also creates an environment that promotes contin-
uous learning and personal development, stimu-
lating innovative thinking and problem-solving. 
Moreover, by challenging employees to think criti-
cally and question the status quo, transformation-
al leaders can inspire the generation of new ideas 
and innovative solutions. 

Moreover, the study affirmed the substantial di-
rect positive impact of innovative behavior on 
employees’ emotional commitment and their will-
ingness to endorse change. Battistelli et al. (2014) 
approved that organizational changes are very 
risky and challenging, which could lead to em-
ployees’ frustration, anxiety, and stress. However, 
if in this situation, the organization boots differ-
ent innovation opportunities to engage their em-
ployees, they will automatically see all employees’ 
concerns about the change, and this would help 
them to adapt their behaviors and increase their 
affective commitment. On top of that, the results 
corroborate Alshebami (2021), who emphasized 
that during periods of change, the innovative ac-
tions of employees not only greatly contribute to 
the growth, evolution, and sustainability of the 
organization, but also significantly boost their 
self-assurance, positivity, and resilience. This, in 
turn, encourages a high level of confidence among 
employees when they engage in demanding tasks, 
subsequently influencing their propensity to back 
up future changes. Accordingly, employees’ sup-
port for change is highly dependent on their abil-
ity to adopt innovative behaviors thanks to their 
supervisor’s positive support, who clearly share 
the necessity of innovation, the future state of the 
organization, and the vision of imposing loyalty, 
trust, and respect with members. This means that 
innovative behavior favored by the superiors’ posi-
tive support when adopting communication, flex-
ibility, trust, education, and training highly influ-
ences employees’ change support. 

Finally, the findings also validate the mediation 
hypothesis: innovative behavior when linking 
transformational leadership and employees’ reac-
tions toward change does not affect the nature of 
their relationship, which was proved to be direct, 
positive, and significant. This result could be in-
terpreted by the fact that innovative behavior is 
a booster of employees’ positive reactions toward 
change when transformational leaders encourage 
employees’ creativity, participation in sharing in-
novative ideas, and adopting innovative behavior.

While the study has made substantial contribu-
tions, it also recognizes its own limitations and 
challenges. The decision to investigate a causal 
relationship between variables using a statistical 
method brought about a risk of bias, which was 
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challenging to eliminate, particularly when try-
ing to estimate collinearity and validate the rela-
tionships between variables derived from the lit-
erature review. To address this issue, longitudinal 
research should be utilized to verify the relation-
ships between the variables and validate the find-
ings. Another limitation was the context of the 
study, as it only concentrated on service-provid-
ing companies in Hungary, restricting the paper’s 
generalizability. Future research could employ a 
probabilistic method and examine the variables 
in a more generalized way across various contexts, 
fields, and countries. Future studies could include 

additional mediating and moderating variables to 
enhance the relationship between transformation-
al leadership and employees’ responses to change. 
For example, effective communication is a vital as-
pect of transformational leadership. Leaders adept 
at explaining the reasons behind changes and en-
suring that employees clearly understand that the 
changes can reduce uncertainty and resistance. 
Emotional support is another potential variable 
worth investigating, as providing emotional sup-
port and encouragement during times of change 
can help employees navigate challenges and com-
mit to change.

CONCLUSION 

The objective of the study is to examine the influence of transformational leadership on employees’ re-
sponses to change, specifically focusing on affective commitment and employees’ intentions to support 
change as dimensions of their reaction to change. Additionally, the study aims to assess the effect of in-
novative behavior on employees’ reactions to change and investigate the role of innovative behavior as 
a mediator in this relationship.

The findings affirm the significant impact of transformational leadership on employees’ reactions to 
change and their propensity for innovative behaviors. While transformational leadership fosters posi-
tive affective commitment toward change, it paradoxically leads to a decrease in intentions to support it. 
Moreover, the study emphasizes on the mediating role of employees’ innovative behaviors in the com-
plex relationship between transformational leadership and reactions to change.

The study underscores the critical role of transformational leadership in guiding teams through periods of 
change. These leaders excel in instilling organizational values, fostering acceptance of change, and nurtur-
ing innovation. By inspiring a sense of purpose and encouraging creativity, they empower employees to 
contribute meaningfully to organizational success. This, in turn, enhances commitment and support for 
change, ultimately facilitating organizational evolution and success amidst dynamic environments.
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