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Abstract

Purpose — This paper investigates the influence of transformational and
ambidextrous behaviors on individual readiness for change within the
context of work related changes induced by quality assurance and
accreditation attempts in Egyptian Universities.

Methodology — A self-reported survey was distributed to faculty members
in four Egyptian Universities (two private and two public), 500 surveys were
distributed and 435 were collected. Data was analyzed using SPSS/AMOS
statistical software.

Findings — Results showed that transformational leadership had a positive
effect on individual readiness for change moderated by ambidextrous
behaviors. The empirical investigation revealed varying impacts of multiple
research constituents.

Research implications — Despite the documented importance of
individual readiness for change in the management literature, scare research
was found regarding the role of effective leadership styles in the context of
universities nevertheless in Egypt. This study serves as a strong foundation
for future research in this area, which is at its nascence and upcoming in the
researchers’ community.

Practical implications — Leaders need to set clear agenda and effectively
communicate the appropriateness and benefits of change to their
subordinates for developing positive behaviors towards desirable
organizational outcomes.

Originality — This paper attempts to determinate both transformational and
ambidextrous leaders' behaviors influencing subordinates readiness to
embark on work changes related to quality assurance and accreditation in
Egyptian universities.

Keywords - Readiness for change, Transformational leadership,
Ambidextrous leadership.

Paper type — Research paper.

128




= |
Eof 2021 sisi - gl s — (22) slaal) — el g Ll & gad) s

Introduction

Organizational readiness for change (ORFC) has been documented in the
management literature as a critical precursor to the successful
implementation of change initiatives (Mueller et al., 2012; Haffar et al.,
2014; Hemme et al., 2018). Several studies attempted to categorize ORFC
aiming at a thorough comprehension of its constituents (Rusly et al., 2012;
Gurumurthy et al., 2013; Haque et al., 2016) where a multi-level approach
was elaborated in the study of Samal et al., (2019) highlighting three levels
of readiness; individual (psychological inclination), group (collective
perception) and organizational (systems, structure, processes, leadership and
culture).

According to Vakola, (2013) ignoring the relationships between constituents
may lead to ineffective change implementation. Consequently, a motivation
was triggered for this research to address the association between leadership
"organizational level™ and "individual" readiness for change (IRFC) for the
presumed importance of their roles in implementing changes; leaders,
responsible and accountable for organizational changes "OC" (Nogueira et
al., 2018; Surty and Scheepers, 2020) and individuals effecting them (Shokri
et al., 2016; Douglas et al., 2017).

Numerous researches have studied the association between different
leadership styles and change dynamics where transformational leadership
(TL) was witnessed to better foster changes (Abrell-Vogel and Rowold,
2014; Matzler et al., 2015; Burawat, 2019; Schell, 2019; Zaman, 2020;
Busari et al., 2020). However, the complexity of business environments
called for a new leadership paradigm stressing on a simultaneous balance
between exploiting current knowledge and exploring new on both individual
and organizational levels where subsequently the concept of Ambidextrous
Leadership (AL) emerged (Rosing et al., 2011). On the AL individual
platform, studies of Li et al., 2015; Baskarada et al., 2016; Zheng et al., 2016;
Berraies and Abdine, 2019 recognized the value of TL in promoting AL
activities.

Furthermore, the researchers were motivated to empirically investigate the
higher education sector (HES) where realizing strategic changes entails
multiple challenging phenomena (Stensaker et al., 2014; Smulowitz, 2015;
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O'Donnell, 2016). Nevertheless, effective leadership styles in the context of
HES have not been well articulated in the leadership literature (Hassan et al.,
2018; Barrett et al., 2019). Therefore, the purpose of this study is to
investigate the impact of TL behaviors on IRFC moderated by AL behaviors
in Egyptian universities.

Literature Review
1. ORFC

Change has become an inescapable reality for organizations pursuing
sustainable survival in contemporary Dbusiness environments. In
quintessence, Al-Haddad and Kotnour (2015) proposed a four-facet
taxonomy classifying the OC literature; change type (scale and duration),
change enablers (factors increasing the probability of change success),
change methods (management and systematic) and change outcomes (results
or consequences). Among "change enablers", ORFC was asserted to affect
change success by; enhancing employees attitudes and commitment
(Rafferty et al., 2013), motivating employees to embark on (Rusly et al.,
2015), preempting the likelihood of resistance (Adil, 2016; Thakur and
Srivastava, 2018), improving business performance and growth (Timmor
and Zif, 2010; Haque et al., 2016).

Armenakis et al. (1993) defined ORFC as an individual’s “beliefs, attitudes,
and intentions regarding the extent to which changes are needed and the
organization’s capacity to successfully undertake those changes” (p. 681).
Consequently, the genesis of ORFC encompasses a psychological state of
mind and a cognitive evaluation of proposed changes manifested in
"Individual" and aggregate (group) behaviors to accept (passively/actively)
or resist such changes influenced by organizational-level systems and
capabilities.

1.1 IRFC

According to O'Reilly et al., (2018), ignoring the pivotal role IRFC in
activating changes was diagnosed as a crucial failure factor for effective
change implementation. A five dimensional construct was highlighted in the
studies of Armenakis and Harris (2002) and Holt et al., (2007) comprising;
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valence and appropriateness "VA" (content factors), management support
(process factors), personal benefits "PB" and self efficacy (individual
factors).

According to Holt et al., (2007) valence refers to the extent to which
employees feel that change is beneficial to the organization. Subsequently,
the need for change must be elaborated where discrepancies between current
and ideal or desired state is articulated. Moreover, individual's assessment of
the appropriateness of the chosen change initiative (type, scope and
feasibility) is of imperative importance. Self and Schraeder (2009) reported
that management must provide individuals with the information required to
judge a change initiative as the correct one. Whereas management support
enhances individuals acceptance, turnout for and indulgence in change
initiatives. Means of support may include managers communicating the
importance of individuals' roles in change implementation (Antony et al.,
2012), allocation of sufficient resources (quantitatively and qualitatively),
effective visible involvement of principal (manager) during implementation
(Antony, 2014), and removing or at least neutralizing obstacles which might
be encountered during implementation (Albliwi et al., 2014).

According to Lehman et al., (2002) individuals assess change subjected to
its impact on one's own good "Personal benefits” by comparing between
benefits accrued to self against corresponding costs and risk incurred.
Benefits perceived is a function of favorable status change, rewards and
incentives and gained knowledge and skills (Self and Schraeder, 2009). On
the other hand, costs incurred are in terms of time spent, effort exerted,
benefits forgone (monetary and non-monetary), uncertainty associated with
individual future with the organization, relationship with co-workers, and the
impact of changes on organizational wellbeing (Haffar et al., 2014).
Furthermore, when faced with change individuals assess their self-efficacy
by frequently questioning their own abilities to successfully implement
changes (Costello and Arghode, 2020). As such, efficacy is a function of
aggregate individual's belief on implementation capability of self,
organizational resources and situational factors (Abuzid and Abbas 2016).

Multiple influential factors were highlighted by Vaishnavi et al., (2019)
affecting IRFC construct where scrutinized leadership manipulation of

131




Individual Readiness for Change; the Dyadic of Transformational Leadership and
Ambidextrous Behaviors.................... Abuzid and Abu-Tabl

varying practices may enhance and catalyze individual readiness;
communication, resource availability, education and training, reward
system, employee involvement, organizational mission and goals,
interdependence among departments, technological infrastructure, culture,
and stress level and job security.

1.2 Leadership and IRFC

In essence, Leadership is accountable for steering OC where Katsaros et al.,
(2020) concluded that different leadership styles have varying impacts on
how management reverberate IRFC. Baskarada et al., (2017) identified four
organizational factors (human capital, performance, time orientation and risk
appetite) and two environmental factors (risk and stability) affecting
leadership styles embraced to embark on changes. In addition, Loh et al.,
(2019) claimed that different contingencies either situational or problematic
influence chosen styles, nevertheless, leader own philosophy, personality
and experience.

2. TL

TL was postulated as more appropriate to effectuate changes (Busari et al.,
2020; Katsaros et al., 2020) building on its constructive contributions under
turbulent and uncertain environments (Razig et al., 2018), poor
organizational performance, periods of organizational inception/decline or
renewal (Vera and Crossan, 2004; Jansen et al., 2006; Jansen et al., 2009)
where TL creates vision and strategy, enhance devotion to the vision, and
flexibly and dynamically coordinate resources and capabilities portfolio.

Avolio et al., (2009, p. 423) defined TL as "leader behavior that transform
and inspire followers to perform beyond expectations while transcending
self-interest for the good of the organization”. Transformational leaders
provide positive changes on followers' beliefs, values, personal disposition,
perceptions, expectations (Mohammed et al., 2012; Munir et al., 2012) and
enhance trust and cooperation among followers (Green et al., 2014; Boehm
etal., 2015). In the seminal work of Bass (1985) four dimensions of TL were
identified, where only leaders who effectively amalgamate their behaviors
manifested in all domains can reap TL benefits:
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Idealized influence (11) is the degree to which leaders behave in admirable
ways so that followers identify with and trust the leader (Bass, 1985).
Leaders serve as role models with high ethics, act in a way that is consistent
with the articulated vision (Matzler et al., 2015; Burawat, 2019), display
conviction, demonstrate determination and instill pride (Berriaes and
Abdine, 2019). Inspirational motivation (IM) is the degree to which a leader
articulates a shared vision that appeals and inspires followers (Bass, 1985).
Leaders stimulate followers to perform better and provoke their
consciousnesses of problems (Berriaes and Abdine, 2019; Zaman et al.,
2020). Leaders challenge followers by setting high standards and
expectations (Matzler et al., 2015), communicate optimism about future
goals and provide meaning tasks on hand (Schell, 2019). Intellectual
stimulation (IS) is the degree to which a leader stimulates followers to initiate
new ideas and creative solutions thereby questioning assumptions, reframing
problems from new perspectives and encouraging risk taking (Bass, 1985).
It enhances followers' capabilities to conceptualize, comprehend and discern
the nature of encountered problems allowing innovative solutions and means
of implementation (Schell, 2019). Individualized consideration (IC) is the
degree to which leaders understand the individual needs of each of their
followers and attend to those needs (Bass, 1985). Leaders tailor the level of
recognition and support to both the needs and preferences of each employee
(Schell, 2019), they provide encouragement, training, learning and self-
development, and personalized coaching and esteem which may lead every
employee to attain one's fullest potential (Li et al., 2015).

Although scarce research was found addressing the association between TL
and IRFC, favorable impacts were reported by Al-Hussami et al., (2017) who
investigated the influence of TL competencies and quality of work on
employees readiness and Al-Hussami et al., (2018) who incorporated the
influence of TL behaviors, commitment and support. However, both studies
depended on assessing readiness by examining employees' margin in life and
demographic variables solely with no regard to the aforementioned construct
of IRFC. While Appelbaum et al., (2015a); Appelbaum et al., (2015b)
investigated the influence of TL, transactional leadership on employees
resistance and their links to organizational outcomes. They proposed a multi-
dimensional model of leadership enhancing IRFC thereby overcoming the
antecedents of resistance, where leaders transacts with employees’ natural
and contextual predisposition to change, prior to, throughout and following
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transformational processes of all scales. Accordingly, the following
hypothesis is formulated;

Hi:: Transformational leadership has a positive impact on individual
readiness for change within research population under investigation.

However, our study is concerned with examining the impact of the TL
exclusively on VA and PB as concluded to be the two most compelling
elements affecting IRFC. A positive association was reported by Adil et al.,
2016; Hemme et al., 2018; Samal et al. (2019) between VA and successful
implementation of change. Hemme et al., 2018 further concluded that VA
sentiments had an emphasizing impact on self-efficacy beliefs. Moreover,
Adil etal., (2016) concluded that understanding VA of OC affects employees
perception on how beneficial it is to their individual career PB, a conclusion
which was also documented by Samal et al., (2019). Subsequently, the
following sub-hypotheses are formulated:

Hia: Individualized Influence has a positive impact on valence and
appropriateness within research population under investigation.

Hip: Individualized Influence has a positive impact on personal benefits
within research population under investigation.

Hi: Inspirational Motivation has a positive impact on valence and
appropriateness within research population under investigation.

Hiq4: Inspirational Motivation has a positive impact on personal benefits
within research population under investigation.

Hie: Intellectual Stimulation has a positive impact on valence and
appropriateness within research population under investigation.

His: Intellectual Stimulation has a positive impact on personal benefits
within research population under investigation.

Hig: Individualized Consideration has a positive impact on valence and
appropriateness within research population under investigation.

Hain: Individualized Consideration has a positive impact on personal benefits
within research population under investigation.
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3. Ambidextrous Behaviors

TL has been criticized for its insufficient specification of situational
variables neglecting boundary conditions which might moderate its effect
(Bayraktar and Jimenez, 2020). Accordingly, it can be inferred that TL lacks
proper attention to environmental dynamism where a balance between
preservation and innovation must be maintained equally effective. Such
ambidexterity is a foremost leadership challenge since they play a critical
role as an interface for knowledge flow between people, processes and
systems (Probst et al., 2011; Bonesso et al., 2014). Rosing et al., (2011)
introduced AL as a new leadership paradigm where its advantages have been
articulating in the literature since its inception. Favorable impacts of AL
were documented on entrepreneurial orientation and operational
performance (Abuzid, 2019), entrepreneurial orientation and job crafting
(Luu et al., 2019a) corporate social responsibility and service excellence
(Luu et al., 2019b), employee creativity (Tung, 2016), innovation (Berraies
and Abdine, 2019; Zuraik and Kelly, 2019).

Rosing et al., (2011) defined AL as the interaction between two
complementary leadership behaviors — opening and closing — which can
foster both exploratory and exploitive forces. Zacher and Rosing (2015)
further elaborated that AL Behaviors (AB) comprises three components;
opening leadership behaviors (OLB) to cultivate exploration, closing
leadership behaviors (CLB) to cultivate exploitation and the flexibility and
the adaptability to switch between both as the situation demands. According
to Luu et al., (2017, p.231), Baum et al., (2000) defined exploitation as
"learning gained via local search, experiential refinement, and selection and
reuse of existing routines" while exploration as "learning gained through
processes of concerted variation, planned experimentation, and play".

On one hand, OLB foster exploration where employees are encouraged to
experiment, risk take and search for innovative solutions (Luu et al., 2017)
thereby enhancing variance in their behaviors by promoting their
autonomous thinking and acting and their endeavors to challenge their status
quo. Accordingly, employees are inspired and empowered to reconfigure
existing resources and search for new ones (Luu et al., 2019a). According to
Li et al., (2015) this can be done through broadening existing knowledge
base by searching for new organizational norms, routines, structures and
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systems, experimenting new technologies, business processes or markets. On
the other hand, CLB promote exploitation where setting guidelines,
monitoring goal achievement and taking corrective actions are demonstrated
(Luu et al., 2017). Through CLB employees effectively utilize existing
resources to improve their performance and diminish variance in their
behaviors (Luu et al., 2019a). Li et al., (2015) advocated deepening existing
knowledge base by using and refining existing knowledge, focusing on
production and elaborating on existing beliefs and decisions.

Consequently, AL might be regarded as a continuum where OLB and CLB
are pursued contextually. According to Luu et al., (2019a) the switch
between OLB and CLB is dependent on situational and organizational
contexts. As elucidated by Rosing et al., (2011) AL accounts for situational
contingencies where interactions between leaders, subordinates and
situations should match fitting temporal goals and tasks. Moreover, Luo et
al., (2018) indicated that organizational stability and dynamism is accounted
for when choosing between OLB (stable or restoring balance) and CLB
(dynamic).

4. IRFC, TL and AB

Several studies of recognized the value of TL in promoting AL activities
(Baskarada et al., 2016; Zheng et al., 2016; Baskarada et al., 2017; Li et al.,
2018; Berraies and Abdine, 2019; Zuraik and Kelly, 2019) where Keller and
Weiber (2015) explicated that transformational leaders are prone to have an
ambidextrous mental schema due to their delineation of clear organizational
vision and goals enabling them to manage contradicting organizational
interests.

Although Kosasih et al., (2020) investigated the mediating effect of change
readiness on the influence of ambidextrous organizations and authentic
followership on innovative performance, their study neither accounted for
the precise behaviors of ambidextrous leaders, but rather the organizational
ambidexterity as an abstract concept, nor did for the predefined five
dimensions of IRFC construct. However, the researchers postulate a
moderating effect of AB on the relationship between TL and IRFC since we
believe that ambidexterity strengthens such relation based on the
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documented value of TL in promoting AB activities. Accordingly the
following hypothesis is formulated and its related sub-hypotheses;

H»: Ambidextrous behaviors have a moderating effect on the relationship
between transformational leadership and individual readiness for change
within research population under investigation;

H.a: Ambidextrous behaviors have a moderating effect on the
relationship between idealized influence and valence and appropriateness
within research population under investigation.

Hon:  Ambidextrous behaviors have a moderating effect on the
relationship between idealized influence and personal benefits within
research population under investigation.

Hac: Ambidextrous behaviors have a moderating effect on the relationship
between inspirational motivation and valence and appropriateness within
research population under investigation.

H>¢: Ambidextrous behaviors have a moderating effect on the
relationship between inspirational motivation and personal benefits
within research population under investigation.

H.e: Ambidextrous behaviors have a moderating effect on the relationship
between intellectual stimulation and valence and appropriateness within
research population under investigation.

Hor. Ambidextrous behaviors have a moderating effect on the relationship
between intellectual stimulation and personal benefits within research
population under investigation.

Hog: Ambidextrous behaviors have a moderating effect on the
relationship between individualized consideration and valence and
appropriateness within research population under investigation.

Hon:  Ambidextrous behaviors have a moderating effect on the
relationship between individualized consideration and personal benefits
within research population under investigation.

The following figure (1) illustrates the research model;

137




Individual Readiness for Change; the Dyadic of Transformational Leadership and
Ambidextrous Behaviors.................... Abuzid and Abu-Tabl

Individual
Readiness for
Change

Transformational

Ambidextrous

Leadership

Behaviors

H:
Idealized
Influence
AL [ TTT—— Valence and
Inspirational AL Appropriateness
Motivation AL LY
AL
Intellectual
Stimulation
AL AL
Individualized I Personal
AL -
Consideration 3 Benefits
AL
Figure (1)

Research model

5. IRFC, TL and AB in Universities

Universities, as an integral part of HES are in no isolation from the inevitable
change phenomenon, however, realizing strategic change in universities is
challenging. Stensaker et al., 2014; Smulowitz, 2015; O'Donnell, 2016
highlighted the difficulty of aligning different departments within a higher
education unit to collaboratively march towards a common goal due to their
inherent autonomous leadership and decision making where change
processes might be impeded by the divergent interests of involved actors.
Consequently, to initiate change in universities, faculty readiness to
proposed changes is vital for reinforcing its execution where dimensions of
IRFC must be investigated.

While the importance of leadership in various domains has been highlighted
in the literature, effective leadership styles in the context of HES,
Universities in particular, have not been well articulated in the leadership
literature (Hassan et al., 2018; Barrett et al., 2019). The scant research found
almost had a common premise of contrasting the impacts of transactional and
transformational leaderships, on job satisfaction (Alonderiene and
Majauskaite, 2016), employees motivation (Fazzi and Zamaro, 2016),
organizational learning (Khalifa and Ayoubi, 2015), organizational
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commitment (Mwesigwa et al., 2020). Nevertheless, Ambidexterity was
scarcely investigated in HES. Ripkey (2017) explored the organizational
ambidextrous challenges faced by leaders in pursuing a university merger
processes while Souza and Takahashi (2019) investigated the relationship
between dynamic capabilities and organizational ambidexterity. Yet, both
studies investigated ambidexterity in abstract and did not account for AL
practices in their contexts.

Research Methodology

1. Research population and sample

Egyptian universities are challenged by fulfilling the HES aspirations to
achieve a domestic, regional and international competitive advantage by
attaining world standards of teaching processes and scientific research
(NAQAAE, 2009). National Authority for Quality Assurance and
Accreditation of Education issued in January 2009 its first blueprint for
reforming and accrediting quality for Egyptian Universities emphasizing a
culture of quality and continuous improvement where, subsequently,
potential changes might be introduced to academic and/or non-academic
processes.

The Egyptian HES includes 54 Universities (28 public and 26 private)
granted full accreditation recognition by the Egyptian supreme council of
Universities, hosting 128,181 faculty members for the year 2019/2020
(CAPMAS, 2020). Sample size was calculated using Thompson equation
(Thompson, 2012) where 383 were indicated. However 500 surveys were
distributed taking into account non response bias. 421 surveys were collected
where only 400 were valid for statistical testing.

Due to the wide geographic dispersion of Egyptian Universities and
insufficient research resources, Universities were limited to the greater Cairo
area and chosen using the basket method to maintain data collection
objectivity (Fisher, 1987). Accordingly, two mutually exclusive baskets for
each category (public and private) were set and a random number from (1-
9) was selected from each. This resulted in choosing (2) Universities from
each category. The basket method was once more repeated to choose among
common colleges between the four selected Universities resulting in
choosing (1) common college. Surveys were proportionately and randomly
distributed as shown in the following table;

Table (1)
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Proportionate distribution on research sample

Public Universities Private Universities
Items University University University University
(A) (B) © (D)
Number of faculty members” 495 186 89 149
Total nl_meer of faculty N 919 919 919 919
members in chosen sample
Percentage of distribution™ 54% 20% 10 % 16%
Number of dls';rlbuted 270 100 50 80
surveys
Number of valid collected 202 116 37 45
surveys
Total number of valid 400 400 400 400
collected surveys
Percentage of valig collected 50.5% 29% 9.950 11.25%
surveys

** sum of number of faculty members in

* According to CAPMAS (2020). chosen sample

*** number of faculty members divided by total number of faculty members of chosen
sample.
# percentage of distribution of each university multiplied by number of surveys distributed
(500).
### number of valid collected surveys divided by their total number.

The following table represents the proliferation of research sample according
their demographical characteristics; job title, type of employer, tenure, age
group, and gender:

Table (2)
Demographical frequency distribution of research sample
"Job Title"
# Job Title Frequency percentage Rank
1. Professor 35 8.75% 4
2. Associate Professor 54 13.5 3
3. Assistant Professor 120 30 2
4. Teaching Assistant 191 47.75 1
Total 400 100 -
"Type of Employer (University)"
# Job Title Frequency percentage Rank
1. Public 318 79.5% 1
2. Private 82 20.5 2
Total 400 100 -
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Table (2) Cont'd
"Tenure"
# Job Title Frequency percentage Rank
1. Less than 5 years 38 9.5% 4
2. 5—9years 64 16 3
3. 10 - 14 years 160 40 1
4. More than 15 years 138 34.5 2
Total 400 100 -
"Age group"
# Job Title Frequency percentage Rank
1. 20 — 29 years old 36 9% 4
2. 30 — 39 years old 192 48 1
3. 40 — 49 year old 12 30 2
4. More than 50 years old 52 13 3
Total 400 100 -
"Gender
# Job Title Frequency percentage Rank
1. Male 212 53% 1
2. Female 188 47 2
Total 400 100 -

According to table (2), logical conformance of research sample and its
alignment to normal distribution might be included and the representation of
research sample might be inferred.

2. Research instrument and measures

A self-report three sections survey (as shown in appendix ) structuring
close-ended questions was administered covering multiple underlying items
of key research variables. Close-ended questions provide fixed answer
options which the respondent has to select alleviating statistical evaluation
of responses; moreover, it can be answered anonymously, allowing
respondents to provide honest answers from one’s own point of view (Leyer
and Moormann 2014). The Likert scale was used as a rating scale indicating
the level of agreement on a scale from “5 strongly agree” to “l1 strongly
disagree”. Hence, the objective of the survey was to capture the personal
opinions of faculty members and non-academic staff. A set of 43 questions
(in addition to 5 personal information questions for the proliferation of
sample) was used drawn from the literature as follows:

IRFC (13 questions): assessed using the 30-item scale developed by Holt et
al. (2007) and validated by the studies of Haffar et al., 2014; Allaoui and
Benmoussa, 2020. Only two; valence and Appropriateness (10) and personal
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benefits (3) of the four behavioral components of IRFC were
operationalized. A sample item measuring valence and appropriateness was
“There are legitimate reasons for us to make this change”. While a sample
item measuring personal benefit was “My future in this job will be limited
because of this change”.

TL (20 questions): measured using employee ratings on the 20 TL items from
the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) developed by Bass and
Avolio (2000) and well validated in leadership literature (Berraies and
Abidine, 2019; Zuraik and Kelly, 2019; Busari et al., 2020). A sample item
measuring the leader’s II (5) was “My leader goes beyond self-interest for
the good of the group” while for IM (5) was “My leader expresses confidence
that goals will be achieved.” An item relating to the IS (5) was “My leader
suggests new ways of looking at how to complete assignments” while for IC
was “My leader considers me as having different needs, abilities, and
aspirations from others”.

AB (10 questions): assessed using the 14-item scale developed by Rosing et
al. (2011) for OLB (5) and CLB (5) and validated by multiple studies (Zacher
and Rosing, 2015; Zacher et al., 2016; Abuzid, 2019). Sample item for OLB
was “My leader allows different ways of accomplishing a task™ while for
CLB was "My leader monitors and controls goal attainment™.

3. Analysis and Results

Cronbach’s alpha was used to test the reliability and validity of the survey,
where a closer to 1 refers to excellent reliability and < 0.7 is questionable.
As shown in table (3), o was between (0.84) and (0.916) which indicates that
the designed survey accurately measured IRFC, TL and AB. Internal
consistency was calculated using Pearson correlation coefficient to measure
the relationship between each statement and the overall degree of
consistency with the total of its dimension. Correlation coefficients for TL
were between (0.576, 0.843), between (0.665, 0.724) for AB and (0.605,
0.821) for IRFC indicating moderate to strong relationships with regard to
the consistency of the designed survey.

Table (4) demonstrates the descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation
and coefficient of variation) of research data, conducted with an emphasis
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on demonstrating; the tendencies of analyses, quality of collected data, and
efficiency of data preparation processes. Pearson correlation coefficient (r)
was used to test the direction and strength of the relationship between TL
and IRFC. As shown in table (5) positive (r) of 0.775 was detected at a <
0.01 significance level, indicating a significant positive relationship between
TL and IRFC. Thus, H; was accepted. Accordingly, linear regression
analysis was used to measure the effect of TL on IRFC as shown in table (6)
and effects of TL dimensions on IRFC are illustrated in table (7).

Table (3)
Reliability and Validity of IRFC, TL and AB dimensions
ser. Dimensions Reliability Validity r
x1 Idealized Influence 0.802 0.895 0.664**
X2 Inspirational Motivation 0.798 0.893 0.576*
x3 Intellectual Stimulation 0.819 0.819 0.777**
x4 Individualized 0.776 0.880 0.843%*
Consideration
Total X Transformational 0.819 0.904 i
Leadership
ml Opening Leadership 0.857 0.925 0.724%*
Behaviors
m2 Closing leadership 0.828 0.909 0.665**
Behaviors
Total m Ambidextrous 0.788 0.887 i
Behaviors
vl Ava'e”‘?e and 0.806 0897 | 0.821%*
ppropriateness
y2 Personal benefits 0.791 0.889 0.605**
Total y Individual Readiness for 0.831 0.911 i
change
Total sample: IRFC, TL and AB 0.840 0.916 -

** Significant level (0.01), * Significant level (0.05)

R? determines the proportion of variance in the dependent variable that can
be explained by the independent variable. It shows how well the data fit the
regression model (goodness of fit). As shown in table (6) we found that TL
explains 60.1% of the total variationin IRFC and the rest were due to
random error in the equation, or perhaps due to other independent
variables that were not included in the regression model.
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Table (4)
TL, AB and IRFC descriptive Statistics and correlations
Items Mean Std. C.V. Rank
Idealized Influence 2.83 0.90 31.80 4
Inspirational Motivation 4.01 0.94 23.44 2
Intellectual Stimulation 3.30 0.91 27.58 3
Individualized Consideration 4.44 .990 22.30 1
Transformational Leadership 366 0.65 17 76 i
Average
Opening Leadership Behaviors 3.09 0.70 22.65 2
Closing leadership Behaviors 4.38 0.59 13.47 1
Ambidextrous Behaviors
3.64 0.51 14.01 -
Average
Valence and Appropriateness 3.67 0.43 11.72 1
Personal benefits 2.81 0.93 33.10 2
Individual Readiness for change 399 0.56 17.02 i
Average

Rank: (1) for form the smallest c.v. and (2) to the largest c.v.

Table (5)
Pearson correlation between TL and IRFC
Sig. r Dimension
0.001** 0.775 Leadership x and Individual Readiness For Change y

** Significance level 0.01

Table (6)
Effect of TL on IRFC using Liner Regression
R?2 F. test t. test .
: X Independent variables
Sig. Value Sig. Value B P
0.01** 5.556 0.563 constant
0 ** n
60.1% | 001. 651.342 0.01%* | 25521 | 0.775 Transforma_tlonal

Leadership x

** Significance level 0.01

To test the fit of the regression model as a whole, F-test was used indicating
a value of 651.342 at a level of significance 0.01 which refers to the quality
of the regression model impact on IRFC. T-test was used to detect the
significance of TL impact on IRFC. We found that TL has a significant
effect on IRFC as the value of t was 25.521 at a significant level <0.01 and
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a correlation coefficient B of 0.775. The form of the fitted regression
Equation (Y=BO0 + B1x) can be expressed as follows;
Individual Readiness for Change = 0.563 +0 .775 Transformational
Leadership.

As shown in table (7), 1l explained 23.7% of the total variation in VA and
19.4% in PB. F-testvalue with VA was 134.505 and 104.363 with PB
referring to a quality impact of I11. Moreover, Il had significant effects on VA
and PB where t values of 11.598 and 10.216 were computed. Consequently,
Il regression equations are; Valence and Appropriateness = 1.600+ 0.487
Idealized Influence, and "Personal Benefits = 2.050+ 0.441 Idealized
Influence. IM was found to explain 30.9% of the total variation of VA and
23.8% of the total variation of PB. A quality impact of IM on VA and PB
was indicated by F-test values of 193.358 and 135.456 respectively.
A significant effect of IM was found by conducting t-test on VA and PB with
values of 13.905 and 11.639 respectively.

Regression equations for IM are; "Valence and Appropriateness™ = 1.088+
0.556 "Inspirational motivation” and "Personal Benefits" = 1.721+ 0.488
"Inspirational motivation". Where 1S explained a total variation of 33.5% in
VA and 26.4% in PB. Quality significance was reported by F-test value of
218.453 on VA and 155.106 on PB. IS had a significant effect on VA and
PB according to t-test values of 14.780 and12.454 respectively. Regression
Equations for IS are "Valence and Appropriateness” = 1.037+ 0.579
"Intellectual Stimulation” and "Personal Benefits" = 1.672+ 0.514
"Intellectual Stimulation”. IC explained 48.5% of the total variation in VA
and 46% in PB. Quality impacts of IC were recorded by F-test values of
407.184 on VA and 368.524 on PB. Significant effects on VA and PB were
found according to t-test values of 20.179 on VA and 19.197 on PB.
Regression equations for IC are "Valence and Appropriateness™ = 0.654+
0.696 "Individualized Consideration™ and "Personal Benefits" = 1.156+
0.678 "Individualized Consideration".
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Figure (2)
Path analysis values

Table (8)
Coefficients estimates of the structural model of AB moderating effect on
the relationship between TL and IRFC

estimat P- .
Path s S.E. CR. Value Sig.
0 Idealized Influence 0.088 | 0.046 1.91 0.056 | Insig.
Inspirational i
Ambidextrou 0 Motivation 0.069 | 0.063 | 1.094 | 0.274 Sig.
1 *
s Behaviors 71| Intellectual Stimulation | 0.246 | 0.059 | 4.169 0'081 Sig.
Individualized 0.001* :
O Consideration 0.299 | 0.054 | 5.573 . Sig.
0 Idealized Influence 0.057 | 0.044 | 1.289 | 0.197 Insig.
0 Inspirational 009 | 006 | 1.506 | 0.132 | Insig.
| d Motivation
Valence and T reectual Stimulation | 0.121 | 0.057 | 2.114 | 0.034* | Sig.
Appropriatene Individualized
ss O auaiz -0.047 | 0.053 | -0.888 | 0.375 | Insig.
Consideration
0 Ambidextrous 049 | 0046 | 10.706 | @001 | gig.
Behaviors *
0 Idealized Influence 0.047 | 0.052 | 0.907 | 0.365 Insig.
0 Inspirational 0171 | 0.071 | 2412 | 0.016* | Sig.
Motivation
Personal [ | Intellectual Stimulation | 0.16 | 0.068 | 2.368 | 0.018* Sig.
Benefits | Individualized 0.043 | 0.062 | 0.692 | 0.489 | Insig.
Consideration
1 *
| Ambidextrous 055 | 0054 | 10200 | 209" | gig
Behaviors *

**Significant at the (0.01) level, *Significant at the (0.05) level
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Moreover, An Independent t-test was used to investigate the statistical
significant difference between public and private Universities regarding the
impact of TL and AB on IRFC of which <0.05 indicates significant
difference and >0.05 indicates insignificant difference.

Table (9)
Total, direct, and Indirect Effects of the structural model for interpreting
relationships

Idealize - Intellectua | Individualize
q Inspiration I q
Effects Variables al . . ) . AL
Influenc S Stimulatio | Consideratio
Motivation
e n n
AmbIdextrous | 4gg | 0069 0.246 0.299 :
Behaviors
Valence and
Total . 0.49
Effects Approgsrlatene 0.100 0.124 0.242 0.100 0
Personal 0.096 | 0.209 0.296 0208 | 990
Benefits 0
AmDIdExtrous | 4gg | 0,069 0.246 0.299 :
Behaviors
] Valence and
Direct . 0.49
Effects Approg)srlatene 0.057 0.090 0.121 0.047 0
Personal 0.047 0.171 0.160 0043 | 0%
Benefits 0
Ambidextrous i i i i i
Behaviors
Indirec | Valence and
t Appropriatene | 0.043 0.034 0.121 0.147 -
Effects SS
Personal | 049 | 0,038 0.135 0.165 :
Benefits
Table (10)
Test the difference between Public and Private Universities for IRFC, TL
and AB
Variable Sample | N | Mean | Std. t P- Result
value
Transformational Public | 353 | 3.12 | 0.53 C g
Leadership Private | 82 | 3.04 | 0.59 1.221 1 0.22 | Insignificant
Individual Public | 353 | 3.11 | 0.60
Readiness . 0.749 | 0.45 | Insignificant
for Change Private | 82 | 3.05 | 0.69
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Ambidextrous Public | 353 | 3.13 | 0.59
Behaviors Private | 82 3.28 | 0.63
*Significance level (0.05)

2.016 | 0.04* | Significant.

According to the analyses shown in table (10), there is a significant
difference between public and private Universities for AB whose t value was
2.016, P-value < 0.05 in favor of private Universities whose mean was 3.28
and 3.13 for public Universities. However, there was no significant
difference between public and private Universities with regard to TL whose
P-values were >0.05. Moreover, there was no significant difference between
public or private Universities' IRFC whose P-value was >0.05.

Conclusion

Dynamic changes in business environments challenged organizations to
embark on initiatives or utilize varying mechanisms aiming at improving
their performance and achieving competitive advantages. Effective
implementation of such changes is a foremost leadership responsibility
where individuals are of pivotal importance based on their roles in affecting
changes accordingly their readiness to embark on change is a matter of
crucial consequence.

Multiple leadership styles were documented in the literature where different
contingencies influence chosen style to embark on changes. TL was
postulated as more appropriate to effectuate changes; however, TL has been
criticized for its insufficient specification of situational variables neglecting
boundary conditions which might mitigate its effect where a balance between
preservation and innovation must be maintained effectively.

Consequently the purpose of our study was to examine the impact of the TL
behaviors on IRFC in particular two of the latter constituents (valence and
appropriateness, and personal benefits). Moreover, the researchers
postulated a moderating effect of AB on the relationship between TL and
IRFC based on the documented value of TL in promoting AB. Since
Egyptian Universities are in no isolation from the inevitable change
phenomenon where realizing strategic change in is highly demanding, the
researches empirically investigated the research model the context of one
common college in two public and private Universities.
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Research hypotheses were accepted where data analyses concluded that TL
had a positive impact on IRFC moderated by AB. TL positively affected
IRFC where its' dimensions showed greater impacts on VA than on PB where
IC had the most influential impact on both of IRFC constituents followed by
IS, IM and Il respectively. IC had also the most influential impact on AB
followed by IS, Il and IM respectively while AB had more influential impact
on PB than on VA.

It was found that Il had a direct insignificant relationship on VA and an
indirect insignificant relationship on PB. IM had a direct insignificant
relationship on VA and a direct significant relationship on PB. While IS had
a direct significant relationship with VA and PB and IC had indirect
insignificant relationships on VA and PB. Il and IM had direct insignificant
relationship with AB while IS and IC had significant direct relationships with
AB. And AB had direct significant relationships with VA and PB.

Moreover, an insignificant difference was concluded between public or
private Universities with regard to TL and IRFC while a significant
difference was concluded in favor of private Universities for AB.

Recommendations

In light of research conclusions, the researchers recommend that following
studies should take into considerations descriptive aspects (which we were
unable to investigate as an un-integral part of the current research but would
be of esteemed value) of the occurring changes, such as type of change (e.g.
revolutionary vs. evolutionary), duration of change, time stage of change,
and so forth to gain a complete overview about main effects of the changes’
inherent characteristic on functional or dysfunctional reactions toward a
change. More specific, future studies should, for example, explicitly test the
moderation effect of the type of change on the relationship between
transformational leadership and employees' readiness for change.

Another aspect for future research might be the impact of organizational
culture on the dynamics of our tested research model. Organizational culture
is a determinant success factor for any improvement intiative and
accompanying organizational changes, where a supporting culture enhances
individual job commitment and emphasizes goal oriented performance.

In addition, a comparative inspection for the impacts of multiple styles on
the IRFC in the Egyptian HEIs would bring insightful perspectives of how
leaders may set practical agendas to elevate their subordinate, not only
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readiness for change but also, performance and motivation to embark on
work related improvement changes.

Moreover, though the structure of data is already complex, we were not able
to validate our results by a longitudinal design where extended investigation
to more Universities and other Egyptian HEIs would provide thorough
insights to individuals causal directions, even though grounded theoretically,
cannot be interpreted with full certainty. Besides solving the problems of
causal validity, longitudinal studies would heavily expand our knowledge
about the effectiveness of leadership behaviors and attitudes in different time
stages of a change.

Also, it would be highly interesting under which circumstances the detected
moderating effect of AL behaviors to change is more or less important. Thus,
future research should pick up the findings of this study and move a step
further by investigating three way interactions between “providing a
appropriate model,” leaders’ own behaviors toward change and, for example
employees' self efficacy beliefs.

Finally, the study’s used empirical methodology is only one possible way of

measurement. Even though quantitative research methods bear the advantage
of greater generalizability and, due to advanced statistical methods, validity
of results, qualitative data capturing might allow for more detailed analysis
of single relationships and interactions between leaders’ behaviors and
followers’ reactions. Thus, future studies should complement the existing
results by conducting single case studies, for example, by observation and/or
interviewing leaders and their team members confronted with a major change
initiative.
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Appendix I:

Research Instrument

Transformational Leadership:

5: Totally 4: Agree 3: Neutral | 2: Disagree 1: Totally

agree disagree
Idealized Influence:
514 13f2]1 Question No.
Instills pride in for being associated with || 1.
him/her.
Goes beyond self-interest for the good of the | 2.
group.
Acts in ways that builds respect. 3.

Considers the moral and ethical | 4.
consequences of decisions.

Displays a sense of power and confidence. | 5.
Inspirational motivation:
5141321 Question No.
Talks optimistically about the future.
Articulates a compelling vision of the future.

Emphasize the importance of having a|| 8
collective sense of mission.

Expresses with few simple words what || 9.
could and should be done.

Help others find meaning to their work. 10.
Intellectual Stimulation:
5141321 Question No.
Seeks differing perspectives when solving | 11.
problems.

Provide others with new ways of looking at | 12.
puzzling things.
Get others to rethink ideas that they had | 13.
never questioned before.

Get others to look at problems from many | 14.
different angles.
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Suggest new ways of looking at how to || 15.
complete assignments.

Individualized Consideration:
5141321 Question No.

Treats others as individuals rather than just || 16.
a member of the group.

Considers different needs, abilities and || 17.

aspirations
Spends time coaching and mentoring. 18.
Help others develop themselves. 19.

Expresses satisfaction when others meet || 20.
expectations.

Ambidextrous Leadership:

5: Totally 4: Agree 3: Neutral | 2: Disagree 1: Totally

agree disagree
Opening behaviors
51413121 Question No.
Allowing different ways of accomplishing a || 21.
task.

Encouraging experimentation with different || 22.

ideas.
Motivating to take risks. 23.

Giving possibilities  for independent | 24.
thinking and acting.

Giving room for own ideas. 25.
Closing behaviors
51413121 Question No.
Monitoring and controlling goal attainment. | 26.
Establishing routines. 217.
Taking corrective actions. 28.
Controlling adherences to rules. 29.

Paying attention to uniform task || 30.
accomplishment.
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Individual Readiness for Change:

5: Totally 4: Agree | 3: Neutral 2: Disagree | 1: Totally
agree disagree
) Valence and Appropriateﬁess
51413212 Question No.
| think that the organization will benefit from | 31.
this change.
It doesn’t make much sense for us to initiate || 32.
this change.
There are legitimate reasons for us to make || 33.
this change.

This change will improve our organization's || 34.
overall efficiency.

There are a number of rational reasons for the || 35.
change to be made.

In the long run | feel it will be worthwhile for || 36.
me if the organization adopts this change.

This change makes my job easier. 37,

When this change is implemented I don’t || 38.
believe there is anything for me to gain.
The time we are spending on this change || 39.
should be spent on something else.

This change matches the priorities of our || 40.
organization.

Personal Benefits

| am worried | will lose some of my status in || 41.
the organization when this change is
implemented.

This change will disrupt many of the personal || 42.
relationships | have developed.

My future in this job will be limited because | 43.
of this change.
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Additional Information

Teaching Assistant Associate .

Assistant Professor Professor Professor Job Title:
Private Public Type of employer (University):
more than 15 10-14 less than 5 )
5—9 years Tenure:

years years years

older than 50 40 — 49 30_ 39 20— 29 Age |

years old group:
Female Male Gender:
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