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Abstract: Successful organizational change is an important factor for maintaining sustainable
competitive advantage and growth in today‘s rapidly changing business environment. The aim of
this study is to investigate the relationship between empowering leadership and the commitment
to organizational change of Korean employees and also examine whether risk-taking behavior
mediates the above relationship. Moreover, we attempt to address the moderating role and mediated
moderating role of task complexity in the relationship between risk-taking behavior and commitment
to organizational change. The main hypotheses were tested using a cross-sectional design, with
questionnaires administered to 275 employees working in Korean firms. The results of the empirical
analysis revealed that empowering leadership was positively related to commitment to organizational
change. The results also showed that risk-taking behavior positively mediated the relationship between
empowering leadership and employees’ commitment to organizational change. More importantly,
we found that the indirect effect of empowering leadership on commitment to organizational change
via risk-taking behavior was stronger when task complexity was high. Uncovering the relationship
between empowering leadership and employees’ commitment to organizational change through
the mediating role of risk-taking behavior and the mediated moderating role of task complexity has
useful theoretical and practical implications. The limitations of the study are discussed along with
suggestions for future research.

Keywords: empowering leadership; risk-taking behavior; commitment to organizational change;
task complexity; mediated moderation model

1. Introduction

It is important for firms to recognize the necessity of organizational change and proactively
cope with environmental changes to secure sustainable competitive advantage and survive in today’s
business environment. Due to this rapidly changing business environment and the continuous
challenges facing organizations, the interest of management scholars, managers, and policy-makers
in sustainability has increased [1]. Employee attitudes and behaviors in relation to organizational
change are important factors in the process of organizational change [2], which ultimately affects
the sustainable growth of organizations. However, employees tend to feel threatened by change
and may believe that it is not necessary [3]. Employees can be cynical and resist organizational
change because they believe change threatens their stability and brings about an uncertain future [2].
Employees who are resistant to change respond by leaving the organization and this has a negative
impact on organizational development and success [4]. Organizational change is driven by members,
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whose attitudes and involvement in the process are important factors for change management and the
maintenance of sustainable competitive advantage [5]. Corporate leaders need to foster employees’
views and attitudes towards organizational change. Employees of an organization in an uncertain
business environment are increasingly required to drive change and actively perform their work [6].
Moreover, employees should be aware of the need for change for the development of the organization
and help drive such change.

Meanwhile, commitment to organizational change is a key factor in gaining the support of
employees in the process of organizational change [7]. If organizational change is a success, it is
important that employees do not have negative perceptions about it. Moreover, success depends
on employees having a positive attitude towards organizational change and getting involved in the
process of change. Nevertheless, the research area of commitment to organizational change and its
antecedents are not adequate [8]. Organizational change is essential for the sustainable growth of a
company, but there are very few successful cases of organizational change, as 70% of the cases result
in failure [9]. This high failure rate is due to the fact that change is promoted at an organizational
level without focusing on the individual characteristics of the employees [10,11]. Thus, organizational
change should begin with the employees of the organization. As such, the environment and the role of
the leaders should be considered for maximizing individuals’ positive attitude and behavior towards
organizational change.

Leadership has a significant effect on attitudes, behaviors, and various levels of performance [12,13],
including the sustainability of organizations [14]. Recent studies on leadership have discussed
sustainable leadership, which focuses on a leaders’ attitude and behavior towards connecting
organizations to innovation and systematic change as a response to the business environment, society,
business ethics, and corporate responsibility [14–16]. The sustainable style of leadership is required to
address the rapidly changing business environment and promote proactive actions of employees for
organizational changes. In this paper, we focus on empowering leadership as a type of sustainable
leadership for effecting organizational change [17]. In empowering leadership, leaders delegate
authority to their employees and increase motivation by giving them more responsibility and autonomy
in their work [18,19], thereby increasing the sustainability of organizations. Previous studies suggest
that empowering leadership has a positive impact on work-related outcomes [20–22]. Empowered
employees are more motivated, responsible, and proactive in managing and improving their work [23].
Employees are also more creative and innovative in their work by responding flexibly and quickly
to changes in the organizational environment [24]. Previous studies have shown that empowering
leadership has a positive effect on team performance and knowledge sharing [17], innovation [25],
in-role behavior and extra-role behavior [26], creativity [27], task proficiency, and proactive behavior [28].
These studies have confirmed the positive influence of empowering leadership. Nevertheless, they
have not focused much on uncovering the mechanism and conditions that maximize the positive
effects of empowering leadership on employees’ commitment to organizational change.

To fill this gap in the existing literature, we extend the current knowledge in the following ways.
First, organizational change to adapt to environmental changes is linked to employee attitudes, such as
commitment to organizational change and change-oriented behavior. To this end, this study considers
empowering leadership as a sustainable and effective style of leadership in the contemporary business
environment [17] and examines how empowering leadership affects commitment to organizational
change in the organizational change process. Second, we examine the role of risk-taking behavior
as a mediator in the relationship between empowering leadership and employees’ commitment to
organizational change. Risk-taking behavior is defined as the proactive behavior of individuals, taking
potential risks for positive organizational outcome. However, it has a negative effect on their reputation
and career when the outcome is negative [29]. Implementing organizational change may bring a
high level of uncertainty and risk not only to the organization, but also to employees involved in the
process [11]. By considering risk-taking behavior as a key mechanism underlying the relationship
between empowering leadership and commitment to organizational change, we attempt to enrich our



Sustainability 2020, 12, 2340 3 of 18

understanding of how empowering leadership enhances employees’ commitment to change. Third,
we try to further our understanding of the role of risk-taking in promoting employees’ commitment to
organizational change by demonstrating the direct and indirect moderating role of task complexity.
Task complexity can be seen as a specific nature of a task that requires extensive and diverse knowledge
and skills to complete that task [30]. Employees with complex tasks may have a more challenging,
open-minded, and innovative attitude towards organizational change. Thus, this study assumes
that the extent to which risk-taking behavior results in positive commitment towards organizational
change may depend on the level of complexity of tasks. Therefore, we proposed task complexity as
an important condition for the predicted relationship between risk-taking behavior and employees’
commitment to organizational change.

In summary, the purpose of this study is fourfold: it analyzes (1) the relationship between
empowering leadership and commitment to organizational change; (2) the mediating role of risk-taking
behavior in this relationship; (3) the moderating role of task complexity in the relationship between
risk-taking behavior and commitment to organizational change; and (4) the integrative model of
mediated moderation, to help advance our knowledge regarding the role of empowering leadership
in organizational change. Uncovering the underlying process and conditions through which
empowering leadership promotes employees’ commitment to organizational change has theoretical
and practical implications.

The structure of this paper is as follows: we discuss the research issue and research purpose,
followed by the core concepts and theoretical background centered on hypotheses. The survey
procedures and measures are then addressed. After presenting statistical results, the main findings
of our empirical analysis are discussed. In light of the findings, important theoretical and practical
implications are presented.

2. Theoretical Background and Hypotheses

2.1. Empowering Leadership and Commitment to Organizational Change

Empowerment is defined as the process of instilling motivation and self-efficacy in employees
to eliminate employee helplessness [31]. It is also defined as the process of motivating employees
to have autonomy and pursue a sense of meaning in achieving their goals [32]. Empowerment
can also be defined as a psychological process that extends and strengthens authority to promote
motivation for cognitive elements such as meaning, competence, self-determination, and influence
that employees perceive in their work [33]. In addition, empowerment involves empowering and
instilling responsibility while considering employees’ capabilities. There is extensive academic
understanding of empowering leadership [19]. It is characterized by individual consideration [34],
supportive leadership [35], and participatory leadership [36]. According to contingency theory, it is
also characterized by coaching, participation, and delegation [37]. In this study, these characteristics of
empowering leadership are considered to have a positive impact on work performance.

On the other hand, change can be perceived as a threat to current stability and imply an uncertain
future. Therefore, employees may resist it [2]. Furthermore, opinions and suggestions on change can
be perceived as challenging the current conditions and resistance to leaders, so employees often feel
that it is not safe to pursue change [38] and perceive it as a risk. Nevertheless, change is essential for an
organization to survive [39] and the acceptance of organizational change by its employees influences its
success [40]. As such, recent research focuses on the emotional response of employees to organizational
change [41,42]. Previous research emphasized the importance of commitment to organizational change,
which is the active psychological response of employees to change. Commitment to organizational
change is defined as a mindset that binds an individual to a course of action deemed necessary for
the successful implementation of a change initiative [43]. According to Herscovitch and Meyer [43],
there are three types of commitment to change: affective commitment, which supports organizational
change based on trust and attachment to the organization; normative commitment, in which support
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to organizational change is considered a duty that arises from a sense of moral obligation; and
continuance commitment, which is based on the fear of cost of resistance to change or failure to support
it. According to previous research, commitment to organizational change can be viewed as a key
element in promoting true change behavior of employees in the process of organizational change [5,7,44].
Thus, commitment to organizational change is essential for its successful implementation.

This study demonstrates that empowering leadership will have a positive effect on commitment to
organizational change based on the following reasons. Empowering leadership delegates authority and
autonomy to employees, allowing them to work with confidence, value their contributions, and make their
work more meaningful [19]. Through participative decision-making of empowering leadership [45],
employees gain a sense of control over their performance and feel psychological empowerment [19],
which can increase organizational commitment [33,46]. Psychological empowerment is an important
factor in organizational change, as it allows employees to have control over their work and influence
the process of organizational change [33,47]. Psychologically empowered employees are encouraged
by organization leaders to engage in the process of organizational change.

Employees are committed to organizational change when leaders demonstrate participatory,
achievement-oriented leadership, which leads to high employee motivation and work autonomy and
helps to build a good relationship with leaders [48]. Empowering leadership provides employees
with a high level of autonomy and the ability to achieve high performance in their work and supports
capability-building [49]. When leaders demonstrate empowering leadership by sharing information,
having a good relationship with employees, and encouraging employee participation in the process of
organizational change, employees will be committed to its achievement successfully.

On the other hand, readiness for change is necessary for successful organizational change [50].
Readiness for change is defined as a member’s beliefs and attitude regarding the possibility of
organizational change [51]. It is influenced by leadership [52] and participative decision-making
processes [51,53]. In empowering leadership, leaders manage their organizations by delegating
authority and autonomy to employees and engaging them in decision-making processes [20]. Leaders
also share information with employees and engage in decision-making based on their interactions with
their teams [18]. Therefore, participative decision-making, which is a characteristic of empowering
leadership, reflects the opinions of employees in the process of organizational change and develops
employees’ awareness regarding the necessity and possibility of change, thus serving as an antecedent
for their commitment to organizational change.

In addition, empowering leadership expresses confidence in its employees’ high performance
and competence [19], provides autonomy, and allows employees to decide how to perform their
work [28]. As a result, employees will view changes in the organizational environment as learning
opportunities and actively respond to them by raising their self-efficacy and confidence in their beliefs
and capabilities. Previous studies have also shown that the antecedents influencing commitment
to organizational change are trust and fairness [54], relationship with leaders and autonomy [48],
and self-efficacy [5,20]. Thus, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 1. Empowering leadership is positively related to employees’ commitment to organizational change.

2.2. Mediating Role of Risk-Taking Behavior

Risk is defined as the probability of loss [55] or the degree of uncertainty, in which decisions may
not be realized as intended [56]. Risk is inevitable in modern life and pervasive in various fields, such
as the business environment, healthcare, and education [55]. Individuals produce different results
depending on how they respond to risk. Risk-taking behavior refers to the behavior and willingness of
individuals to openly undertake potential risks for a positive outcome in a situation where negative
consequences are expected [29]. Thus, the manner of responding to risk and the degree of risk-taking
behavior can affect organizational operations. According to Dewett [29], risk-taking behavior can
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change depending on the leadership style of the organization’s leaders. We expect it to mediate
the relationship between empowering leadership and commitment to organizational change for the
following reasons.

Empowering leadership recognizes the importance of employees’ work, and empowers employees,
including psychologically, thus helping them gain confidence in their leaders and their achievements [19,49].
If employees believe that they can achieve high performance and trust their leaders, they are more
likely to take risks [19] and perform their work more creatively and innovatively [57]. Empowering
leadership also increases the emotional relationship with the organization and positively impacts
performance by instilling in employees a sense of security in the organization [58]. Employees who have
trust in an organization and its leaders take risks to accommodate others and improve organizations’
performance in the process [59]. Coaching, which is a characteristic of empowering leadership,
encourages new ideas and risk-taking behavior and provides feedback over the course of a task,
thus allowing employees to view failures and mistakes as learning opportunities [60]. Empowering
leadership makes employees feel confident and secure within the organization by allowing them to
work autonomously and provides support for capacity development [18,61]. In this process, employees’
mistakes and failures are considered a learning opportunity, thus encouraging them to take risks and
try new things. Leaders that show interest in employees through empowering leadership help alleviate
employees’ fear, anxieties, and stress [61]. Empowering leadership reduces the negative emotions
of employees and helps instill belief in the organization and its leaders, while preparing them to
positively accept any negative consequences of change. As a result, empowering leadership can help
employees find meaning in their work and feel secure within the organization, while also promoting
creativity and reducing defensive behavior against risk. Thus, empowering leadership will have a
positive impact on employees’ risk-taking behavior.

Empowerment has a direct impact on employees’ psychological state [31]. Empowerment helps
clarify goals and visions and empowers employees with the necessary authority and autonomy,
instilling confidence and enabling them to develop a positive psychological state [62]. Eventually,
employees with a positive psychological state and confidence will actively engage in organizational
change and undertake risks without fear of negative consequences. Although innovation and change,
like development of a new product-development or processes, present a risk associated with failure [63],
individuals who take risks tend to focus on a positive outcome rather than failure and perceive risk as
an opportunity [64]. Individuals with a preference for risk are more committed to new initiatives and
processes, such as organizational change [65], because they seek to capture and create new opportunities.

Thus, risk-taking behavior can be a result of empowering leadership and an antecedent for
commitment to organizational change. Empowering leadership delegates authority, responsibility,
and autonomy to employees [17]. With the necessary authority and autonomy, employees trust and
follow leaders and organizations [18,19,58]. Furthermore, employees can promote risk-taking behavior
by reducing fear, anxiety, and stress [17,29,61]. Risk-taking behavior allows employees to take risks and
decrease their fear of change, making it an important factor in inducing commitment to organizational
change. Thus, empowering leadership indirectly promotes commitment to organizational change
through risk-taking behavior. Therefore, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 2. Risk-taking behavior positively mediates the relationship between empowering leadership and
commitment to organizational change.

2.3. Moderating Role of Task Complexity

A complex task refers to a task that requires mentally challenging and complex skills [66]. Task
complexity can be defined as a property that increases the amount and diversity of information
related to a job [67,68]. Moreover, there are several factors that determine task complexity, such as
the time required to the perform the task, changing conditions and repeatability, uncertainty between
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performance and goals, the number of inputs, and the skills required to perform the task [30]. High
task complexity, unlike simple and repetitive tasks, is characterized by the possibility of changing
routine, job, and organizational structures.

Complex tasks are not routine and standardized, and can be ambiguous and unstructured [69].
There is even a possibility that performing the task may involve changes and risks. However,
individuals who are comfortable at taking risks make an effort in changing their current state to
pursue new ventures. When performing complex tasks, employees achieve a sense of accomplishment,
motivation, and self-efficacy [70]. As such, employees who take risks and perform complex tasks are
more committed to new methods and changes even when their job is not standardized and structured.
Performing tasks of high complexity can affect motivation and stimulate individuals to become more
motivated [71]. Therefore, in situations that require organizational change, members will take risks
and put more effort into making changes in the face of complex tasks.

According to the cognitive evaluation theory [72], job and task characteristics influence motivation.
If employees are satisfied with their jobs, they will be motivated to perform better [73]. As complex
tasks give employees a sense of achievement, self-efficacy, and autonomy, they are willing to take risks,
explore new pathways, and perform tasks without being bound by existing rules and procedures.

In addition, high task complexity motivates employees to pursue efficient strategies for successful
task performance [68]. If the task complexity for employees with risk-taking behavior is high, they are
motivated for the successful operation of the organization. In addition, if an organization needs to
change, employees are willing to undertake more risks and operate the organization more efficiently.
Therefore, employees who take risks in their work are more motivated to perform tasks more efficiently
and committed to organizational change if they perform complex tasks. Thus, we hypothesize
the following:

Hypothesis 3. Task complexity moderates the relationship between risk-taking behavior and commitment to
organizational change such that a positive relationship is stronger when task complexity is high.

2.4. Integrated Model: Mediated Moderation

The above-hypothesized pattern of moderation implies mediated moderation, whereby a mediated
effect varies as a function of a third variable [74]. Specifically, when task complexity is high, the effect
of risk-taking behavior on commitment to organizational change is augmented, thereby strengthening
the role of risk-taking behavior in mediating the relationship between empowering leadership and
commitment to organizational change. By contrast, when task complexity is low, the positive effect
of risk-taking behavior is weakened, thereby reducing its mediating effect. Thus, we expect task
complexity to moderate the indirect effect of empowering leadership on commitment to organizational
change through risk-taking behavior. Thus, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 4. The strength of the mediated relationship between empowering leadership and commitment to
organizational change via risk-taking behavior varies depending on the extent of task complexity; the indirect
effect of empowering leadership via risk-taking behavior on commitment to organizational change is stronger
when task complexity is high.

This study empirically analyzes the mediated moderation effects of task complexity. Figure 1
summarized the proposed relationships.
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Figure 1. Hypothesized research model.

3. Method

3.1. Sample and Procedure

The data collection for this study was conducted through an online and offline questionnaire
from March to May 2019. The survey procedure was conducted for employees working in Korean
manufacturing and service companies. We visited the company and explained the intent of the survey
to the department managers and received their permission. We collected 320 questionnaires, of which
275 valid questionnaires were used for this study. The demographic characteristics of respondents are
as follows.

Among the 275 respondents of this study, 153 (55.6%) were male and 122 (44.4%) were female.
The average age of the respondents was 30.13 years (SD = 8.25), mean organizational tenure was
4.15 years (SD = 5.34), and average duration of education was 15.59 years (SD = 2.04).

3.2. Measures

The questionnaire used in this study was originally prepared in English and translated into
Korean. We followed the Brislin [75] back translation procedure. A professional translator was used to
translate the original version into Korean, which was then back-translated into English by a bilingual
scholar who had no prior knowledge of the objectives of the study and had not seen the original survey.

Empowering leadership. Empowering leadership is defined as the act of a leader delegating
authority to members and enhancing their autonomy and responsibility [21]. We used the twenty
items that were developed by Arnold et al. [18]. These are twenty items of empowering leadership that
reflect five characteristics: leading by example, participative decision-making, coaching, informing,
and showing concern. Sample items include the following: “My boss is always working as hard
as he/she can” (leading by example); “My boss gives all work group members a chance to voice
their opinions” (participative decision-making); "My boss teaches work group members how to solve
problems on their own” (coaching); “My boss explains his/her decisions and actions to my work group”
(informing); “My boss shows concern for the well-being of the work group members” (showing concern).
The Cronbach’s α of the summative scale was 0.970.

Risk-taking behavior. Risk-taking behavior is defined as the willingness and behavior of individuals
to engage in potential risks at work in an effort to produce positive outcomes for organizations such
that he/she is open to the possibility of negative personal outcomes [29]. We used the eight items
developed by Dewett [29]. Sample items include the following: “I will take a risk and try something
new if I have an idea that might improve my work, regardless of how I am evaluated”; “Even if
failure is a possibility, I will take informed risks on the job if I think they will help me reach my goals”.
The Cronbach’s α of the summative scale was 0.929.

Commitment to organizational change. Herscovitch and Meyer [43] define commitment to
organizational change as “a mind-set that binds an individual to a course of action deemed necessary for
the successful implementation of a change initiative.” We used the six items developed by Herscovitch
and Meyer [43]. Sample items include the following: “This change is a good strategy for this
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organization”; and “I believe in the value of this change”. The Cronbach’s α of the summative scale
was 0.888.

Task complexity. Task complexity is defined as an attribute of a task that increases the amount and
diversity of information related to a job [67]. Sample items include: “My job is complicated”; and
“My job requires high problem-solving skills”. The Cronbach’s α of the summative scale was 0.893.

Control variables. To clarify the relationship between the variables in this study, we controlled for
the effects of demographic characteristics. Therefore, the gender, age, tenure, rank, and education
level of the respondents were considered as control variables. Age and tenure were measured in years.
Gender was measured as a dichotomous variable, coded as 0 for male and 1 for female. Education was
measured as years of formal education.

4. Results

4.1. Correlation and Reliability Analyses

We conducted a correlation analysis to investigate the relationship between the measured variables
and its direction. The means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and correlations among the key variables
are shown in Table 1. As shown, commitment to organizational change was related to empowering
leadership (r = 0.351, p < 0.001), risk-taking behavior (r = 0.442, p < 0.001), and task complexity
(r = 0.490, p < 0.001).

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, correlations, and reliabilities.

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Gender (0 = M; 1 = F) a 0.44 0.49
2. Age 30.13 8.25 −0.067
3. Tenure b 4.15 5.34 −0.050 0.779 ***

4. Position 1.69 1.04 −0.111 0.637 *** 0.635 ***

5. Education c 15.59 2.0 −0.045 0.382 *** 0.317 *** 0.308 ***

6. Empowering
Leadership 3.49 0.91 −0.063 0.049 0.110 0.072 0.057 (0.970)

7. Risk-taking Behavior 3.35 0.85 −0.023 0.089 0.105 0.096 −0.003 0.554 *** (0.929)
8. Task Complexity 3.40 1.07 −0.019 0.072 0.069 0.181 ** 0.077 0.230 *** 0.396 *** (0.893)
9. Commitment to
Organizational Change 3.75 0.72 −0.071 −0.018 0.026 0.008 0.084 0.351 *** 0.442 *** 0.490 *** (0.888)

Note: N = 275. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. Reliability alpha (α) coefficients are reported in diagonal;
a M = male; F = female, b Tenure = number of years, c Education = years of formal education.

In addition, we analyzed the reliability to verify that the measured data were suitable for empirical
analysis prior to hypothesis testing. The Cronbach’s α exceeded 0.70, indicating that the reliability of
the measurement tool is high [76].

4.2. Common Method Bias and Confirmatory Factor Analysis

To assess the tests of common method variance, we followed the recommendation by Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff [77] and conducted Harman’s single-factor test by loading all the items
of the study constructs into an exploratory factor analysis. The results indicate that no single factor
explains more than 34% of the covariance among the variables.

We also conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on the measures of the key variables to
verify their factor structure and construct validity. We modeled four factors: empowering leadership,
risk-taking behavior, task complexity, and commitment to organizational change. The results are
shown in Table 2. This theoretical four-factor model provided a reasonable fit to the data (χ2 = 718.778,
degree of freedom (df) = 547, Comparative Fit Index(CFI) = 0.980, Tucker-Lewis Index(TLI) = 0.976,
Root Mean Square Residual(RMR) = 0.054, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation(RMSEA = 0.034).
Additionally, a series of Chi-square difference tests revealed that the four-factor model fits the data
significantly better than several alternative measurement models (Table 2). The results verify the
theoretical four-factor model, thus supporting discriminant validity among the measures.
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Table 2. Model fit statistics for measurement models.

Measurement Model χ2 (df ) CFI TLI RMR RMSEA ∆χ2 (df )

Theoretical 4-factor model 718.778(547) 0.980 0.976 0.054 0.034
3-factor model 1 1186.838(550) 0.928 0.912 0.081 0.065 468.06(3) ***

2-factor model 2 1627.165(553) 0.878 0.853 0.106 0.084 908.387(6) ***

1-factor model 3 2277.279(555) 0.804 0.765 0.131 0.106 1558.501(8) ***

Note: n = 275. *** p < 0.001 (two-tailed test). 1 Three-factor model with risk-taking behavior and task complexity on
the same factor. 2 Two-factor model with empowering leadership and risk-taking behavior, task complexity and
commitment to organizational change on the same factor. 3 One-factor model with empowering leadership, task
complexity, risk-taking behavior and commitment to organizational change on the same factor. χ2 = chi-square, df =
degrees of freedom, CFI = Comparative Fit Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMR= Root Mean Square Residual,
RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximation.

The index for the overall confirmatory factor analysis is presented in Table 3. The results of the
confirmatory factor analysis were χ2 (df) = 718.778(547), Incremental Fit Index (IFI)= 0.981, TLI = 0.976,
CFI = 0.980, Goodness-of-Fit Index(GFI)= 0.883, RMR = 0.054, RMSEA = 0.034, Normed Fit Index
(NFI) = 0.924, and Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI)= 0.850. As shown in Table 3, although
GFI is not in the best model indicator, χ2 (df), IFI, TLI, CFI, RMSEA, and NFI are included in the best
model indicator, and the values of AGFI and RMR are at acceptable levels [78]. Therefore, the results of
confirmatory factor analysis can be considered acceptable. In addition, the average variance extracted
(AVE), the variance size that explains the concept of the measurement variables, is greater than 0.5,
which is the reference value. The construct reliability value exceeded 0.7, thus supporting convergent
validity and reliability of the constructs [79,80].

Table 3. Results of confirmatory factor analysis[m1] .

Construct Item Standardized
Factor Loading

Standard
Error

Critical
Ratio

Average Variance
Extracted (AVE)

Construct
Reliability

Goodness of Fit
Index

Empowering
Leadership

EL1 0.834

0.548 0.947 χ2 = 718.778
df = 547
p = 0.000

IFI = 0.981
TLI = 0.976
CFI = 0.980
GFI = 0.883

RMR = 0.054
RMSEA = 0.034

NFI = 0.924
AGFI = 0.850

EL2 0.735 0.048 16.853

EL3 0.800 0.051 20.091

EL4 0.830 0.051 20.997

EL5 0.818 0.060 16.541

EL6 0.735 0.061 14.344

EL7 0.731 0.057 14.254

EL8 0.733 0.061 14.304

EL9 0.777 0.060 15.563

EL10 0.832 0.054 18.543

EL11 0.875 0.055 18.717

EL12 0.814 0.059 16.515

EL13 0.736 0.055 14.55

EL14 0.728 0.059 14.11

EL15 0.757 0.059 15.25

EL16 0.867 0.057 18.533

EL17 0.726 0.062 14.079

EL18 0.75 0.066 14.769

EL19 0.814 0.061 16.934

EL20 0.712 0.064 13.752

Risk-taking
Behavior

RT1 0.786

0.590 0.920

RT2 0.748 0.061 15.07

RT3 0.833 0.069 15.14

RT4 0.842 0.069 15.114

RT5 0.791 0.069 13.973

RT6 0.795 0.067 14.127

RT7 0.76 0.071 13.514

RT8 0.695 0.08 12.261
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Table 3. Cont.

Construct Item Standardized
Factor Loading

Standard
Error

Critical
Ratio

Average Variance
Extracted (AVE)

Construct
Reliability

Goodness of Fit
Index

Task Complexity

TC1 0.901

0.660 0.856TC2 0.858 0.05 18.482

TC3 0.804 0.055 16.976

Commitment to
Organizational Change

COC1 0.756

0.588 0.894

COC2 0.861 0.077 14.506

COC3 0.831 0.079 14.014

COC4 0.643 0.093 10.127

COC5 0.647 0.09 10.555

COC6 0.637 0.088 10.27

4.3. Hypotheses Testing

We tested Hypotheses 1–3 by hierarchical regression analysis and the results are presented in
Table 4. We calculated the interaction terms needed to verify the moderating effects in Hypothesis
3. Before calculating the interaction term, we attempted to solve the problem of multicollinearity by
performing a mean-centering method [81]. The result of analyzing the value of the variance inflated
index, the maximum VIF of the key variables is 1.763. Hence, there is no multicollinearity problem.

Table 4. Hierarchical multiple regression for risk-taking behavior and commitment to organizational change.

Risk-Taking Behavior Commitment to Organizational Change

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Gender −0.014 0.018 −0.071 −0.051 −0.058 −0.054
Age 0.016 0.080 −0.136 −0.096 −0.126 −0.121

Tenure 0.075 −0.022 0.102 0.042 0.050 0.102
Position 0.052 0.043 −0.010 −0.015 −0.031 −0.112

Education −0.049 −0.071 0.103 0.090 0.116 * 0.098
Empowering Leadership 0.555 *** 0.344 *** 0.136 * 0.133 *

Risk-Taking Behavior 0.375 *** 0.175 **

Task Complexity 0.387 ***

Risk-Taking Behavior × Task Complexity 0.160 **

R2 0.015 0.316 0.019 0.135 0.231 0.373
∆R2 0.301 *** 0.116 *** 0.096 *** 0.143 ***

Note: n = 275. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001 (two-tailed test). Standardized regression coefficients reported.

Supporting Hypothesis 1, empowering leadership was found to be positively related to
commitment to organizational change (β = 0.344, p < 0.001) after controlling for gender, age, tenure,
rank, and education level in Model 4. To test the mediating role of risk-taking behavior in the relationship
between empowering leadership and commitment to organizational change in Hypothesis 2, we followed
the procedure established by Baron and Kenny [82]. First, by testing Hypothesis 1, we verified the
positive effect of empowering leadership on commitment to organizational change. Next, in Model 2,
empowering leadership was positively related to risk-taking behavior (β = 0.555, p < 0.001). Finally,
in Model 5, risk-taking behavior was positively related to commitment to organizational change
(β = 0.375, p < 0.001), explaining significant additional variance in commitment to organizational
change (∆R2 = 0.096, p < 0.001). The effect of empowering leadership on commitment to organizational
change became weaker, but it was still significant (β = 0.136, p < 0.05). However, errors can occur
because this is an indirect method for statistical estimation of mediating effect. To further substantiate
this result, we applied Preacher and Hayes’ [83] test for an indirect effect, which utilizes the bootstrap
method for more reliable estimates. The results of the bootstrap method confirmed a significant indirect
effect (indirect effect = 0.1620, SE = 0.0366, 95% CI [0.0967, 0.2398]). Thus, Hypothesis 2 was supported.

In Hypothesis 3, we proposed that task complexity moderates the relationship between risk-taking
behavior and commitment to organizational change. As regards the moderating role of task complexity,
the interaction term of risk-taking behavior and task complexity significantly predicted commitment
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to organizational change (β = 0.160, p < 0.01; ∆R2 = 0.143, p < 0.001) in Model 6. In Figure 2, a graph
distinguishes high and low task complexity groups with respect to the average value of task complexity.
As shown in Figure 2, there was a difference in the relationship between risk-taking behavior and
commitment to organizational change depending on the degree of task complexity. Thus, Hypothesis
3 was supported.
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Figure 2. The moderating effect of task complexity on the relationship between risk-taking behavior
and commitment to organizational change.

To test for integrative mediated moderation in Hypothesis 4, we examined whether the indirect
effect of empowering leadership on commitment to organizational change via risk-taking behavior was
moderated by task complexity (i.e., conditional indirect effect). To test the conditional indirect effect, we
utilized Hayes’ [84] PROCESS program. The technical system of equations for our analytical model is
presented visually in the form of a path diagram in Figure 3. This diagram presents a process in which
the commitment to organizational change that results from empowering leadership (X) occurs through
the risk-taking behavior (M), which in turn leads to the commitment to organizational change (Y).
However, the link between risk-taking behavior and commitment to organizational change—the second
stage of the mechanism—is modeled as moderated by task complexity (W). This process is modeled
with two equations, one for risk-taking behavior and one for commitment to organizational change:

M = iM + a1X + a2U + eM

Y = iY + c′X + b1M + b2W + b3MW + b4U + eY,

where U is the control variables.
The indirect effect of empowering leadership on commitment to organizational change via

risk-taking behavior was estimated for high (+1 SD) and low levels (−1 SD) of task complexity using
the bootstrap method. The analysis results are presented in Table 5. The results indicate that the
indirect effect was significant for high task complexity (conditional indirect effect = 0.1499, SE = 0.0397,
95% CI [0.0761, 0.2332]), but not significant for low task complexity (conditional indirect effect = 0.0139,
SE = 0.0532, 95% CI [−0.0785, 0.1285]), thus supporting Hypothesis 4.
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Table 5. Mediated moderation results for conditional indirect effect.

Task Complexity Boot Indirect
Effect (β) Boot SE

95% of Confidence Intervals
Boot LLCI Boot ULCI

M − 1SD 0.0139 0.0532 −0.0785 0.1285
Mean 0.0819 0.0348 0.0169 0.1559

M + 1SD 0.1499 0.0397 0.0761 0.2332

5. Discussion

This study examined the relationship between empowering leadership and the commitment to
organizational change of manufacturing and service workers in Korea, and examined the mediating
role of risk-taking behavior in the relationship between empowering leadership and commitment
to organizational change. Furthermore, the mediated moderating effects of task complexity were
investigated. The results are summarized as follows.

First, empowering leadership had a positive effect on the commitment to organizational
change. It was concluded that empowering leader behavior (i.e., leading by example, participative
decision-making, coaching, informing, and showing concern) had a positive effect on commitment to
organizational change. These empirical results support previous studies on empowering leadership
and commitment to organizational change [20,85]. Furthermore, our study enhanced the understanding
of the significance of empowering leadership as a type of sustainable leadership in evoking a positive
attitude and behavior toward organizational change from employees, thus leading to the sustainable
development of the organization. Second, risk-taking behavior positively mediated the relationship
between empowering leadership and commitment to organizational change. Therefore, it should
be considered as an important psychological mechanism leading to commitment to organizational
change [86]. These empirical findings are in line with previous research that finds evidence for the
influence risk-taking behavior has on factors related to organizational change, such as creativity and
innovation [87,88].

Third, task complexity was positively moderating the relationship between risk-taking behavior
and commitment to organizational change. We also confirmed the conditional indirect effect of task
complexity using the mediated moderation model proposed in this study. More specifically, we
examined how the mediating effect depends on the degree of task complexity, which is a moderation
variable. High task complexity augmented the mediating effect of risk-taking behavior on commitment
to organizational change, which, in turn, is further affected by empowering leadership.

This study has made theoretical contributions to the existing literature in the following ways. First,
it contributes to the literature on empowering leadership and organizational change by addressing
the effect of empowering leadership on employees’ commitment to organizational change. Most
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previous studies have treated empowering leadership simply as a positive factor affecting individual
attitudes, such as self-efficacy, optimism, and job performance [18,89]. However, our study extends
and complements these previous findings by empirically demonstrating the key role of empowering
leadership in inducing employees’ commitment to organizational change.

Second, this study extended the literature on empowering leadership by adding a key mediator
to explicate how empowering leadership induces commitment to organizational change. Thus,
our findings show that risk-taking behavior is an important bridging mechanism, through which
empowering leadership motivates employees to take proactive action despite fears and concerns
about change. This study applies risk-taking behavior, which is mainly dealt with in psychology
and sociology [90,91], to organizational change in relation to leadership. In particular, by identifying
risk-taking behavior as a crucial psychological and behavioral pathway influencing employees’ attitude
towards organizational change, this study enriched our understanding of how empowering leadership
promoted employees’ commitment to organizational change.

Third, this study identified task complexity as an important moderator of the effect of empowering
leadership. By identifying such a boundary condition, this study provided a more precise understanding
of the role that empowering leadership plays in the process of organizational change. Moreover,
identifying the mediated moderation effect of empowering leadership on commitment to organizational
change via risk-taking behavior has further extended prior research on mediators and moderators
of the relationship between empowering leadership and organizational change. In other words, our
findings provide a holistic view concerning the direct and indirect mechanisms and conditions of how
empowering leadership promotes employees’ commitment to organizational change in a complex
business environment.

5.1. Practical Implications

We also suggest several practical implications based on our results. First, our results indicate that
managers should be aware of the effectiveness of empowering leadership, which positively impacts
commitment to organizational change, leading to the sustainable growth of the organization. When
organizational change is needed, most members are indifferent to change and resist it [92]. Therefore,
if managers provide empowerment, autonomy, and responsibility to employees through empowering
leadership, they can make the employees more proactive in the implementing process of change.
In particular, participative decision-making will have a positive impact on job attitudes and behaviors
by providing employees with psychological empowerment [19,93]. Therefore, organizations will need
to design an empowering leadership development training and education program for managers.

Second, managers should recognize the importance of employees’ risk-taking behavior. Employees’
risk-taking behavior has a positive impact on emotional commitment and proactiveness [94], which
will have a positive impact on organizational change and sustainable performance. Thus, managers
should design an organizational support system and facilitate a climate for fostering employees’
risk-taking behavior. Specifically, managers need to design a system that reflects employee opinions
and stimulates confidence in their work. For example, adopting a participative decision-making
system and redesigning the reward system will allow employees to take risks and pursue change with
a positive attitude and confidence.

Third, our results also indicate that task characteristic is an important condition for enhancing
employees’ commitment to organizational change. Task complexity increases skill variety, task significance
and autonomy, which can affect motivation and the psychological state of employees with respect to
organizational change [95]. As such, task complexity can help employees recognize the importance
of organizational change. We suggest a high task complexity situation as an important condition
for enhancing the effects of empowering leadership and risk-taking behavior on commitment to
organizational change.
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5.2. Limitations and Future Research

Despite the important implications of this study, it has its own limitations. First, as a cross-sectional
study, it restricts causal inferences from the chosen variables. Moreover, as the data were collected
through a self-report questionnaire, there is a possibility of a common method bias problem [96].
To reduce this problem, we tried to ensure anonymity in the data collection process and undertook a
statistical treatment. Despite these efforts, we recommend separating the source of measurement of the
variables or measuring at different times to solve the common method bias problem. For example,
leadership can be measured by employees and employees’ performance can be measured by leaders.
Second, we conducted our research at the individual level because we were interested in how
empowering leadership influences commitment to organizational change. However, leadership was
originally theorized as a group-level construct grounded in the psychology and social relations of
members [97]. Therefore, future research should conduct team-level or multi-level analyses. Finally,
future studies need to identify various psychological factors in the relationship between empowering
leadership and commitment to organizational change. Although task complexity was introduced
as a conditional variable in this study, future studies can explore various other moderators such as
organizational climate and culture.

6. Conclusions

This study sought to contribute to the growing literature on organizational change by examining
the role of empowering leadership in facilitating employees’ commitment. We predicted and
empirically proved that risk-taking behavior is a mediating factor in the relationship between
empowering leadership and commitment to organizational change (indirect effect = 0.1620, SE = 0.0366,
95% CI [0.0967, 0.2398]). In addition, we confirmed task complexity as a boundary condition in the
relationship between risk-taking behavior and commitment to organizational change (β = 0.160,
p < 0.01; ∆R2 = 0.143, p < 0.001). We also found that the mediating role of risk-taking behavior is
significant under high task complexity (conditional indirect effect = 0.1499, SE = 0.0397, 95% CI [0.0761,
0.2332]), but insignificant when task complexity is low (conditional indirect effect = 0.0139, SE = 0.0532,
95% CI [−0.0785, 0.1285]). Despite the potential limitations of this study, our findings contribute to
the growing literature on empowering leadership and organizational change by providing a deeper
understanding of the mechanisms and dynamic interactions that influence employees’ commitment to
organizational change.
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