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 The present study aimed to examine the direct impact of transformational leadership dimensions 
on employee strategic renewal behaviour and venture behaviour, and through a mediating role of 
job satisfaction and employee commitment to organizational change. The study sample consisted 
of 464 employees in different firm types in Ho Chi Minh city of Vietnam. The data is analysed 
using a structural equation model (SEM). The paper shows that dimensions of transformational 
leadership (namely intellectual stimulation, inspirational motivation, and individual consideration) 
have positive and significant influence employee strategic renewal behaviour and venture behav-
iour directly, and via job satisfaction and commitment to organizational change (affective commit-
ment and normative commitment) as a moderating mechanism. 
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1. Introduction 
 
 

Organizations are constantly facing change, which is a result of technological and economic innovation. Firms currently 
recognise the role of organizational innovation capacity and employee innovation behaviour in enhancing growth, competitive 
advantage and coping with change in the global economy (Anning-Dorson & Nyamekye, 2020). Employee intrapreneurial 
behaviour is crucial for firm sustainable competitiveness, based on facilitating strategic innovation and access to new re-
sources and skills (Alpkan et al., 2010; Do & Luu, 2020; Duradoni & Di Fabio, 2019; Falola et al., 2018; Fellnhofer, 2017; 
Kuratko & Audretsch, 2013; Luu, 2020; Rigtering & Weitzel, 2013; Zahra, 1991). Leadership is a vital factor in the orientation 
of followers’ positive attitude and innovation behaviour in the organisation (Daan van Knippenberg, 2019; Peng & Kim, 2020; 
Rao-Nicholson et al., 2016; Robert Lord et al., 2020; Smithikrai & Suwannadet, 2018). The importance of leadership to the 
organisational change process is based on the requirement of creating a new system, new institutional factors and new ap-
proaches to the management system (Battilana et al., 2010; Eisenbach et al., 1999; Herold et al., 2007; Kotter, 1996). Trans-
formational leadership is a significant contributor to organisational change due to leaders’ ability to motivate and support 
employees’ commitment to the change with effective human resource management implementation (Farahnak et al., 2020; 
Nemanich & Keller, 2007; Savery, 1994). Although transformational leadership is recognised to be a vital factor of organisa-
tional change performance, few studies have investigated the relationship between four dimensions of transformational lead-
ership and employee intrapreneurial behaviour in dynamic environments facing significant organisational changes. Positive 
employee attitudes such as job satisfaction and commitment to change play a vital role in employee acceptance of organisa-
tional change and its long-term success (Cordery et al., 1993; Herold et al., 2007; Meyer et al., 2007; Parish et al., 2008; Shum 
et al., 2008; Svensen et al., 2007; Van Dierendonck & Jacobs, 2012; Yousef, 2017). Job satisfaction is significant for organi-
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sational change because it relates to employee well-being, and employee well-being during organisational change is funda-
mentally important (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993). Antecedents, correlations and consequences of organisational commitment 
have continued to be a major focus of organisational behaviour studies, where considerable attention has been given to theory 
development (Meyer et al., 2002; Meyer & Allen, 1991; Mowday et al., 1979; Tepayakul & Rinthaisong, 2018). Employee 
commitment to change is found to be one of the most crucial antecedents of failed change implementation (Conner & Patterson, 
1982; Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Judge et al., 1999; Oreg, 2003). However, the relationship between job satisfaction, di-
mensions of employee commitment to organizational change and employee intrapreneurial behaviour is not investigated in 
previous studies. It is special to examine the direct influence of transformational leadership dimensions on intrapreneurial 
behaviour, and through the mediating role of job satisfaction and employee commitment to change in an emerging economy 
context. 
 
This study aims to investigate the direct influence of transformational leadership dimensions on intrapreneurial behaviour, 
and through the mediating role of job satisfaction and employee commitment to change in an emerging economy context. The 
paper contributes to the current knowledge by granting advanced knowledge about the influencing mechanism of transforma-
tional leadership constructs on employee strategic renewal behaviour and venture behaviour. 
 
2. Literature review and hypothesis development 
 
2.1 Employee intrapreneurial behaviour 
 
Employee intrapreneurial behaviours is a bottom-up approach or a behavioural-approach, which refer to employee dynamic 
behaviours for firm changing and improvement (Gawke et al., 2017; Rigtering & Weitzel, 2013). A behaviour-based approach 
might grant an extensive conception of intrapreneurship with the organisational-level approach (Gawke et al., 2019). Employ-
ees might contribute to firm development over employee strategic renewal practices and venture activities (Do & Luu 2020). 
This approach may help differentiate intrapreneurial employee behaviours from general notions, which are characteristics of 
intrapreneurship (Neessen et al., 2019). This study employed the two feasible intrapreneurship activities of employee strategic 
renewal behaviour and venture behaviour. Employee strategic renewal behaviour consists of employee efforts on the lookout 
for solutions to innovate existing products/services, work practices, functioning and business strategies for enhancing the 
organisation competitiveness (Do & Luu, 2020; Woo, 2018). New business venturing is the most prominent characteristic of 
intrapreneurship because it can result in a new business creation within an existing company by redesign firm products or 
services and developing new markets (Do & Luu, 2020). In practice, employee strategic renewal behaviour and venture be-
haviour pertain to whether individuals are developing new business-related operations and change for their organisations by 
renovating existing organisation and developing novel business-related activities (GEM, 2020). 
 
2.2 Commitment to organisational change 
 
Organisational change can occur at various levels, which is defined as an attempt or series of attempts to modify an organisa-
tion’s structure, goals, technology or work tasks (Carnall, 1986; Nadler & Tushman, 1990). A variety of changes in any 
organisation might be conducted, such as process reengineering, continuous improvements, restructuring, downsizing and 
rightsizing, venture, and mergers and acquisitions (Kavanagh & Ashkanasy, 2006; Martins & Roodt, 2008). Organisational 
change thus refers to any structural, strategic, cultural, human or technological transformation capable of generating impact 
in an organisation (Wood, 2000). Commitment to an organisation has various types, including engagement, attachment, and 
involvement within a broad spectrum of foci (Martin & Roodt, 2008). Commitment to change could be defined as the mech-
anism that provides the crucial linkage between employees and organizational change goals, which based on positive em-
ployee attitudes toward change and a belief in the social desirability of modes of conduct (Conner & Patterson, 1982; Kabanoff 
et al., 1995; Lau & Woodman, 1995). Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) suggested that the essence of commitment should be the 
same, regardless of the target of that commitment. Commitment to change is an extension of the organisational commitment 
model of an employee at the workplace (Neves & Caetano, 2009). Herscovitch and Meyer (2002) identified a commitment to 
change as an employee constraint related to an organisation’s changing goals, including three forms: 
 

1. Affective commitment to change focuses on a desire to support a change. 
2. Normative commitment to change is an obligation to be supportive. 
3. Continuance commitment to change is based on perceived association costs with resisting change. 

 
2.3 Job satisfaction 
 
Job satisfaction refers to employees’ attitudes toward or feelings about their work, based on the comparison of job expectation 
and perception in the organisation (Hackman & Oldham, 1974; Porter & Lawler, 1968). According to Bruck et al. (2002), the 
facets of job satisfaction are pay, promotion, fringe benefits, supervision, co-workers, operating conditions, nature of the work, 
communication and rewards (namely pay, promotion, and fringe benefits all types of rewards). Specific satisfaction is meas-
ured by sub-scales, including job security, pay and compensation, social protection, supervision and growth (Hackman & 
Oldham, 1974). 
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2.4 Transformational leadership 
 
Burns (1978) argued that transformational leadership related to leaders’ ability to support and motivate their followers to go 
beyond their interests to form a commitment to the organisational tasks and goals. Yukl (1989) defines transformational 
leadership as a process that to a significant extent affects changes in attitudes and behaviour among employees and strengthens 
their commitment to the mission and goals. Transformational leadership has been acknowledged as an underlying determinant 
of organisational change, which is measured by four dimensions, including idealised influence, inspirational motivation, in-
tellectual stimulation and individualised consideration (Avolio & Bass, 2004; Bass & Avolio, 1993). Inspirational motivation 
includes leader behaviour to promote a consistent vision, mission and set of values for its members. The transformation leaders 
guide their subordinates by giving them meaning and challenges and work enthusiastically and optimistically to promote 
teamwork and accountability. Idealized influence includes the leader role in gaining the trust and respect of their subordinates 
through placing the needs of their subordinates above their own, sacrificing personal benefits for their subordinates, and 
exhibiting high ethical standards. Individual consideration refers to the leader behaviour as mentors to subordinates and re-
wards them for their creativity and innovation. Subordinates are treated differently according to talent and knowledge, who 
are empowered to make decisions and are always provided with the support they need to make those decisions. Intellectual 
stimulation comprises leader behaviour that encourages subordinates to create and innovate new ideas, to question the oper-
ating rules and systems that no longer serve the organization mission and goals (Jung et al., 2008). 
 
2.5 Transformational leadership and job satisfaction 
 
The quality of the leader–employee relationship has a great impact on employee self-confidence and job satisfaction (McCor-
mick, 2001). Among leadership styles in a period of change, transformational leadership might be the most likely to stimulate 
organisational commitment and job satisfaction (Long et al., 2014; Nielsen et al., 2009; Yousef, 2000). Transformational 
leadership is positive and significant influences employee satisfaction (Luu & Phan, 2020; Nemanich & Keller, 2007; Savović, 
2017; Shafi et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2017). 

 
Hypothesis 1: Transformational leadership dimensions (idealised influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation 
and individualised consideration) directly and positively influence job satisfaction. 

 
2.6 Transformational leadership and commitment to change 
 
Yousef (2000) argued that changes in leadership behaviour would lead to an increase in the levels of employee organisational 
commitment. Transformational leadership has been strongly related to follower change commitment than change-specific 
leadership practices, especially in cases in which the change had a significant personal impact on employees (Herold et al., 
2008). Transformational leadership is found to positively relate to subordinates' work engagement and negatively relate to 
subordinates' project turnover intentions (Ding et al., 2017). Transformational leadership and its dimensions are found have a 
significant impact on employee commitment to organisational change (Amankwaa et al., 2019; Herold et al., 2008; Luu & 
Phan, 2020; Rafferty & Griffin, 2004; Top et al.,2015). 

 
Hypothesis 2a: Transformational leadership dimensions (idealised influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation 
and individualised consideration) directly and positively influence affective commitment with organisational change. 

 
Hypothesis 2b: Transformational leadership dimensions (idealised influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation 
and individualised consideration) directly and positively influence normative commitment with organisational change. 
 
Hypothesis 2c: Transformational leadership dimensions (idealised influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation 
and individualised consideration) directly and negatively influence continuance commitment with organisational change. 
 
2.7 Job satisfaction and organisational commitment with change 
 
Job satisfaction dimensions (pay, career advancement, work characteristics, the work environment, and co-worker relation-
ships) and overall job satisfaction significantly contributed to organisational commitment (Hackman & Oldham, 1974; Her-
zberg et al., 1959; Maslow, 1943). Expanded studies have provided evidence of the impact of job satisfaction on organisational 
commitment, loyalty and low turnover intention (Kyei-Poku & Miller, 2013; Lambert et al., 2001; Meyer et al., 2002). The 
findings indicate that dimensions of job satisfaction and general job satisfaction have a significant effect on affective com-
mitment, normative commitment and continuance commitment (Gunlu et al., 2010; Luu & Phan, 2020; Martin & Roodt, 2008; 
Yousef, 2000). 
 
Hypothesis 3a: Job satisfaction directly and positively influences affective commitment with organisational change. 
Hypothesis 3b: Job satisfaction directly and positively influences normative commitment with organisational change. 
Hypothesis 3c: Job satisfaction directly and negatively influences continuance commitment with organisational change. 
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2.8 Transformational leadership and intrapreneurial behaviour 
 
Organizations may build innovation and adapt to the organizational environment through employee intrapreneurship, based 
on comprehensive relationships, trust in leaders (Park et al., 2014; Rigtering & Weitzel, 2013; Sattayaraksa & Boon-itt, 2016). 
Transformational leadership dimensions are positively related to innovative behaviour (Afsar & Umrani, 2019; Amankwaa et 
al., 2019; Sanders & Shipton, 2012; Shafi et al., 2020; Tung, 2016). Besides, transformational leaders might promote em-
ployee creativity process engagement with the creative-self-efficacy, horizontal participation, resource availability and sup-
portive climate (Afsar & Umrani, 2019; Boukamcha, 2019; Jaiswal & Dhar, 2015; Lei et al., 2020; Mahmood et al., 2019; 
Moriano et al., 2014; Rigtering & Weitzel, 2013; Yariv & Galit, 2017). The transformational leader always encourages change 
and innovation in the organization (Eliophotou-Menon and Ioannou, 2016). Transformational leadership is the ability to mo-
tivate individuals to want to change and improve subordinates to think creatively, problem analysis from multiple angles and 
look at new solutions when solving corporate problems (Gumusluoglu & Ilsev, 2009; Khalili, 2016; Zhu et al., 2009). Trans-
formational leadership guides employees, giving them confidence and motivation to adapt to change, which might bring added 
value. 
  
Hypothesis 4a: Transformational leadership dimensions (idealised influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation 
and individualised consideration) directly and positively influence employee strategic renewal behaviour. 
  
Hypothesis 4b: Transformational leadership dimensions (idealised influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation 
and individualised consideration) directly and positively influence employee venture behaviour. 
  
2.9 Job satisfaction and employee intrapreneurial behaviour 
  
Employee motivation and job satisfaction have a positive association with intrapreneurship (Antoncic & Antoncic, 2011; 
Dhar, 2015; Giannikis & Nikandrou, 2013; Rutherford & Holt, 2007). These attitudes are linked with intrapreneurship at an 
organisational level, based on corporate entrepreneurship (Antoncic & Antoncic 2011; Hendri, 2019; Rutherford & Holt, 
2007). A direct relationship between satisfaction and activities of the employees refers to the selling of their idea within the 
organization (De Clercq et al., 2011). Entrepreneurial employees leave the corporation and implement their own ideas due to 
job dissatisfaction. However, Johnson and Wu (2012) reveal that nascent entrepreneurs are satisfied with their job but still 
leave the corporation to start their own venture, based on experience of the industry. 
 
H5a: Job satisfaction directly and positively influence employee strategic renewal behaviour. 
H5b: Job satisfaction directly and positively influence employee venture behaviour. 
 
2.10 Commitment to change and employee intrapreneurial behaviour 
 
Farrukh et al. (2017) reveal that affective commitment and normative commitment has a positive and significant influence 
intrapreneurial behaviour, but continuance commitment is negatively associated with employee intrapreneurial behaviour. 
However, Camelo-Ordaz et al. (2012) argue that long organizational tenure might exhibit innovative behaviour und implement 
new ideas because of a passive attitude to decision making and resistance to change. Employee commitment and identification 
are also found mediating the relationship between transformational leadership and employee intrapreneurial behaviour (Sand-
ers & Shipton, 2012; Valsania et al., 2016). 
 
H6a: Affective commitment with organisational change directly and positively influences employee strategic renewal behav-
iour. 
 
H6b: Affective commitment with organisational change directly and positively influences employee venture behaviour. 
 
H6c: Normative commitment with organisational change directly and positively influences employee strategic renewal be-
haviour. 
 
H6d: Normative commitment with organisational change directly and positively influences employee venture behaviour. 
 
H6e: Continuance commitment with organisational change directly and negatively influences employee strategic renewal 
behaviour. 
 
H6f: Continuance commitment with organisational change directly and negatively influences employee venture behaviour. 
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Fig. 2. Conceptual model 

 
3. Methodology 
 
3.1 Sample and data collection 
 
In this study, the “rules of thumb” is adopted to obtain an adequate sample size for SEM (Soper, 2020). The study adopts a 
sample of 464 employees and middle-level managers of organizations from different industries in Ho Chi Minh City of Vi-
etnam, based on non-probability sampling methods. The correspondent list is supplied by managers who approve participating 
in the research. Data is gathered by a direct interviewing method with on-the-job interview approach. The common method 
bias (CMB) phenomenon is reduced by the multiple phases (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Table 1 shows the sample data charac-
teristics.   
 
3.2 Measures 
 
The transformational leadership style is measured by four sub-dimensions from the multifactor leadership questionnaires, 
including idealised influence (4 items; e.g., “My leader instils pride in me for being associated with him/her”), inspirational 
motivation (3 items; e.g., “My leader talks optimistically about the future”), intellectual stimulation (4 items; e.g., “My leader 
gets me to look at problems from many different angles”), and individualised consideration (3 items; e.g., “My leader consid-
ers me as having different needs, abilities, and aspirations from others”) (Avolio & Bass, 2004; Bass & Avolio, 1997). Each 
item is measured by a five-point Likert scale (5 = strongly agree; 1 = strongly disagree. Job satisfaction is assessed by satis-
faction with five items (e.g., “The amount of personal growth and development I get in doing my job”) (Hackman & Oldham, 
1974). A five-point Likert scale measured each item (5 = strongly satisfied; 1 = strongly dissatisfied). A 13-item scale meas-
uring commitment to change is adopted from Herscovitch and Meyer’s (2002) instrument, including affective commitment to 
change (4 items; e.g., “This change is a good strategy for this organisation”), normative commitment to change (4 items; e.g., 
“I feel a sense of duty to work toward this change”), and continuance commitment to change (5 items; e.g., “I have no choice 
but to go along with this change”). Each item is measured by a five-point Likert scale (5 = strongly agree; 1 = strongly 
disagree). Measurement scale by Do and Luu (2020) is adopted to measure intrapreneurship behaviour. This measurement 
includes two dimensions, namely, strategic renewal behaviour (3-items; e.g., “I undertake activities that change the structure 
of my organization.”) and venture behaviour (6-items; e.g., “I undertake activities to set up new business units.”). Responses 
are given on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = never to 5 = always—results in Table 2 described detail questions, 
mean, standardised deviation and reliability criteria of measured scales. 
 
4. Results 

4.1 Descriptive statistics 

Demographic variables among employees consisted of gender, age, level of education, management level, job tenure, and 
firm types. Some demographic characteristics of the research samples are shown in Fig. 2. 
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Gender Age Educational background 

   
Management level Type of Enterprise Job tenure 

Fig. 1. Demographic data 
 

4.2 The measurement model 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is adopted to evaluate the measurement model using a maximum likelihood estimation 
method. A maximum likelihood estimation is used to determine the model’s goodness of fit. The estimation results confirmed 
the good model fit: 2(721, N = 464) = 1508.35; 2/df = 2.09 (Kettinger et al., 1995), GFI = 0.87, TLI = 0.89, CFI = 0.91, IFI 
= 0.91 (Chin & Todd, 1995; Segars & Grover, 1991), RMESA = 0.05 (Segars & Grover, 1993). Table 1 grants the data for 
confirming reliability and convergent validity of the measure (Hair et al., 2010). 
 
Table 1  
Results of reliability and convergent validity tests 

Variables Number of items Cronbach’s Alpha C.R. AVE MSV 
Transformational Leadership 

Intellectual stimulation 
Inspirational motivation 
Idealised influence 
Individualised consideration 

 
04 
03 
04 
03 

 
0.87 
0.88 
0.86 
0.86 

 
0.87 
0.88 
0.85 
0.87 

 
0.56 
0.54 
0.53 
0.53 

 
0.41 
0.42 
0.10 
0.51 

Job Satisfaction 05 0.93 0.94 0.53 0.43 
Organisational Commitment 

Affective Commitment 
Normative Commitment 
Continuance Commitment 

 
04 
04 
05 

 
0.89 
0.87 
0.83 

 
0.90 
0.93 
0.85 

 
0.60 
0.78 
0.54 

 
0.34 
0.34 
0.10 

Employee strategic renewal behaviour 03 0.83 0.89 0.59 0.33 
Employee venture behaviour 06 0.87 0.87 0.53 0.50 

 

The results in Table 2 indicates that discriminant validity among factors in the research model is confirmed (Hair et al., 2010). 

Table 2 
Fornell-Larcker criterion analysis for testing discriminant validity and correlations matrix among constructs 

SQRT AVE 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 
1. Intellectual stimulation 0.75 1.00          
2. Inspirational motivation 0.73 0.21 1.00         
3. Idealised influence 0.73 0.09 0.17 1.00        
4. Individualised consideration 0.73 0.14 0.38 0.18 1.00       
5. Affective Commitment 0.77 0.50 0.32 0.13 0.39 1.00      
6. Normative Commitment 0.88 0.46 0.30 0.09 0.30 0.58 1.00     
7. Continuance Commitment 0.73 0.26 0.20 0.04 0.06 0.24 0.26 1.00    
8. Job Satisfaction 0.73 0.33 0.48 0.23 0.48 0.51 0.44 0.18 1.00   
9. Employee strategic renewal 0.77 0.25 0.48 0.26 0.47 0.46 0.35 0.13 0.64 1.00  
10. Employee venture behav- 0.73 0.28 0.53 0.26 0.59 0.61 0.40 0.18 0.69 0.68 1.00 

188, 
41%

276, 
59%

Male Female

119, 
26%

199, 
43%

92, 
20%

54, 
11%

<25 25--34 35--44 >44

280, 
60%

184, 
40%

Bachelor Others

390, 
84%

74, 
16%

Employees Middle manager

52, 
11%

152, 
33%

261, 
56%

Agriculture, forestry, and fisheries

Industry and construction

Trade and service

178, 
38%

175, 
38%

58, 
13%

53, 
11%

<3 3--5 6--10 >10
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4.3 Hypothesis testing 
 

Estimation results by SEM shows the good model fit: c2(725, N = 464) = 1551.01; c2/df = 2.14 (Kettinger et al., 1995), GFI 
= 0.87, TLI = 0.89, CFI = 0.90, IFI = 0.90 (Chin & Todd, 1995; Segars & Grover, 1991), RMESA = 0.05 (Segars & Grover, 
1993). The estimated results in Table 4 revealed that three dimensions of transformational leadership have positive relation-
ships to job satisfaction, namely inspirational motivation (b  = .35, p < .001), intellectual stimulation (b  = .23, p < .001), 
individualised consideration (b  = .40, p < .001). Therefore, hypothesis H1 is supported partially. Dimensions of transforma-
tional leadership have positive influence on affective commitment to change, namely intellectual stimulation (b  = .52, p < 
.001) and individualised consideration (b  = .23, p < .001). Normative commitment to change is significantly dependent on 
intellectual stimulation (b  = .38, p < .001) and individualised consideration (b  = .12, p < .05). Inspirational motivation (b  = 
.17, p < .05) and intellectual stimulation (b  = .27, p < .001) are revealed strongly influence continuance commitment to 
change. The finding supports the hypothesis H2a and H2b fractionally. Job satisfaction is found positively on employee af-
fective commitment to change (b  = .37, p < .001) and employee normative commitment to change (b  = .25, p < .001). 
Consequently, hypotheses H3a and H3b are supported by the data. Inspirational motivation of transformational leadership is 
revealed having strongly correlated to employee strategic renewal (b = .18, p < .01). Employee venture behaviour is signifi-
cantly dependent on dimensions of transformational leadership, including intellectual stimulation (b  = .20, p< .01), inspira-
tional motivation (b  = .17, p < .001), individual consideration (b  = .17, p < .01). Accordingly, hypotheses H4a and H4b are 
sectionally approved by the data. Job satisfaction is found significantly influence employee strategic renewal behaviour (b  = 
.65, p < .001) and employee venture behaviour (b  = .45, p < .001). Subsequently, hypotheses H5a and H5b are totally 
revealed by the data. Affective commitment to change significantly affects employee strategic renewal behaviour (b  = .22, p 
< .05) and employee venture behaviour (b  = .48, p < .001). Normative commitment to change is associated positively and 
significantly with employee venture behaviour (b = .08, p < .05). Therefore, hypotheses H6a, H6b and H6d are supported by 
the data. 

Table 3  
Results of testing hypothesis 

Relationship Estimate S.E. C.R. P 
Job Satisfaction ← Intellectual Stimulation 0.230 0.044 4.425 *** 
Job Satisfaction ← Inspirational Motivation 0.352 0.052 5.600 *** 
Job Satisfaction ← Idealised influence 0.094 0.047 1.860 0.063 
Job Satisfaction ← Individualised Consideration 0.399 0.065 6.184 *** 
Affective Commitment ← Intellectual Stimulation 0.521 0.062 7.977 *** 
Normative Commitment ← Intellectual Stimulation 0.375 0.061 7.747 *** 
Continuance Commitment ← Intellectual Stimulation 0.273 0.064 4.251 *** 
Affective Commitment ← Inspirational Motivation 0.057 0.059 0.889 0.374 
Normative Commitment ← Inspirational Motivation 0.011 0.061 0.211 0.833 
Continuance Commitment ← Inspirational Motivation 0.169 0.075 2.175 0.030 
Affective Commitment ← Idealised influence 0.050 0.050 1.052 0.293 
Normative Commitment ← Idealised influence -0.040 0.053 -1.059 0.289 
Continuance Commitment ← Idealised influence -0.040 0.063 -0.693 0.488 
Affective Commitment ← Individualised Consideration 0.234 0.078 3.377 *** 
Normative Commitment ← Individualised Consideration 0.122 0.080 2.303 0.021 
Continuance Commitment ← Individualised Consideration -0.096 0.095 -1.190 0.234 
Affective Commitment ← Job Satisfaction 0.365 0.100 4.062 *** 
Normative Commitment ← Job Satisfaction 0.249 0.103 3.608 *** 
Continuance Commitment ← Job Satisfaction -0.080 0.120 -0.777 0.437 
Strategic Renewal Behaviour ← Intellectual Stimulation 0.116 0.080 1.356 0.175 
Venture Behaviour ← Intellectual Stimulation 0.202 0.067 2.881 0.004 
Strategic Renewal Behaviour ← Inspirational Motivation 0.176 0.061 2.586 0.010 
Venture Behaviour ← Inspirational Motivation 0.173 0.047 3.389 *** 
Strategic Renewal Behaviour ← Idealised influence 0.067 0.051 1.366 0.172 
Venture Behaviour ← Idealised influence 0.032 0.039 0.881 0.378 
Strategic Renewal Behaviour ← Individualised Consideration 0.037 0.081 0.514 0.607 
Venture Behaviour ← Individualised Consideration 0.171 0.064 3.030 0.002 
Strategic Renewal Behaviour ← Job Satisfaction 0.654 0.121 5.930 *** 
Venture Behaviour ← Job Satisfaction 0.424 0.089 5.339 *** 
Strategic Renewal Behaviour ← Affective Commitment 0.223 0.106 2.068 0.039 
Venture Behaviour ← Affective Commitment 0.482 0.095 5.097 *** 
Strategic Renewal Behaviour ← Normative Commitment 0.067 0.029 1.679 0.093 
Venture Behaviour ← Normative Commitment 0.083 0.023 2.682 0.007 
Strategic Renewal Behaviour ← Continuance Commitment -0.031 0.043 -0.674 0.501 
Venture Behaviour ← Continuance Commitment 0.002 0.032 0.064 0.949 

 

Multigroup analysis is adopted to assess measurement invariance across consumer groups, based on the chi-square difference 
tests. The multigroup analysis results in Table 4 reveal that firm types moderate the impact of transformational leadership 
dimensions on employee intrapreneurial behaviour directly and through the moderating role of job satisfaction and commit-
ment to organisational change. 
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Table 4 
Results of the multigroup structural analysis 

 χ2 df Δχ2 Δ df P 
Gender Baseline (unconstrained) model) 2377.71 1450 41.27 35 .22 

Constrained model 2418.98 1485 
Age Baseline (unconstrained model) 4628.02 2900 87.89 105 .89 

Constrained model 4715.92 3005 
Level of education Baseline (unconstrained model) 2408.61 1450 41.27 35 .22 

Constrained model 2448.00 1485 
Level of management Baseline (unconstrained model) 2698.50 1450 39.14 35 .29 

Constrained model 2737.64 1485    
Job tenure Baseline (unconstrained model) 4979.00 2900 122.73 105 .11 

Constrained model 5101.73 3005 
Firm types Baseline (unconstrained model) 3718.00 2184 169.95 61 .00 

Constrained model 3887.95 2245 
 

The main finding in Table 5 provides manifest evidence that organizational climate among different firm types might influence 
employee intrapreneurial behaviours, based on the effects of transformational leadership dimensions, job satisfaction and 
commitment to change. The impact of leadership style transformation, job satisfaction and organizational cohesion on intra-
preneurial behaviour in service firms is stronger than in industrial or agricultural firms. This can be explained based on the 
fact that the implementation of innovation behaviours and resource requirements for innovation by service firms are lower 
than that of other firms. Resources for investment projects in construction and industrial enterprises are huge, while investment 
opportunities and innovation in agricultural enterprises are limited. 
 
Table 5 Results of the multi-group structural analysis among firm types 

Relationships 
Trade and service firms Industry and construction firms Agriculture firms 
Estimate P Estimate P Estimate P 

Job Satisfaction ← Intellectual Stimulation 0.02 0.75 0.16 0.08 0.13 0.59 
 Job Satisfaction ← Inspirational Motivation 0.43 *** 0.24 0.02 0.34 0.06 
Job Satisfaction ← Idealised influence 0.16 0.02 0.43 *** 0.14 0.36 
Job Satisfaction ← Individualised Consideration 0.41 *** 0.29 0.01 0.46 0.08 
Affective Commitment ← Intellectual Stimulation 0.01 0.93 0.10 0.27 0.22 0.34 
Normative Commitment ← Intellectual Stimulation 0.14 0.02 0.01 0.83 0.10 0.55 
Continuance Commitment ← Intellectual Stimulation -0.03 0.74 -0.09 0.34 0.01 0.96 
Affective Commitment ← Inspirational Motivation 0.22 0.04 0.01 0.89 0.17 0.39 
Normative Commitment ← Inspirational Motivation 0.13 0.13 0.11 0.05 0.26 0.13 
Continuance Commitment ← Inspirational Motivation 0.03 0.80 0.44 0.79 0.02 0.94 
Affective Commitment ← Idealised influence 0.52 *** 0.29 0.02 0.65 *** 
Normative Commitment ← Idealised influence 0.42 *** 0.15 0.02 0.61 0.00 
Continuance Commitment ← Idealised influence 0.19 0.32 0.41 0.20 0.31 0.17 
Affective Commitment ← Individualised Consideration 0.06 0.04 0.39 0.03 0.37 0.01 
Normative Commitment ← Individualised Consideration 0.10 0.21 0.13 0.13 0.34 0.12 
Continuance Commitment ← Individualised Consideration -0.09 0.45 -0.07 0.52 -0.14 0.39 
Affective Commitment ← Job Satisfaction 0.61 *** 0.47 0.01 0.22 0.46 
Normative Commitment ← Job Satisfaction 0.40 *** 0.30 0.00 0.23 0.30 
Continuance Commitment ← Job Satisfaction -0.14 0.33 -0.12 0.48 -0.52 0.11 
Strategic Renewal Behaviour ← Intellectual Stimulation 0.07 0.26 0.23 0.05 0.90 0.91 
Venture Behaviour ← Intellectual Stimulation 0.10 0.03 0.24 0.29 0.30 0.29 
Strategic Renewal Behaviour ← Inspirational Motivation 0.14 0.18 0.02 0.88 0.33 0.91 
Venture Behaviour ← Inspirational Motivation 0.18 0.02 0.00 0.68 0.08 0.67 
Strategic Renewal Behaviour ← Idealised influence 0.06 0.61 0.02 0.91 0.87 0.90 
Venture Behaviour ← Idealised influence 0.13 0.12 0.56 0.21 0.12 0.74 
Strategic Renewal Behaviour ← Individualised Consideration 0.05 0.53 0.09 0.50 0.17 0.90 
Venture Behaviour ← Individualised Consideration 0.23 *** 0.71 0.21 0.75 0.19 
Strategic Renewal Behaviour ← Job Satisfaction 0.75 *** 0.68 0.00 0.74 0.03 
Venture Behaviour ← Job Satisfaction 0.45 *** 0.27 0.47 0.03 0.88 
Strategic Renewal Behaviour ← Affective Commitment 0.12 0.01 0.11 0.04 0.16 0.02 
Venture Behaviour ← Affective Commitment 0.32 0.00 0.22 0.05 0.23 0.68 
Strategic Renewal Behaviour ← Normative Commitment 0.09 0.06 0.01 0.74 0.18 0.18 
Venture Behaviour ← Normative Commitment 0.07 0.24 0.08 0.22 0.25 0.21 
Strategic Renewal Behaviour ← Continuance Commitment -0.01 0.92 -0.01 0.94 -0.06 0.74 
Venture Behaviour ← Continuance Commitment -0.02 0.59 -0.01 0.90 -0.05 0.72 
2(2184, N = 464) = 3718.00; 2/df = 1.70, GFI = 0.85, TLI  = 0.83, CFI = 0.83, IFI = 0.84, RMESA = 0.039. 

 
5. Discussion 
 
Organizational change may decrease employee satisfaction and commitment, resulting in lower innovative behaviour (Raf-
ferty & Restubog, 2010). The paper provides empirical evidence that dimensions of transformational leadership show the 
direct positive and significant impact on employee intrapreneurial behaviour, and through mediating the role of job satisfac-
tion, affective commitment and normative commitment to change. The findings are linked to previous studies in the different 
mechanism, but consistent in theoretical and practical implications (Afsar et al., 2017; Karatepe et al., 2020; Moriano et al., 
2014; Pandey et al., 2020; Valsania et al., 2016). Job satisfaction and commitment to change influence intrapreneurial behav-
iour (Bicknell et al., 2010; Hendri, 2019; Giannikis & Nikandrou, 2013; Rutherford & Holt, 2007). Workplace happiness, 
workplace spirituality is found to influence employee innovative behaviour (Afsar et al., 2017; Bani-Melhem et al., 2018; 
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Dhar, 2015). Affective commitment and normative commitment has a positive and significant influence on intrapreneurial 
behaviour (Farrukh et al., 2017; Moriano et al., 2014; Valsania et al., 2016). Continuance commitment to the organisation has 
always presented either opposite effects to those accounted for by affective commitment to the organisation or no effect at all, 
while normative commitment presents the same relationships as affective commitment, albeit not as strongly (Meyer et al., 
2002). Additionally, considerable evidence has shown the insignificant relationship between dimensions of job satisfaction 
and continuance commitment to change (Gunlu et al., 2010; Kaplan et al., 2012; Lumley et al., 2011). Employee organiza-
tional commitment may be understood as passion, effort with the job, physically, cognitively and emotionally connected with 
the work, which results in more efficient and creative work performance (Gawke et al., 2017). Employee engagement is based 
on knowledge and ideas to improve products and services and to innovate in the way they work, while unattached employees 
who act as a handbrake on their efforts to accelerate productivity and innovation behaviour. 
  
Leadership might improve the organisational change performance based on flattening the integration process into the dynamic 
system for employees (Kiessling & Harvey, 2006). Agle et al. (2006) suggest that leaders need to promote participation in the 
process of maintaining good relationships with employees, delegating responsibilities, and disclosing all decisions and rele-
vant information during organisational change. Transformation leadership is significantly related to commitment and motiva-
tion of subordinates (Avolio et al., 2004; Van Dierendonck et al., 2014; Zhu et al., 2009). Transformational leadership might 
help to reduce the uncertainties and develop a positive attitude toward change among employees, which translates into job 
satisfaction, organisational commitment and intrapreneurial behaviour (Farahnak et al., 2020; Savović, 2017). Transforma-
tional leadership predicts employee motivations not only from external factors such as income and quality working conditions 
but also from internal factors such as organizational empowerment. Consequently, a transformational leader may focus on 
standards, values, needs, and competencies and can also adhere to them actively. It refers to intimate personal communication 
and increases employee competence. Transformational leadership makes subordinates believe they are valuable contributors 
to the organization (Zhu et al., 2009). The transformation leaders give their subordinates more confidence that their change is 
on the right track and that leads to success in the organization. Besides, the transformation leader can transform subordinates 
by having them review their work, demonstrate work intent, and show behaviour that is consistent with the organization 
mission and vision. Transforming leadership requires subordinates to properly apply the values and work standards they ori-
ent, thereby strengthening their subordinate confidence in the organization as well as increasing their commitment to organi-
zational goals (Kuhnert & Lewis, 1987). Transformation leadership is the process by which individuals commit themselves 
to the prosperity of the organization and create connections that increase the motivation and morale of subordinates. 
  
Transformational leadership might stimulate employee creativity, innovation, adaptability and proactivity at work (Khalili, 
2016; Moriano et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2017). This paper reveals that transformational leadership constructs (namely intel-
lectual stimulation, inspirational motivation, and individual consideration) are positive and significantly influence employee 
intrapreneurial behaviour. Constructs of transformational leadership are visionaries, inspirational, courageous and adven-
turous, which are coherent with intrapreneur traits (Alam et al., 2020; Mahmoud et al., 2020; Marques et al., 2019; Woo, 
2018). Transformational leadership might reinforce intrapreneurship in the direct and indirect channel. In the direct approach, 
leaders influence employee innovative behaviour through their deliberate actions aiming to stimulate idea generation and 
application and daily behaviour (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2007). Besides, transformational leadership may adopt mediating 
mechanisms to promote employee intrapreneurial behaviour, namely entrepreneurial orientation, corporate social responsibil-
ity practices, organizational learning and innovation culture, job autonomy, employee psychological capital, organizational 
empowerment, organizational identification and organisational support (Amankwaa et al., 2019; Chang et al., 2017; Lei et al., 
2020; Sattayaraksa & Boon-itt, 2016; Yariv & Galit, 2017). 
  
The overall effect of transformational leadership on employee innovation behaviour is consistent in the literature (Afsar & 
Umrani, 2019; Amankwaa et al., 2019; Sanders & Shipton, 2012; Shafi et al., 2020; Tung, 2016). However, the partial effects 
of transformational leadership dimensions are divergent among scholars. Shafi et al. (2020) indicate that three constructs of 
transformational leadership, including idealized influence, intellectual stimulation, and inspirational motivation have a signif-
icant direct influence on employee creativity but individual consideration is not found to be significantly related to employee 
creativity. Tajasom et al. (2015) show that idealised influence, intellectual stimulation, and individualised consideration had 
significant positive effects on innovation performance. Boukamcha (2019) reveals the crucial influence of the intellectual 
stimulation and the inspirational motivation, triggered by transformational leaders on employee innovativeness, proactiveness 
and new business venturing. These assorted results might be controlled by organizational context, that intrapreneurship is 
conducted. This paper proves that firm type plays a crucial role in promoting employee intrapreneurial behaviour through 
providing of supportive innovation climate (Basco et al., 2020; Camelo-Ordaz et al., 2012; Kuratko et al., 2005; Lee & Kim, 
2019; Urbano et al., 2013). This paper reveals that the relationship between intrapreneurship and transformational leadership 
strongly depend on the organisational environment for intrapreneurship activities (Karatepe et al., 2020; Wiklund & Shepherd, 
2005). Besides, employee demographics as gender, age, level of education, income level, level of management, experience 
and firm types have been mostly studied in the context of employee change (Camelo-Ordaz et al., 2012; Luu & Phan, 2020; 
Madsen et al., 2005). 
An additional discussion out of the paper scope is how to translate the findings into firm policies in practices. Human resource 
management correlates significantly with positive attitudes and behaviour among employees in the organisational change 
(Cooke et al., 2020; Deschamps et al., 2016). Human resource practices are undertaken in the areas of culture, leadership, 
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cross-functional integration, training, communication and technology might positively influence employee perception, thus 
reducing resistance and increasing commitment to change and innovation behaviour (Maheshwari & Vohra, 2015; Morris et 
al., 2011). Human resource management practices might affect innovation behaviour through their influence on human capital 
development by coaching (Nieves & Quintana, 2016). Human resource practices and change leadership style during an or-
ganisational change play a critical role in maintaining employee satisfaction, organizational commitment to change and intra-
preneurship (Chung et al., 2014; Deschamps et al., 2016; Escribá-Carda et al., 2020; Herold et al., 2007; Lord et al., 2020; 
Smithikrai & Suwannadet, 2018; Vasilaki et al., 2016). 

  
  

Theoretical implications 
  
The paper investigates the critical role of transformational leadership dimensions in maintaining and improving employee 
motivation and commitment to change, which might translate to employee intrapreneurial behaviours. It supplies the advanced 
knowledge on the process that transformational leaders may foster intrapreneurial behaviour through building the compre-
hensive relationships based on intellectual stimulation, inspirational motivation and individual consideration; Once employee 
needs are satisfied and their motivating factors are conscious, they might commit themselves to the organization, which in 
turn positively cultivate employee innovation performance. 
  
Practical implications 
  
Organisations might be successful in maintaining and fostering intrapreneurial behaviour by applying transformational lead-
ership approaches. Organisations have to supply adequate needs that enhance employee job satisfaction (including job secu-
rity, pay and compensation, social protection, supervision and growth) which might enhance motivative and positive employee 
psychology, attitude and commitment toward organisational change. Besides, firms need to perceive that the effect of the 
transformational leadership constructs on intrapreneurship is dependent on the firm type, which may facilitate or inhibit in-
novation performance. 
  
6. Conclusion 
  
In the field of organisational behaviour, promoting positive employee attitudes and behaviour is a decisive factor in the or-
ganisational success of change implementation. The findings revealed that transformational leadership constructs, including 
intellectual stimulation, inspirational motivation and individual consideration, had a significant influence on intrapreneurial 
behaviour. It proposed an integrated analysis framework for the relationships between transformational leadership, job satis-
faction and organizational commitment to change and intrapreneurial behaviour. Understanding the crucial role of leadership 
and organizational climate toward employee attitude might lead administrators to develop more successful initiatives to im-
prove employees’ intrapreneurial behaviour. 
 
The study is limited by its sample, self-report questionnaire scale and cross-sectional data. The research model did not simul-
taneously test multiple antecedents (e.g., personality, context) and consequences of employee intrapreneurial behaviour. 
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