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 This study examines how change management translates into organizational performance by 

proposing servant leadership as a relational mediating mechanism in Peruvian manufacturing firms. 

Drawing on dynamic capabilities theory, social exchange theory, and organizational readiness for 

change, the research develops a process-oriented framework that challenges the traditional 

assumption that organizational change automatically improves performance outcomes. A cross-

sectional quantitative design was employed using structural equation modeling (SEM) with data 

collected from 312 managers and administrators in manufacturing companies located in Lima, 

Peru. The findings reveal that change management does not exert a significant direct effect on 

organizational performance (β = .091, p > .05). However, change management positively influences 

servant leadership (β = .294, p < .001), while servant leadership significantly enhances 

organizational performance (β = .359, p < .001). In addition, the indirect effect is significant (β = 

.105, p < .001), indicating that servant leadership acts as a critical relational mechanism through 

which organizational change is effectively translated into performance outcomes. These results 

suggest that the value of organizational change depends not only on structural transformation but 

also on the organization’s capacity to foster trust, alignment, and employee commitment during 

periods of transition. The study contributes to the organizational change and leadership literature 

by advancing a process-based explanation of change effectiveness and providing empirical 

evidence from an underexplored emerging economy context. 
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1. Introduction 

In increasingly volatile and technology-driven competitive environments, manufacturing firms face growing pressure to 

continuously adapt their structures, processes, and operational capabilities in order to sustain organizational performance. The 

acceleration of digital transformation, supply chain disruptions, market uncertainty, and global competitive dynamics has 

positioned change management as a strategic capability essential for organizational survival, operational resilience, and long-

term competitiveness (Burnes, 2020; Teece, 2007). Particularly within manufacturing contexts, organizational change is no 

longer limited to administrative restructuring (By, 2005), but increasingly involves the continuous reconfiguration of 

operational systems, managerial routines, and organizational processes aimed at maintaining adaptability, production 

continuity, and operational stability under uncertain conditions. From the perspective of dynamic capabilities theory, firms 

must continuously integrate, renew, and transform internal resources and organizational competencies to respond effectively 
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to changing environmental demands (Helfat & Martin, 2015; Teece, 2007). However, despite the strategic importance 

attributed to organizational transformation, prior research indicates that change initiatives frequently generate inconsistent 

organizational outcomes, including operational disruption, employee resistance, and temporary performance instability during 

implementation processes (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999). These inconsistencies suggest that organizational change does not 

automatically translate into improved organizational performance, particularly when transformation processes disrupt 

established operational routines and organizational structures. Contemporary research similarly shows that organizational 

change does not necessarily produce immediate improvements in organizational or operational performance. While some 

studies report positive effects on innovation capability, operational efficiency, resilience, and strategic adaptability (El-Breshy 

et al., 2024; Sofic et al., 2022), other investigations reveal negative short-term consequences associated with uncertainty, 

employee resistance, operational disruption, and performance instability (Oreg et al., 2011; Vakola et al., 2013). 

This inconsistency highlights a critical theoretical and managerial issue: organizational change may not directly translate into 

performance improvements unless firms possess mechanisms capable of facilitating its internalization and execution. In this 

sense, change management should not be conceptualized as a purely structural or technical intervention, but rather as a socially 

embedded process that requires coordination, trust, and relational alignment across organizational members (Silva & Costa, 

2024; Stouten et al., 2018). Moreover, organizational change is frequently perceived by employees as a source of uncertainty, 

stress, and psychological pressure, especially when transformation initiatives alter established roles, routines, and operational 

expectations (Rafferty & Griffin, 2006). From a stress and coping perspective, employees’ reactions to organizational change 

substantially influence the effectiveness of transformation initiatives, as unsuccessful adaptation processes may reduce 

organizational commitment, intensify resistance behaviors, and weaken organizational performance outcomes. Consequently, 

the effectiveness of organizational change may depend not only on structural or operational adjustments, but also on the 

organization’s capacity to foster relational and leadership mechanisms that facilitate employee adaptation during periods of 

uncertainty and transformation. 

Within this context, leadership emerges as a central explanatory mechanism in determining the effectiveness of organizational 

change processes. Prior literature emphasizes that leadership styles oriented toward employee support, trust-building, and 

collaboration play a fundamental role in reducing resistance to change and fostering organizational commitment during 

periods of uncertainty (Hoch et al., 2018). Among these approaches, servant leadership has gained increasing attention due to 

its emphasis on employee development, ethical orientation, empowerment, and relational support (Eva et al., 2019; van 

Dierendonck, 2011). Unlike traditional leadership models primarily focused on authority and performance control, servant 

leadership prioritizes the creation of organizational environments characterized by psychological safety, reciprocity, and 

collective engagement, conditions that become especially critical during organizational transformation processes. Recent 

evidence further suggests that servant leadership may represent an adaptive leadership response in dynamic organizational 

environments, facilitating employees’ willingness to embrace change while strengthening organizational cohesion and 

commitment (Tripathi et al., 2021; Ruiz-Palomino et al., 2025). 

Nevertheless, despite growing scholarly attention to both organizational change and leadership, prior studies have largely 

treated these constructs independently, maintaining a predominantly linear assumption that change directly produces 

organizational performance outcomes. Consequently, limited attention has been devoted to understanding the relational 

mechanisms through which organizational change becomes effectively translated into performance improvements, 

particularly in manufacturing environments characterized by operational complexity and uncertainty. This limitation becomes 

even more relevant in emerging economies, where institutional volatility, resource constraints, and organizational instability 

can significantly affect the effectiveness of change initiatives (Nguyen et al., 2021). In such contexts, structural 

transformations alone may be insufficient to generate sustainable organizational outcomes if organizations fail to activate 

relational and behavioral mechanisms capable of facilitating employee adaptation and alignment. Accordingly, there is a 

growing need for integrative models that combine structural, behavioral, and relational dimensions of organizational change 

to better explain how firms convert transformation initiatives into effective performance outcomes. 

Responding to this gap, the present study develops and tests a mediation model in which servant leadership explains how 

change management influences organizational performance in Peruvian manufacturing firms. Drawing on dynamic 

capabilities theory, social exchange theory, and organizational readiness for change, this research reconceptualizes the 

change–performance relationship as an indirect and process-oriented phenomenon rather than a direct linear association. 

Specifically, the study proposes that organizational change enhances servant leadership behaviors, which subsequently 

facilitate organizational performance by promoting trust, alignment, and employee commitment during periods of 

transformation. 

The study contributes to the literature in several ways. First, it challenges the dominant linear assumption that organizational 

change automatically improves organizational performance. Second, it integrates organizational change and servant 

leadership into a unified explanatory framework grounded in relational mechanisms. Third, it extends the servant leadership 

literature by positioning servant leadership not merely as a contextual antecedent, but as a mediating capability that enables 

firms to translate structural transformation into effective organizational outcomes. Finally, the study provides empirical 
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evidence from an underexplored Latin American manufacturing context, thereby expanding the external validity of 

organizational change theories in emerging economies characterized by high environmental uncertainty and operational 

complexity. 

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development 

2.1. Organizational Change and Organizational Performance 

In increasingly dynamic and uncertain business environments, organizational change has emerged as a critical capability for 

sustaining competitiveness, operational effectiveness, and long-term organizational performance. Manufacturing firms, in 

particular, face constant pressure to adapt their organizational structures, operational systems, and managerial processes in 

response to technological disruption, market volatility, and global competitive dynamics. Contemporary perspectives 

increasingly conceptualize organizational change as a multidimensional and continuous organizational process rather than a 

linear managerial intervention (By, 2005). From the perspective of dynamic capabilities theory, organizations achieve 

sustainable performance by continuously integrating, reconfiguring, and transforming internal resources and organizational 

routines to respond effectively to environmental changes (Teece, 2007). Accordingly, change management should be 

understood not merely as a structural intervention, but as a strategic organizational capability that enables firms to maintain 

adaptability and resilience under uncertain conditions (Helfat & Martin, 2015). In manufacturing environments, organizational 

adaptability has become increasingly associated with operational resilience and the ability to respond effectively to disruption 

propagation across interconnected organizational systems (Ivanov & Dolgui, 2021). 

Previous studies have associated organizational change with improvements in innovation capability, operational resilience, 

and strategic adaptability (El-Breshy  et al., 2024; Sofic et al., 2022). However, empirical findings remain inconsistent. While 

some organizations achieve performance gains through successful transformation initiatives, others experience operational 

disruption, uncertainty, and temporary declines in organizational effectiveness during implementation processes (Oreg et al., 

2011; Vakola et al., 2013). This inconsistency suggests that the relationship between organizational change and performance 

is neither automatic nor strictly linear. 

Theoretical explanations for these contradictory findings can be found in organizational readiness for change theory (Weiner, 

2009), which argues that successful organizational transformation depends on employees’ cognitive and emotional readiness 

to support change initiatives. Likewise, the exploration–exploitation framework proposed by March (1991) suggests that 

organizational change often generates transition costs associated with learning, coordination adjustments, and operational 

instability. Consequently, change initiatives may simultaneously create opportunities for long-term improvement while 

negatively affecting short-term organizational performance. 

Recent literature increasingly conceptualizes organizational change as a socially embedded process rather than a purely 

technical or structural intervention (Stouten et al., 2018). Under this perspective, organizational transformation requires 

mechanisms capable of fostering employee adaptation, trust, and collective alignment. Therefore, the effectiveness of change 

management may depend substantially on the organization’s ability to activate relational and behavioral processes that 

facilitate the internalization of organizational transformation. Based on these arguments, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H1: Change management positively influences organizational performance in Peruvian manufacturing firms. 

2.2. Organizational Change and Servant Leadership 

Leadership has consistently been recognized as one of the most influential determinants of successful organizational change. 

In contexts characterized by uncertainty and transformation, leadership becomes essential for reducing resistance, facilitating 

communication, and maintaining organizational cohesion (Holten & Brenner, 2015). Contemporary leadership literature 

increasingly emphasizes the importance of relational and people-oriented leadership styles capable of supporting employees 

during periods of organizational instability (Hoch et al., 2018). Within this perspective, leadership functions not merely as a 

supervisory mechanism, but as a relational process that facilitates employee adaptation, organizational learning, and 

behavioral alignment during transformation initiatives. This perspective is consistent with open systems theory, which 

conceptualizes organizations as adaptive systems continuously responding to environmental pressures through internal 

adjustment mechanisms (Katz & Kahn, 1966). Accordingly, leadership operates as a coordinating capability that promotes 

communication, trust, and organizational adaptation under changing conditions (Balti & Karoui, 2024). 

Among contemporary relational leadership approaches, servant leadership has gained considerable scholarly attention due to 

its emphasis on employee development, empowerment, ethical behavior, and relational support (van Dierendonck, 2011). 

Unlike traditional leadership models centered on authority and control, servant leadership prioritizes employees’ well-being 

and collective organizational growth, fostering environments characterized by trust, psychological safety, and collaboration 
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(Eva et al., 2019). Prior research has demonstrated that leadership behaviors play a critical role in shaping employees’ 

commitment and adaptive responses during organizational transformation processes. In particular, Herold et al. (2008) found 

that change-oriented leadership behaviors significantly influence employees’ commitment to organizational change, 

especially under conditions characterized by uncertainty and operational disruption. These findings suggest that effective 

leadership constitutes a fundamental mechanism for facilitating organizational adaptation and reducing resistance during 

transformation initiatives. 

Recent studies further suggest that organizational change contexts may stimulate the emergence of servant leadership 

behaviors. During periods of uncertainty, leaders frequently adopt more empathetic and supportive approaches aimed at 

managing employees’ emotional responses and reducing resistance to change (Ruiz-Palomino et al., 2025). In this sense, 

organizational transformation not only requires effective leadership but may also reshape leadership behavior itself, 

encouraging the emergence of more adaptive, relational, and employee-centered leadership styles within manufacturing firms. 

Therefore, organizational change may positively influence the development of servant leadership behaviors during 

organizational transformation processes. Accordingly, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H2: Change management positively influences servant leadership in Peruvian manufacturing firms. 

2.3. Servant Leadership and Organizational Performance 

Servant leadership has been widely recognized as a relational mechanism capable of enhancing organizational effectiveness 

and sustaining long-term performance. The concept was originally introduced by Robert K. Greenleaf (1977), who argued 

that effective leadership emerges from the leader’s commitment to prioritizing followers’ growth, well-being, and 

development above hierarchical authority and self-interest. Grounded in social exchange theory (Blau, 1986), servant 

leadership promotes reciprocal relationships characterized by trust, ethical behavior, and mutual support. Under this relational 

framework, employees who perceive supportive and people-oriented leadership are more likely to reciprocate through higher 

organizational commitment, adaptive behaviors, and improved performance contributions. 

Empirical evidence consistently demonstrates that servant leadership positively affects employee engagement, organizational 

citizenship behavior, creativity, and collective performance outcomes (Bavik et al., 2017; Lee et al., 2020; Luciano et al., 

2023). Through empowerment and relational support, servant leadership strengthens psychological safety and organizational 

cohesion, both of which are essential for sustaining organizational effectiveness in uncertain and dynamic environments. 

In manufacturing firms, where operational coordination and adaptability are critical for maintaining competitiveness, 

relational leadership mechanisms become particularly relevant. Organizational transformation frequently introduces 

uncertainty and operational disruption, increasing employees’ dependence on leadership support and communication. Under 

these conditions, servant leadership may facilitate organizational resilience by promoting employee commitment, 

collaboration, and alignment during periods of transition. 

Moreover, servant leadership contributes to organizational adaptability by encouraging employees to internalize 

organizational goals and embrace transformation initiatives (Newman et al., 2017). Therefore, servant leadership may function 

not only as an interpersonal leadership style but also as a strategic organizational capability that supports sustainable 

organizational performance. Based on these arguments, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H3: Servant leadership positively influences organizational performance in Peruvian manufacturing firms. 

2.4. The Mediating Role of Servant Leadership 

Although prior studies have independently examined organizational change and servant leadership, limited research has 

explored the relational mechanisms through which change management translates into organizational performance. Most 

existing models implicitly assume that organizational change directly produces performance improvements, overlooking the 

social and behavioral processes necessary for effective implementation (Hoch et al., 2018). 

This study argues that servant leadership functions as a mediating mechanism capable of explaining how organizational 

transformation becomes translated into organizational performance. From the perspective of dynamic capabilities theory, 

organizations require not only structural flexibility but also relational capabilities that facilitate employee adaptation and 

organizational alignment during change processes (Teece, 2007). In this sense, servant leadership may operate as a strategic 

relational capability that enables firms to transform change initiatives into effective organizational outcomes. 
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This argument is further supported by organizational readiness for change theory (Weiner, 2009), which emphasizes that 

employees’ willingness to support organizational transformation depends substantially on trust, communication, and 

psychological support. Servant leadership facilitates these processes by reducing resistance, promoting collective engagement, 

and fostering shared organizational meaning during periods of uncertainty. 

Likewise, social exchange theory (Blau, 1986) provides an explanatory mechanism for understanding how servant leadership 

strengthens organizational performance during change implementation. Employees experiencing supportive and ethical 

leadership are more likely to reciprocate through adaptive behaviors, organizational commitment, and enhanced performance 

contributions. Consequently, servant leadership may represent the relational process through which organizational change 

becomes effectively internalized and translated into sustainable organizational outcomes. Therefore, the following hypothesis 

is proposed: 

H4: Servant leadership mediates the relationship between change management and organizational performance in Peruvian 

manufacturing firms. 

3. Methodology 

3.1. Research Design 

This study adopted a quantitative approach with an explanatory and cross-sectional research design. Quantitative designs are 

particularly appropriate for testing theoretically grounded causal relationships among latent organizational constructs using 

multivariate statistical techniques (Hair et al., 2019). The study specifically sought to examine the direct and indirect 

relationships between change management, servant leadership, and organizational performance in manufacturing firms 

operating in an emerging economy context. A non-experimental design was employed because the variables were examined 

in their natural organizational settings without manipulation or intervention. The cross-sectional nature of the study allowed 

data to be collected at a single point in time, enabling the assessment of structural relationships among the proposed constructs 

within a real organizational environment. Given the complexity of the proposed mediation framework and the simultaneous 

estimation of multiple latent relationships, structural equation modeling (SEM) was selected as the primary analytical 

technique. SEM is widely recognized as a robust methodological approach for simultaneously evaluating measurement 

properties and structural relationships among latent variables (Kline, 2016). 

3.2. Population, Sample, and Data Collection Procedure 

The target population consisted of manufacturing firms located in Lima, Peru. The manufacturing sector was selected due to 

its strategic relevance within the Peruvian economy and its high exposure to operational uncertainty, technological 

transformation, and competitive pressures, conditions that intensify the need for organizational change and adaptive leadership 

capabilities. The unit of analysis comprised managers and administrators occupying strategic or supervisory positions within 

manufacturing firms. These respondents were considered appropriate key informants because of their direct involvement in 

organizational decision-making, operational coordination, and change implementation processes. Prior organizational 

research suggests that managerial respondents possess sufficient knowledge to evaluate organizational dynamics and 

performance-related phenomena (Babbie, 2013). 

Table 1 

Demographic Characteristics of Respondents 
Variable Category n % 

Gender Female 129 41.3  
Male 183 58.7 

Educational level No higher education 63 20.2  
Undergraduate degree 172 55.1  
Postgraduate degree 77 24.7 

Age (years) ≤ 29 80 25.6  
30–39 149 47.8  
40–48 62 19.9  
49–58 13 4.2  
≥ 59 8 2.6 

Work experience (years) ≤ 5 93 29.8  
6–15 138 44.2  
16–24 61 19.6  
25–34 12 3.8  
≥ 35 8 2.6 

Note. N = 312 managerial respondents from manufacturing firms located in Lima, Peru. 
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Data were collected through an online structured questionnaire distributed to 420 managerial employees across manufacturing 

firms. A total of 312 valid responses were obtained, representing a response rate of approximately 74%, which exceeds 

acceptable thresholds for organizational research and reduces concerns regarding nonresponse bias (Hair et al., 2019). A non-

probability convenience sampling strategy was employed because access to managerial respondents in organizational contexts 

is frequently restricted, making purposive accessibility necessary in applied management research (Otzen & Manterola, 2017). 

The adequacy of the sample size was further evaluated using statistical power analysis through G*Power 3.1 (Faul et al., 

2009). The analysis confirmed that the final sample size (n = 312) exceeded the minimum recommended threshold required 

to detect medium effect sizes with adequate statistical power in SEM analyses. Consequently, the sample was considered 

sufficient to estimate the proposed mediation model reliably. 

Regarding participant characteristics, the sample consisted predominantly of male respondents (58.7%), while 41.3% were 

female. Most participants held undergraduate degrees (55.1%), followed by postgraduate qualifications (24.7%). In terms of 

age distribution, the majority of respondents were between 30 and 39 years old (47.8%), while 44.2% reported between 6 and 

15 years of professional experience. These characteristics indicate that respondents possessed substantial organizational 

experience and managerial knowledge relevant to the study objectives. 

3.3. Measurement Instruments 

The constructs included in this study were measured using previously validated scales extensively employed in organizational 

and leadership research. All items were assessed using a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 

5 (“strongly agree”). Change management was measured using six items adapted from Karnouskos (2015), focusing on 

organizational adaptability, strategic transformation, and change implementation practices. Servant leadership was assessed 

using the seven-item short version of the Servant Leadership Scale developed by Liden et al. (2015), which captures 

dimensions related to empowerment, ethical behavior, and employee support. Organizational performance was measured 

through nine items adapted from Avci et al. (2011), evaluating perceptions of organizational effectiveness, operational 

performance, and competitive outcomes. 

To ensure content validity, the questionnaire was evaluated by five academic experts specializing in organizational 

management, leadership, and quantitative research methods. The expert review process focused on item clarity, theoretical 

alignment, contextual relevance, and semantic consistency. Minor wording adjustments were incorporated to improve 

contextual appropriateness for the Peruvian manufacturing sector. Reliability analyses demonstrated satisfactory internal 

consistency across all constructs. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients exceeded the recommended threshold of .70 (Hair et al., 

2019), obtaining values of .865 for change management, .897 for servant leadership, and .920 for organizational performance. 

These results indicate strong reliability and measurement consistency. 

3.4. Data Analysis Strategy 

Data analysis was conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics version 26 and AMOS version 24. The analytical process was 

implemented in multiple stages to ensure the robustness and validity of the findings. First, preliminary data screening 

procedures were performed to assess data quality and statistical assumptions. Missing data analysis revealed no incomplete 

responses requiring imputation. Outliers were evaluated using standardized z-scores, with no extreme values identified beyond 

acceptable thresholds (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Additionally, skewness and kurtosis values remained within acceptable 

ranges (±2), supporting the assumption of multivariate normality required for maximum likelihood estimation in SEM (Hair 

et al., 2019). 

Second, descriptive statistics and correlation analyses were calculated to examine the central tendencies and relationships 

among the constructs. Subsequently, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to evaluate the psychometric 

properties of the measurement model, including convergent validity, discriminant validity, and construct reliability. 

Convergent validity was assessed through factor loadings, composite reliability (CR), and average variance extracted (AVE). 

Following established recommendations, factor loadings above .50, CR values above .70, and AVE values above .50 were 

considered indicative of acceptable convergent validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2019). Discriminant validity 

was evaluated using both the Fornell–Larcker criterion and the Heterotrait–Monotrait ratio (HTMT), which is considered a 

more rigorous approach for detecting construct overlap (Henseler et al., 2015). HTMT values below .85 were interpreted as 

evidence of adequate discriminant validity. 

Third, the structural model was estimated using covariance-based structural equation modeling (CB-SEM). This approach 

was selected because the study aimed to test a theoretically grounded mediation framework emphasizing model fit and causal 

explanation rather than prediction-oriented estimation. The adequacy of the structural model was evaluated using multiple 

goodness-of-fit indices, including χ²/df, Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI), Normed Fit Index (NFI), 

Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI), Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 
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(RMSEA), and Root Mean Square Residual (RMR). The evaluation criteria followed widely accepted SEM thresholds 

reported in the methodological literature (Hair et al., 2019; Kline, 2016). Finally, the mediation effect was tested using 

bootstrapping procedures with 2,000 resamples and bias-corrected 95% confidence intervals, following the recommendations 

of Preacher and Hayes (2008). Bootstrapping is considered one of the most robust methods for evaluating indirect effects 

because it does not rely on assumptions of normality in the sampling distribution of mediation effects. 

3.5. Common Method Bias and Ethical Considerations 

Because the data were collected using self-reported questionnaires, procedural and statistical remedies were implemented to 

minimize the potential impact of common method bias (CMB). Procedurally, respondents were assured of anonymity and 

confidentiality to reduce evaluation apprehension and socially desirable responding. Additionally, scale items were organized 

to minimize response pattern bias. Statistically, Harman’s single-factor test was conducted to assess common method variance. 

The results indicated that the first unrotated factor accounted for 22.67% of the total variance, remaining below the critical 

threshold of 50% suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003). Furthermore, a latent common method factor was incorporated into 

the confirmatory factor analysis, providing additional evidence that common method bias did not substantially affect the 

estimated relationships. 

Ethically, the study adhered to internationally recognized principles for social science research involving human participants. 

Before participation, respondents received detailed information regarding the objectives of the study, the voluntary nature of 

participation, and the confidentiality of their responses. Informed consent was obtained electronically prior to questionnaire 

completion. No personally identifiable information was collected, and all data were analyzed in aggregated form exclusively 

for academic purposes. Given the non-invasive nature of the study and the absence of physical or psychological risk, the 

research complied with the ethical principles established in the Declaration of Helsinki (World Medical Association, 2013). 

4. Results 

4.1. Preliminary Analysis and Descriptive Statistics 

Prior to hypothesis testing, preliminary analyses were conducted to assess data quality and verify the assumptions required 

for structural equation modeling. No missing values were identified in the dataset, and standardized z-score analyses revealed 

no extreme outliers exceeding recommended thresholds (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Additionally, skewness and kurtosis 

values remained within acceptable ranges (±2), supporting the assumption of multivariate normality required for maximum 

likelihood estimation procedures (Hair et al., 2019). Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics of the study variables. The 

results indicate moderately high levels of perceived change management (M = 3.67, SD = .746), servant leadership (M = 3.94, 

SD = .758), and organizational performance (M = 3.78, SD = .716) among respondents. These findings suggest that the 

surveyed manufacturing firms exhibit relatively favorable organizational conditions regarding transformational practices, 

relational leadership behaviors, and perceived performance outcomes. 

Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics of the Main Variables 
Variables Mean Standard Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 

Change management 3.67 .746 -.721 1.69 

Servant leadership 3.94 .758 -.857 1.93 

Organizational performance 3.78 .716 -.382 1.80 

Note. N = 312. 

The relatively moderate skewness and kurtosis values indicate that the distributions do not significantly deviate from normality 

assumptions, confirming the suitability of the data for covariance-based SEM analyses (Hair et al., 2019). 

4.2. Measurement Model Assessment 

The psychometric properties of the measurement model were evaluated through confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The 

analysis focused on assessing construct reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity. All standardized factor 

loadings were statistically significant (p < .001), indicating that the observed indicators adequately represented their 

corresponding latent constructs. As shown in Table 3, Cronbach’s alpha values ranged from .865 to .920, exceeding the 

recommended threshold of .70 and demonstrating strong internal consistency reliability (Hair et al., 2019). Similarly, 

composite reliability (CR) values ranged from .844 to .907, further supporting construct reliability. Convergent validity was 

assessed through the average variance extracted (AVE), with all values surpassing the recommended minimum threshold of 

.50 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). These results confirm that the latent constructs explain a substantial proportion of the variance 

of their respective indicators. 
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Table 3 

Reliability, Convergent Validity, and Correlation Matrix 
Variables α AVE CR CM SL OP 

Change management (CM) .865 .521 .844 (.749) 
  

Servant leadership (SL) .897 .578 .835 .394*** (.792) 
 

Organizational performance (OP) .920 .624 .907 .485*** .296*** (.824) 

Note. Values in parentheses represent the square root of AVE. ***p < .001. 

Discriminant validity was initially examined using the Fornell–Larcker criterion, which requires that the square root of each 

construct’s AVE exceeds its correlations with other constructs (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). As shown in Table 3, all diagonal 

values surpassed the inter-construct correlations, supporting discriminant validity. To further strengthen the robustness of the 

measurement model, discriminant validity was additionally assessed using the Heterotrait–Monotrait ratio (HTMT), 

considered a more rigorous criterion for evaluating construct distinctiveness (Henseler et al., 2015). As presented in Table 4, 

all HTMT values remained below the conservative threshold of .85, confirming that the constructs are empirically distinct. 

Table 4 

Discriminant Validity Assessment Using HTMT 
Construct CM SL OP 

CM — 
  

SL .63 — 
 

OP .41 .68 — 

Note. CM = Change management; SL = Servant leadership; OP = Organizational performance. 

Overall, the measurement model demonstrated satisfactory psychometric properties, supporting the adequacy of the constructs 

for subsequent structural model estimation. 

4.3. Structural Model Assessment 

The structural model was evaluated using multiple goodness-of-fit indices following established SEM recommendations (Hair 

et al., 2019; Kline, 2016). As shown in Table 5, the measurement model achieved an acceptable fit to the data (χ²/df = 2.378), 

remaining below the recommended threshold of 3. Incremental fit indices also demonstrated satisfactory levels, including CFI 

= .959, TLI = .948, and NFI = .932, all exceeding the recommended benchmark of .90. Similarly, absolute fit indices showed 

adequate model fit (GFI = .931; AGFI = .906), while residual-based indicators remained within acceptable ranges (RMR = 

.034; RMSEA = .050). Collectively, these results indicate that the proposed structural model adequately represents the 

relationships among the latent constructs. 

Table 5 

Goodness-of-Fit Indices of the Measurement and Structural Models 
Models χ²/df GFI AGFI CFI TLI NFI RMR RMSEA 

Measurement model 2.378 .931 .906 .959 .948 .932 .034 .050 
Structural model 1 (CM → OP) 2.746 .954 .923 .958 .958 .955 .019 .057 

Structural model 2 (CM → SL) 2.150 .967 .945 .980 .972 .964 .019 .046 

Structural model 3 (SL → OP) 2.142 .960 .936 .979 .970 .961 .040 .046 
Integrated structural model 2.376 .932 .947 .959 .949 .934 .033 .049 

Note. Recommended thresholds: χ²/df < 5; GFI > .90; AGFI > .80; CFI > .90; TLI > .90; NFI > .90; RMR < .09; RMSEA < .08. 

These findings provide empirical support for the stability and adequacy of the proposed mediation framework. 

4.4. Hypothesis Testing and Direct Effects 

The proposed hypotheses were tested using covariance-based structural equation modeling. The results are summarized in 

Table 6. First, the direct relationship between change management and organizational performance (H1) was not statistically 

significant (β = .091, p = .069). Therefore, H1 was rejected. This finding challenges the traditional assumption that 

organizational change automatically generates performance improvements. Consistent with recent organizational change 

literature, the results suggest that transformation initiatives may initially generate uncertainty, operational disruption, and 

transitional inefficiencies that weaken direct performance effects (Oreg et al., 2011; Vakola et al., 2013). 

Second, change management showed a positive and statistically significant effect on servant leadership (β = .294, p < .001), 

supporting H2. This finding indicates that organizational transformation contexts encourage the emergence of more relational, 

supportive, and employee-centered leadership behaviors. The result aligns with recent research emphasizing adaptive 

leadership responses under conditions of uncertainty and organizational disruption (Holten & Brenner, 2015). Third, servant 

leadership exerted a positive and significant effect on organizational performance (β = .359, p < .001), supporting H3. This 

result reinforces the argument that relational leadership mechanisms contribute substantially to organizational effectiveness 

by strengthening trust, employee commitment, and collective alignment (Eva et al., 2019; Lee et al., 2020). 
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Table 6 

Hypothesis Testing and Direct Effects 
Hypotheses β S.E. C.R. p-value Result 

H1: CM → OP .091 .060 1.940 .069 Rejected 
H2: CM → SL .294 .079 5.528 < .001 Supported 

H3: SL → OP .359 .044 6.925 < .001 Supported 

Note. CM = Change management; SL = Servant leadership; OP = Organizational performance. 

 

4.5. Mediation Analysis 

 

The mediating effect of servant leadership was examined using bootstrapping procedures with 2,000 resamples and bias-

corrected 95% confidence intervals, following the recommendations of Preacher and Hayes (2008). The results are presented 

in Table 7. The indirect effect of change management on organizational performance through servant leadership was positive 

and statistically significant (β = .105, p < .001), with a 95% confidence interval that did not include zero [.087, .208]. These 

findings support H4 and indicate that servant leadership functions as a relevant relational mechanism linking organizational 

transformation to performance outcomes. Although the direct effect between change management and organizational 

performance remained non-significant, the total effect was statistically significant (β = .196, p < .001). Collectively, these 

findings are consistent with an indirect-only mediation pattern, suggesting that organizational change contributes to 

performance primarily through the activation of relational leadership processes. 

 

Table 7 

Bootstrapping Results of the Mediation Analysis 
Relationship Effect Type β p-value 95% CI LL 95% CI UL Result 

CM → OP Direct .091 > .05 — — Non-significant 

CM → SL → OP Indirect .105 < .001 .087 .208 Significant 

CM → OP Total .196 < .001 — — Significant 

Note. CM = Change management; SL = Servant leadership; OP = Organizational performance. 

 

Fig. 1 illustrates the final structural model and the standardized path coefficients. The model explains 19% of the variance in 

servant leadership and 26% of the variance in organizational performance, indicating moderate explanatory power within the 

context of organizational behavior research. These findings reinforce the argument that organizational change does not directly 

generate organizational performance improvements. Instead, its effectiveness depends substantially on the organization’s 

capacity to foster relational leadership mechanisms that facilitate employee adaptation, trust, and collective engagement 

during periods of transformation. 

 

 

Fig. 1. Overall structural model of main relationships 
Note: Note. Standardized coefficients are reported. R² values indicate explained variance. *** p < .001. 

5. Discussion 

The findings of this study advance a more sophisticated understanding of the relationship between change management and 

organizational performance by demonstrating that such a relationship is inherently contingent, process-oriented, and socially 

mediated. Consistent with the theoretical framework proposed, the results confirm that organizational change does not 

automatically translate into performance improvements; rather, its effectiveness depends substantially on the activation of 

relational mechanisms that facilitate organizational adaptation and internalization processes.  

 

First, the absence of a significant direct effect between change management and organizational performance challenges the 

dominant linear assumption widely embedded in organizational change literature. This finding aligns with dynamic 

β=0.091; p=0.069 
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Change 
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performance 
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capabilities theory (Helfat & Martin, 2015; Teece, 2007), which argues that the reconfiguration of organizational resources 

alone is insufficient to generate value unless firms develop mechanisms capable of facilitating effective organizational 

assimilation. Likewise, the result can be interpreted through the exploration–exploitation perspective proposed by March 

(1991), according to which organizational transformation processes frequently generate transition costs, operational 

disruption, and temporary instability that may weaken short-term performance outcomes. In line with recent studies (Ahn et 

al., 2026; Oreg et al., 2011; Vakola et al., 2013;), organizational change introduces uncertainty and adaptation demands that 

require progressive adjustment before performance benefits can emerge. Consequently, organizational performance should 

be understood as the outcome of a gradual adaptation process rather than as an immediate consequence of structural 

transformation.  

 

Second, the results demonstrate that change management positively and significantly influences servant leadership, supporting 

H2 and reinforcing the notion that leadership itself represents an adaptive organizational phenomenon. This finding is 

consistent with open systems theory (Katz & Kahn, 1966), which conceptualizes organizations as adaptive systems responding 

to environmental disruptions through internal adjustment mechanisms. Under conditions of organizational change, leaders 

face increasing emotional, relational, and coordination demands, encouraging the adoption of more empathetic and supportive 

leadership behaviors. Consistent with recent evidence (Holten & Brenner, 2015; Ruiz-Palomino et al., 2025; Sott and Bender, 

2025), the findings suggest that organizational transformation not only requires leadership but also reshapes its nature by 

promoting the emergence of servant leadership as an adaptive response to uncertainty and organizational instability.  

 

Third, servant leadership exhibits a positive and significant effect on organizational performance, supporting H3 and 

consolidating its role as a value-generating relational mechanism. From the perspective of social exchange theory (Blau, 

1986), servant leadership fosters reciprocal relationships characterized by trust, support, and organizational commitment, 

increasing employees’ willingness to contribute to organizational objectives. Furthermore, consistent with prior studies (Bavik 

et al., 2017; Eva et al., 2019; Luciano et al., 2023), servant leadership strengthens psychological safety, organizational 

cohesion, and intrinsic motivation, all of which are critical for sustaining performance in dynamic and uncertain organizational 

environments. These findings reinforce the argument that organizational performance is not determined exclusively by formal 

structures or operational systems, but also by the quality of social and relational dynamics within organizations.  

Finally, the mediation analysis confirms that servant leadership acts as a central explanatory mechanism linking change 

management and organizational performance, revealing an indirect-only mediation pattern. This constitutes the primary 

contribution of the study by demonstrating that the impact of organizational transformation materializes through social 

processes that facilitate employees’ interpretation, acceptance, and execution of change initiatives. Consistent with 

organizational readiness for change theory (Weiner, 2009), servant leadership enhances employees’ willingness to embrace 

transformation by reducing resistance and promoting organizational alignment. Likewise, in agreement with recent process-

oriented approaches (Silva & Costa, 2024; Stouten et al., 2018; Tripathi et al., 2021), the findings confirm that organizational 

change should be understood as a socially constructed process whose effectiveness depends on the generation of shared 

meaning, trust, and collective engagement.  

 

Collectively, these findings allow the relationship between organizational change and organizational performance to be 

reconceptualized from a process-based perspective in which servant leadership emerges as a relational activation mechanism 

that translates structural transformation into sustainable organizational outcomes. Accordingly, the study not only challenges 

the dominant linear assumption in organizational change research but also advances an integrative framework combining 

dynamic capabilities theory, open systems theory, and relational leadership perspectives to provide a more realistic and 

comprehensive explanation of organizational transformation processes.  

5.1. Theoretical Implications 

This study contributes to the organizational change literature by reframing the relationship between change management and 

organizational performance as contingent, process-oriented, and mediated by relational mechanisms. First, the findings 

challenge the dominant linear assumption that conceptualizes organizational change as a direct antecedent of performance 

outcomes. In line with dynamic capabilities theory (Helfat & Martin, 2015; Teece, 2007) and the exploration–exploitation 

perspective (March, 1991), the results demonstrate that organizational transformation does not automatically generate value 

but instead involves adaptation processes that condition its effectiveness. Consequently, the study shifts the understanding of 

organizational change from a mechanistic perspective toward a process-oriented logic in which performance depends on the 

organization’s capacity to internalize transformation effectively.  

 

Second, the research integrates organizational change and leadership literature by reconceptualizing servant leadership as a 

mediating mechanism rather than merely an antecedent variable. Unlike traditional approaches that examine leadership and 

organizational change independently, the findings reveal that servant leadership explains how organizational transformation 

becomes translated into performance outcomes. In doing so, the study responds to recent calls for greater theoretical 

integration within organizational research (Eva et al., 2019; Hoch et al., 2018) and contributes to overcoming the conceptual 

fragmentation characterizing prior studies.  
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Third, the study extends servant leadership theory by positioning servant leadership as an adaptive organizational capability 

within change contexts. Consistent with open systems theory (Katz & Kahn, 1966) and adaptive leadership perspectives 

(Holten & Brenner, 2015), the findings demonstrate that leadership is not static but evolves in response to organizational 

uncertainty and transformation pressures, favoring the emergence of more relational and supportive leadership behaviors.  

Fourth, the integration of social exchange theory (Blau, 1986) and organizational readiness for change theory (Weiner, 2009) 

provides a robust explanatory mechanism for understanding the mediation process identified in the study. Servant leadership 

facilitates reciprocal relationships characterized by trust, psychological safety, and collective engagement, thereby increasing 

employees’ willingness to internalize organizational transformation and contribute to performance outcomes.  

Finally, the study contributes empirical evidence from an emerging economy context, extending the external validity of 

organizational change and leadership theories beyond predominantly Western organizational environments. In doing so, the 

findings highlight the critical role of relational mechanisms in contexts characterized by institutional volatility, operational 

uncertainty, and resource constraints.  

5.2. Practical Implications 

From a managerial perspective, the findings provide several important implications for organizational practice. First, the 

results demonstrate that implementing structural or operational changes alone is insufficient to improve organizational 

performance. Organizations must pay greater attention to the human and relational dimensions that facilitate employee 

adaptation and organizational alignment during transformation processes.  

 

Second, the findings emphasize the strategic importance of developing people-centered leadership approaches. During periods 

of organizational change, leaders should act not merely as supervisors of transformation initiatives but as facilitators capable 

of fostering trust, commitment, psychological safety, and employee participation. Accordingly, organizations should invest 

in leadership development programs specifically oriented toward servant leadership competencies, including empathy, ethical 

support, empowerment, and relational communication.  

 

Third, the study suggests that successful organizational transformation depends substantially on leaders’ ability to manage 

uncertainty and reduce resistance to change. In this regard, servant leadership should be considered a strategic organizational 

resource that enhances the effectiveness of change implementation by facilitating employees’ internalization of new practices 

and organizational objectives.  

5.3. Limitations and Future Research Directions 

Despite its contributions, this study presents several limitations that should be acknowledged. First, the cross-sectional design 

limits the ability to establish definitive causal relationships among the variables. Future studies could employ longitudinal 

designs to examine how organizational change, leadership, and performance evolve over time. Second, the use of non-

probability convenience sampling restricts the generalizability of the findings. Replication across different industries, 

organizational contexts, and national settings would strengthen the external validity of the proposed model. Third, the data 

were collected using self-reported measures, which may introduce perceptual bias despite the procedural and statistical 

remedies implemented to minimize common method bias.  

 

Future research could further explore moderating variables capable of influencing the relationships among change 

management, leadership, and organizational performance, such as organizational culture, organizational resilience, innovation 

climate, or digital transformation maturity. Additionally, future studies could compare servant leadership with other leadership 

styles, including transformational, ethical, or adaptive leadership, to determine which leadership approaches are most effective 

under varying organizational conditions.  

6. Conclusions 

This study provides empirical evidence that redefines the understanding of the relationship between change management and 

organizational performance. The findings demonstrate that organizational change does not exert a significant direct effect on 

performance, challenging the traditional assumption that organizational transformation automatically generates positive 

organizational outcomes. Instead, organizational change emerges as an inherently disruptive and adaptive process whose 

effectiveness depends on the activation of relational mechanisms capable of facilitating employee adaptation and 

organizational alignment.  

 

The central contribution of the study lies in identifying servant leadership as a critical mediating mechanism that translates 

organizational transformation into sustainable performance outcomes. In this sense, leadership does not merely accompany 

organizational change but constitutes the relational process through which change acquires meaning, legitimacy, and 

operational effectiveness. Furthermore, the findings reveal that change contexts encourage the emergence of more people-

oriented and supportive leadership behaviors, reinforcing the dynamic and contingent nature of organizational leadership.  

Overall, the study contributes to organizational research by integrating organizational change theory with relational leadership 

perspectives, moving beyond dominant linear explanations and proposing a mediation-based explanatory framework 
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grounded in social and adaptive processes. From a practical standpoint, the findings suggest that organizations should focus 

not only on implementing structural transformation initiatives but also on developing leadership capabilities that foster trust, 

commitment, and employee engagement during periods of uncertainty. Consequently, servant leadership emerges as a 

strategic organizational capability essential for transforming change into sustainable organizational value, particularly within 

dynamic and complex manufacturing environments. 
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