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ABSTRACT

The main purpose of this study to find out the relationship among transformational leadership
(TL), organizational learning (OL), and organizational innovation (Ol) in manufacturing food
industry in east of Asia countries include China, Taiwan, and Malaysia. Structural equation
modeling (SEM) was used to test the research hypotheses from168 manufacturing food companies.
Our research model contains three constructs, and the results showed there is positive impact
between constructs. Also, Organizational learning is a mediator in the linkage between
transformational leadership and organizational innovation.
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INTRODUCTION

In organizational studies, there are different definitions for TL, OL, and OI. TL is defined the style
of leadership that heightens consciousness of collective interest among members of theorganization
and assist in achieving collective goals (Garcia-Morales et al., 2012). OL is defined as the
capability of an organization to maintain or improve performance based on experience (DiBella et
al., 1996). But, Ol is topic of many disciplines such as management/strategy, entrepreneurship,
political science and marketing in which Ol is thoroughly examined and discussed. However,
majority of the relevant literatures have focused on technological innovation (Freeman et al., 2000)
which has driven the studies into restricted and biased views in this regard, criticized in studies on
Ol (Barras, 1990; Avlonitis et al., 2001). The literature on management studies highlight the vital
role that both TL (Jung et al., 2003; Gumusluoglu and llsev, 2009; Paulsen et al., 2013; Hu et al.,
2013), and OL (Chiva et al., 2013; Salim and Sulaiman, 2013; Asheim, 2011) play in enhancing a
firm’s innovativeness. Some studies find out that TL and its output is antecedents of learning
(Zagorsek et al., 2009; Theodore, 2013; Lam, 2002; Jokar et al., 2012). Moreover, some of them
do believe that learning with TL actvital roles in supporting companies to achieve within the
innovation process (Hsiao and Chang, 2011; Sanders and Shipton, 2012; Wang, 2011). Therefore,
OL, TL, and Ol impact positively and significantly to each other. Nevertheless, research those

1 Ph.D, Senior Lecturer, Science and Technology studies Department, University of Malaya, Malaysia. Email: jasimah@um.edu.my
2 Ph.D candidate, Research Assistant, Science and Technology studies Department, University of Malaya, Malaysia.

Email: huang1982hui@gmail.com

% Ph.D, Research Assistant, Applied Statistics Department, University of Malaya, Malaysia. Email: hashem.salarzadeh@gmail.com
* Ph.D candidate, Research Assistant, Science and Technology studies Department, University of Malaya, Malaysia.

Email: farihah.abukasim@gmail.com

® Ph.D, Professor, Food Science & Technology, University of Putra Malaysia, Malaysia. Email: son@putra.upm.edu.my

1051


mailto:jasimah@um.edu.my
mailto:huang1982hui@gmail.com
mailto:hashem.salarzadeh@gmail.com
mailto:farihah.abukasim@gmail.com
mailto:son@putra.upm.edu.my

Asian Journal of Empirical Research, 3(8)2013: 1051-1060

studies, in manufacturing food industries, the interrelationships among the three concepts is still
scarce. This paper examines the effect of TL on OL and Ol and argues for the importance of
empirical results that prove these relationships in Asian manufacturing food companies. The model
also attempts to demonstrate the existence of a positive and significant relationships between OL
and Ol. The relatively limited attention to these issues in practice contrasts with their importance to
technicians and practitioners.

LITEARTURE REVIEW

Linkage between Tl and Ol

One of the potentials of TL is being a strong tool for the development of OL in the organizations
and companies (Slater and Narver, 1995). There have been previous studies which claim a
relationship between leadership style (LS) & OL (Bass, 2000; Amitay et al., 2005; Kurland et al.,
2010) and TL & OL (Sung, 2012;Lam, 2002;Choupani et al., 2013). TL constructs teams and
groups and also brings to them a path to follow, force, and support for the processes of change and
OL (McDonough, 2000). Once applied, the profit or non-profit organizations would be able to
learn by means of communicating & mutual talks, exploring, and experimenting (Tushman and
Nadler, 1986; Menguc et al., 2007). To be more specific, TL boosts OL by increasing intellectual
arousal and improving inspirational motivation and self-confidence in and among the members of
the organization (Coad and Berry, 1998). Thus the manager who practices TL would take the roles
of a catalyst, a consultant, a facilitator and also a trainer in the process of OL (Garcia-Morales et
al., 2012). Therefore, the first hypothesis of this paper is:

Hs: There is a significant impact of TL on OL.

Linkage between Ol and Oi

During the last decade, the quite large number of studies on OL have enriched the literature on
Ol(Garcia-Morales et al., 2012). The mentioned research have by and large have claimed a positive
relationship between Ol and OL (Liao et al., 2008; Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Wignaraja, 2012;
Bao et al., 2012; Liao et al., 2012). Organizations which care about learning enhance their
innovative ability because they will most probably not miss the chances which the new market
demand brings about. These organizations have sufficient power and knowledge to predict and
learn about what customers need, have modern and updated technology available to them which
helps them to innovate. In addition, their capacity to understand the strengths and weaknesses of
the rivals is greater which assists them to learn from their achievements and failures on one hand
and create more innovative potentials than rivals on the other hand (Calantone et al., 2002). Such
opinions have lately started to get some empirical attention. To begin with Hurley and Hult (1998)
have concentrated on a large organization in the federal government of the USA. They showed a
positive relationship between Ol and a culture which promotes and stresses adapting, innovating
and learning. In another study (Meeus et al., 2001), researchers analyzed a certain number of
innovative companies as a sample to demonstrate that the more highly complex innovative
activities are, the higher is the need for the firms to coordinate and disseminate information with
and to the users which in turn would mean a powerful interactive learning. Therefore, we in this
part of the paper we can define the second research hypothesis as bellow:

Hy: There is a significant impact of OL on Ol.

Linkage between Tl and Oi

In the literature, LS (Lee and Chang, 2006; Bhattacharyya, 2006; Fafrowicz et al., 1993) and TL
(Jung et al., 2003; Gumusluoglu and llsev, 2009; Paulsen et al., 2013) have been highlighted as a
particularly important impact on Ol. There is now widespread agreement that TL style (Moss
Kanter, 1983), being collaborative and participatory, seems to be more successful than the LS
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(Manz et al., 1989) in encouraging innovation within the organization. What managers perceive of
their roles in the organizations where they manage, has a strong influence on the potential to
enhance such leadership in their organization. A number of TL’s characteristics are said to be
relevant for firm innovation (Shao and Webber, 2006). The transformational leaders share a
common interactive view: strengthening an effective communication and value sharing (Adair,
1990) and also creating a proper atmosphere for innovative teams (Tushman and Nadler, 1986) are
of utmost importance. They are in favor of holistic processes of OL (Manz et al., 1989), mutual
confidence between the members of the organization and the leaders (Scott and Bruce, 1994) and
supportive views in regard with proactivity, risk (Lefebvre and Lefebvre, 1992) and creativity
(Tierney et al., 1999). These characteristics all would make it possible for us to better understand
the potent relations between TL and the factors which positively affect Ol (Moss Kanter, 1983). In
this regards, in our paper we will examine the following hypothesis:

Hs: There is a significant impact of TL on Ol.

METHOD

Sampling

A quantitative research survey is employed to examine the hypotheses proposed in the research
framework. The data collection period spanned between October 2012 and February 2013 for a
period of five months. The prepared questionnaires were distributed among 650 randomly selected
from food manufacturing in Malaysia, Taiwan, and China. Senior manager, director manager, or
CEO, were chosen as the key informants. Only 168 food manufacturing companies returned the
completed (without missing data) questionnaires which provide d this study with a response rate of
26%.

Measures

The research model includes three constructs which are TL, OL, and Ol. The first construct, initial
independent variable, is TL which is measured with four dimensions based on McColl-Kennedy
and Anderson (2002) study. These are individualized consideration (TL1), intellectual stimulation
(TL2), inspirational motivation (TL3), and idealized influence (TL4). The second construct is OL
and there are some literature on theoretical (Lei et al., 2000, Slater and Narver, 1993) and empirical
(Baker and Sinkula, 1999, Hurley and Hult, 1998, Salim and Sulaiman, 2011, Som et al., 2012)
studies, this research measures the OL based on Jerez-Gomez et al., (2005) study which is
considered four dimensions; management commitment (OL1), system perspective (OL2), openness
and experimentation (OL3), and knowledge transfer and integration (OL4). The third construct is
Ol which is considered as dependent in the research model. Ol has some theoretical (Manu, 1992,
Liu, 2004) and empirical (Jiménez-Jiménez and Sanz-Valle, 2010) literature. The current research
measure the Ol construct based on Damanpour (1991) study which is determined two main
dimensions include administrative (OI1) and technical (O12) innovation.

Results

Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics contains means and standard deviations of the latent
variables, and the correlations between them. Relationship between TL and OL (R = 0.372): TL has
a significant impact on OL, meaning that in food manufacturing industry include China, Malaysia,
and Taiwan with more TL show higher capability in enhancing effective OL. Relationship between
OL and Ol (R = 0.442): OL has a significant impact on Ol, meaning that in food manufacturing
industry include China, Malaysia, and Taiwan with more OL show higher capability in enhancing
effective Ol in two dimensions of technical and administrative innovation. Relationship between
TL and Ol (R = 0.782): TL has a significant impact on Ol, meaning that in food manufacturing
industry include China, Malaysia, and Taiwan with more TL show higher capability in enhancing
effective Ol in two dimensions of technical and administrative innovation.
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics and correlation between the research constructs
Correlation Matrix

indicators Mean STD Transformational  Organizational Organizational
Leadership Learning Innovation

Transformational 3.58 .86 1.000

Leadership

Organizational 3.84 .63 0.372 1.000

Learning

Organizational 3.27 .85 0.782 0.442 1.000

Innovation

Note: *** p<0.001(two-tailed). N= 168

Table 2 presents the overall path model fit and the all hypothesis and Figure 1 shows casual
research model. As shown in Table 2, the statistic indicators of path analysis proof an adequate fit:
comparative fit index [CFI] =0.941; adjusted goodness-of-fit Index [AGFI] =0.928; goodness-of-fit
index [GFI] = 0.931; normed fit index [NFI] = 0.928; incremental fit index [IFI] = 0.941; Tucker—
Lewis index [TLI] = 0.912 and root mean square error of approximation [RMSEA] = 0.051.The
impact of the TL to OL (Hy; B;= 0.36, Critical Ratio (C.R) = 4.484) is positive and significant. The
positive impact of OL to Ol (H,; B, = 0.11, C.R = 2.298) is also supported by our findings. While
we have expected to illustrate a strong positive significant impact of TL to Ol (Hs; B3=0.73, C.R =
13.576) which has the highest relationship to compare TL & OL and OL & Ol in the research
model. Our findings yield a significant impact among these three constructs.

Table 2: Results for theoretical model

Standardized
Hypotheses Path coefficient C.R. p Result

Transformational leadership —

H, Organizational Learning 0.36 4.484 <0.01 Supported

H, Organizational — Learning  — 1) 2298 0.022  Supported
Organizational Innovation

Hs Transformational leadership— 073 13576 <001 Supported

Organizational Innovation

AGFI=0.928 CFI=0.941 IFI =0.941 CFl =0.941
GFI =0.931 NFI=0.928 TLI=0.912 RMSEA=0.051

DISCUSION

TL is crucial to controlling OL and improving Ol in changing and competitive business
environments. This study adds value to Ol literature by manifesting the vital role OL and TL play
in the process in food manufacturing companies. Managing these variables results to the emergence
of values within the organization that make copying difficult. To successfully deal with this kind of
environments, this article has some discussions as following:
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Figure 1: Research model

Firstly, in manufacturing food industry, TL and OL and Ol reported a positive relationship which is
confirmed by other studies in organizational studies (Wang, 2011;Sanders and Shipton, 2012;Hsiao
and Chang, 2011). This LS alters, analyses, drives and design the system to share and diffuse
knowledge vide OL process (Lei et al., 2000). Hence, TL is vital and enhances OL (Jokar et al.,
2012; Malik et al., 2012; Sung 2012), by taking all the necessary efforts to address the constraints
that inhibit learning (Wick and Leon, 1995). OL tries to set a process for professional development
by acquiring capabilities that enhance sustainable competence building through innovation (Senge,
1994). Secondly, the current research examines that TL and Ol have a positive relationship
indirectly and directly via the process of competency construction focusing on learning to reduce
internal change costs. Our results have been supported by the crucial role of TL and its effects on
innovation (McDonough, 2000). It is an interesting result that supports charismatic TL as it focuses
more on collective goals, decisions and capability generation of capabilities relative to
transactional- based leadership (Garcia-Morales et al., 2012). Thirdly, the study empirically shows
OL and Ol are positively related. An innovative organization continues to learn and commit to
remaining competent. Through learning, the organization is capable of changing its behavior, adjust
and rediscover its production and technological processes to prevent downturns and enhance Ol.
Organizations are at different levels of learning evolution. OL uplifts organizations out of
stagnation and enhances continuous innovation (Glynn, 1996). Fourthly, the study examines
empirically OL and innovation and OP positive relationship. Organizational complexities of vital
technology and production capacities and competences enhance continued competitive advantages.
Organizations must assess all their technological and administration resources to support higher
competitive position in the market. In the competitive business environment, the organization needs
to develop special capabilities and key competence levels to address the challenges in technology
and administration.

SEM recently been employed widely in different fields including knowledge management
(Nejatian et al., 2011; Hui et al., 2013b) organizational learning (Hui et al., 2013a), total quality
management (Vranakis and Chatzoglou, 2011), Enterprise resource planning (Qutaishat et al.,
2012), supply chain management (Jenatabadi et al., 2013; Ruteri 2009; Deshpande, 2012), and
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airline performance modeling (Jenatabadi 2013a, Jenatabadi 2013b). This article concentrates on
sample Asian food manufacturing industry which acts in a setting where the empirical studies are
not sufficient. By examining the links within the same model between TL, OL, and Ol, and by
applying broad measures of all of the relationships together in food industry.

Limitation of the study

Although the common method variance is not identified by Harman's one-factor test and other tests
as a problem, the bias still exist (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986). While Spector (2006) oppose the use
of single method as it is subject to systematic bias, several research works urge that future study
can use different ways of measuring dependent and independent variables from broader sources of
data to limit the bias response influence (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Moreover, the data of the study is
cross-sectional, affecting the assessment of the variables in this research. Thus, it is important as
some variables are dynamic in nature. Although the researchers test many possible results and
directions of the research model, only longitudinal study is able to examine the pathways of
causality relationship and identify possible reciprocal processes. The researchers made efforts to
reduce this effect by focusing on theoretical analysis in rationalizing the relationships and
incorporating key considerations in measuring variables (Hair et al., 1998).

Future study

Future researches may also investigate other possible results of introducing innovation and learning
systems in organizations (e.g. staff satisfaction, quality control and enhancing capacity). The
geographical homogeneity issues assessed in this study minimizes the impact of external factors,
however, future study may incorporate the explicit effect of external forces (Aragon-Correa and
Sharma, 2003).

Acknowledgement
This research was funded by the University of Malaya, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia under project
Number: PS013-2012A and RP026-2012.

REFERENCES

ADAIR, J. (1990). The challenge of innovation, Talbot Adair.

AMITAY, M., POPPER, M. & LIPSHITZ, R. (2005). Leadership styles and organizational
learning in community clinics. Learning Organization, The, Vol. 12, pp. 57-70.

ARAGON-CORREA, J. A. & SHARMA, S. (2003). A contingent resource-based view of
proactive corporate environmental strategy. Academy of management review, Vol. 28, pp.
71-88.

ASHEIM, B. T. (2011). Learning, innovation and participation: Nordic experiences in a global
context with a focus on innovation systems and work organization. Learning Regional
Innovation. Scandinavian Models, Palgrave Macmillan, London, pp. 15-49.

AVLONITIS, G. J., PAPASTATHOPOULOU, P. G. & GOUNARIS, S. P. (2001). An
empirically-based typology of product innovativeness for new financial services: Success
and failure scenarios. Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 18, pp. 324-342.

BAKER, W. E. & SINKULA, J. M.(1999). The synergistic effect of market orientation and
learning orientation on organizational performance. Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, Vol. 27, pp. 411-427.

BAO, Y., CHEN, X. & ZHOU, K. Z. (2012). External learning, market dynamics, and radical
innovation: Evidence from China's high-tech firms. Journal of Business Research, Vol. 65,
pp. 1226-1233.

BARRAS, R. (1990). Interactive innovation in financial and business services: the vanguard of the
service revolution. Research policy, Vol. 19, pp. 215-237.

BASS, B. M. (2000). The future of leadership in learning organizations. Journal of Leadership &
Organizational Studies, Vol. 7, pp. 18-40.

1056



Asian Journal of Empirical Research, 3(8)2013: 1051-1060

BHATTACHARYYA, S. (2006) Entrepreneurship and Innovation: How leadership style makes the
Difference? Vikalpa, Vol. 31, pp. 107.

CALANTONE, R. J.,, CAVUSGIL, S. T. & ZHAO, Y. (2002). Learning orientation, firm
innovation capability, and firm performance. Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 31, pp.
515-524.

CHIVA, R.,, GHAURI, P. & ALEGRE, J. (2013). Organizational Learning, Innovation and
Internationalization: A Complex System Model. British Journal of Management.

CHOUPANI, H., SIADAT, S., KAZEMPOUR, M., RAHIMI, R. & MALEKI HASANVAND, M.
(2013). Increase Learning in Organizations by playing the role of transformational
leadership (Isfahan University of Medical Sciences). Journal of Health Administration, Vol.
16, pp. 0-0.

COAD, A. F. & BERRY, A. J. (1998). Transformational leadership and learning orientation.
Leadership & Organization Development Journal, Vol. 19, pp. 164-172.

COHEN, W. M. & LEVINTHAL, D. A. (1990). Absorptive capacity: a new perspective on
learning and innovation. Administrative science quarterly, pp. 128-152.

DAMANPOUR, F. (1991). Organizational innovation: A meta-analysis of effects of determinants
and moderators. Academy of Management Journal, pp. 555-590.

DESHPANDE, A. R. (2012). Supply chain management dimensions, supply chain performance
and organizational performance: an integrated framework. International Journal of Business
and Management, VVol. 7, pp. 2.

DIBELLA, A. J., NEVIS, E. C. & GOULD, J. M. (1996). Understanding organizational learning
capability. Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 33, pp. 361-379.

FAFROWICZ, M., MAREK, T. & NOWOROL, C. (1993). Effectiveness of innovation as a
function of creative style of behavior and type of leadership. Creativity and Consciousness:
Philosophical and Psychological Dimensions, Vol. 31, pp. 383.

FREEMAN, C., SOETE, L. & FLANAGAN, K. (2000). The Economics of Industrial Innovation.
Science and Public Policy, Vol. 27, pp. 462-462.

GARCIA-MORALES, V. J., JIMENEZ-BARRIONUEVO, M. M. & GUTIERREZ-GUTIERREZ,
L. (2012). Transformational leadership influence on organizational performance through
organizational learning and innovation. Journal of Business Research, Vol. 65, pp. 1040-
1050.

GLYNN, M. A. (1996). Innovative genius: A framework for relating individual and organizational
intelligences to innovation. Academy of management review, Vol. 21, pp. 1081-1111.
GUMUSLUOGLU, L. & ILSEV, A. (2009). Transformational leadership, creativity, and

organizational innovation. Journal of Business Research, Vol. 62, pp. 461-473.

HAIR, J. F., BLACK, W. C., BABIN, B. J., ANDERSON, R. E. & TATHAM, R. L. (1998).
Multivariate data analysis, Prentice hall Upper Saddle River, NJ.

HSIAO, H. C. & CHANG, J. C. (2011). The role of organizational learning in transformational
leadership and organizational innovation. Asia Pacific Education Review, Vol. 12, pp. 621-
631.

HU, H., GU, Q. & CHEN, J. (2013). How and when does transformational leadership affect
organizational creativity and innovation?: Critical review and future directions. Nankai
Business Review International, Vol. 4, pp. 147-166.

HUI, H., WAN MOHAMED RADZI, C. W. J.,, SALARZADEH JENATABADI, H., ABU
KASIM, F. & RADU, S. (2013a). Influence of Organizational Learning and Innovation on
Organizational Performance in Asian Manufacturing Food Industry. Asian Journal of
Empirical Research, Vol. 3, pp. 962-971.

HUI, H, WAN MOHAMED RADZI, C. W. J., SALARZADEH JENATABADI, H,
KHEIROLLAHPOUR, M. & RADU, S. (2013b). Impact of Knowledge Management and
Organizational Learning on Different Dimensions of Organizational Performance: A Case
Study of Asian Food Industry. Interdisciplinary Journal of Contemporary Research in
Business, Vol. 5, pp. 148.

1057



Asian Journal of Empirical Research, 3(8)2013: 1051-1060

HURLEY, R. F. & HULT, G. T. M. (1998). Innovation, market orientation, and organizational
learning: an integration and empirical examination. The Journal of marketing, pp. 42-54.

JEFFREY, L. W., LONNIE, D. B. & KEVIN, C. D. (2000). System analysis and design methods,
Irwin/McGraw-Hill companies.

JENATABADI, H. S. (2013a). Impact of Economic Performance on Organizational Capacity and
Capability: A Case Study in Airline Industry. International Journal of Business and
Management, Vol. 8, pp. 112.

JENATABADI, H. S. (2013b). Introduction Latent Variables for Estimating Airline Assessment.
International Journal of Business and Management, Vol. 8, pp. 78.

JENATABADI, H. S., HUANG, H., ISMAIL, N. A., SATAR, N. B. M. & RADZI, C. W. J. W. M.
(2013). Impact of Supply Chain Management on the Relationship between Enterprise
Resource Planning System and Organizational Performance. International Journal of
Business and Management, Vol. 8.

JEREZ-GOMEZ, P., CESPEDES-LORENTE, J. & VALLE-CABRERA, R. (2005). Organizational
learning capability: a proposal of measurement. Journal of Business Research, Vol. 58, pp.
715-725.

JIMENEZ-JIMENEZ, D. & SANZ-VALLE, R. (2010). Innovation, organizational learning, and
performance. Journal of Business Research.

JOKAR, A, MIRI, A. & SABZIKARAN, E. (2012). Investigation of Relationships between
Learning Organization and Transformational Leadership in Iranian Civil Industries. Journal
of American Science, Vol. 8.

JUNG, D. I., CHOW, C.& WU, A. (2003). The role of transformational leadership in enhancing
organizational innovation: Hypotheses and some preliminary findings. The Leadership
Quarterly, Vol. 14, pp. 525-544.

KURLAND, H., PERETZ, H. & HERTZ-LAZAROWITZ, R. (2010). Leadership style and
organizational learning: the mediate effect of school vision. Journal of Educational
Administration, Vol. 48, pp. 7-30.

LAM, Y. J. (2002). Defining the effects of transformational leadership on organisational learning: a
cross-cultural comparison. School Leadership & Management, Vol. 22, pp. 439-452.

LEE, Y. & CHANG, H. (2006). Leadership style and innovation ability: an empirical study of
Taiwanese wire and cable companies. Journal of American Academy of Business, Vol. 9, pp.
218-222.

LEFEBVRE, E. & LEFEBVRE, L. A. (1992). Firm innovativeness and CEO characteristics in
small manufacturing firms. Journal of Engineering and Technology Management, Vol. 9,
pp. 243-277.

LEI, D., SLOCUM, J. W. & PITTS, R. A. (2000). Designing organizations for competitive
advantage: the power of unlearning and learning. Organizational Dynamics, Vol. 27, pp. 24-
38.

LIAO, S. H., CHANG, W. J, HU, D. C. & YUEH, Y. L. (2012). Relationships among
organizational culture, knowledge acquisition, organizational learning, and organizational
innovation in Taiwan's banking and insurance industries. The International Journal of
Human Resource Management, Vol. 23, pp. 52-70.

LIAO, S. H., FEI, W. C. & LIU, C. T. (2008). Relationships between knowledge inertia,
organizational learning and organization innovation.Technovation, Vol. 28, pp. 183-195.

LIU, C. C. (2004). A Study on the Evaluation Index and Weight for Organizational Innovation.
Journal of Applied Sciences, Vol. 4, pp. 444-448.

MALIK, M. E., DANISH, R. Q. & MUNIR, Y. (2012). The Role of Transformational Leadership
and Leader's Emotional Quotient in Organizational Learning. World Applied Sciences
Journal, Vol. 16, pp. 814-818.

MANU, F. A. (1992). Innovation orientation, environment and performance: a comparison of US
and European markets. Journal of International Business Studies, pp. 333-359.

MANZ, C. C., BASTIEN, D. T., HOSTAGER, T. J. & SHAPIRO, G. L. (1989). Leadership and
innovation: A longitudinal process view. New York: Harper & Row.

1058



Asian Journal of Empirical Research, 3(8)2013: 1051-1060

MCCOLL-KENNEDY, J. R. & ANDERSON, R. D. (2002). Impact of leadership style and
emotions on subordinate performance. The Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 13, pp. 545-559.
MCDONOUGH, E. F. (2000). Investigation of Factors Contributing to the Success of

Cross-Functional Teams. Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 17, pp. 221-235.

MEEUS, M. T., OERLEMANS, L. A. & HAGE, J. (2001). Patterns of interactive learning in a
high-tech region. Organization Studies, Vol. 22, pp. 145-172.

MENGUC, B., AUH, S. & SHIH, E. (2007). Transformational leadership and market orientation:
Implications for the implementation of competitive strategies and business unit performance.
Journal of Business Research, Vol. 60, pp. 314-321.

MOSS KANTER, R. (1983). The change masters. New York [etc.]: Simon & Schuster Moss.

NEJATIAN, H., SENTOSA, I., PIARALAL, S. K. & BOHARI, A. M. (2011). The influence of
customer knowledge on CRM performance of Malaysian ICT companies: a structural
equation modeling approach. International Journal of Business and Management, Vol. 6,
pp. 181.

PAULSEN, N., CALLAN, V. J, AYOKO, O. & SAUNDERS, D. (2013). Transformational
leadership and innovation in an R&D organization experiencing major change. Journal of
Organizational Change Management, Vol. 26, pp. 595-610.

PODSAKOFF, P. M., MACKENZIE, S. B., LEE, J. Y. & PODSAKOFF, N. P. (2003). Common
method biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended
remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 88, pp. 879.

PODSAKOFF, P. M. & ORGAN, D. W. (1986). Self-reports in organizational research: Problems
and prospects. Journal of Management, Vol. 12, pp. 531.

QUTAISHAT, F. T., KHATTAB, S. A., ZAID, M. K. S. A. & AL-MANASRA, E. A. (2012). The
Effect of ERP Successful Implementation on Employees’ Productivity, Service Quality and
Innovation: An Empirical Study in Telecommunication Sector in Jordan. International
Journal of Business and Management, Vol. 7, pp. 45.

RUTERI, J. M. (2009). Supply chain management and challenges facing the food industry sector in
Tanzania. International Journal of Business and Management, Vol. 4, pp. 70.

SALIM, I. M. & SULAIMAN, M. (2011). Organizational learning, innovation and performance: a
study of Malaysian small and medium sized enterprises. International Journal of Business
and Management, Vol. 6, pp. 118.

SALIM, I. M. & SULAIMAN, M. (2013). Examination of the relationship between organisational
learning and firm's product innovation. International Journal of Innovation and Learning,
Vol. 13, pp. 254-267.

SANDERS, K. & SHIPTON, H. (2012). The relationship between transformational leadership and
innovative behaviour in a healthcare context: a team learning versus a cohesion perspective.
European Journal of International Management, Vol. 6, pp. 83-100.

SCOTT, S. G. & BRUCE, R. A. (1994). Determinants of innovative behavior: A path model of
individual innovation in the workplace. Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 37, pp. 580-
607.

SENGE, P. M. (1994). The fifth discipline fieldbook, Random House Digital, Inc.

SHAOQ, L. & WEBBER, S. (2006). A cross-cultural test of the ‘five-factor model of personality and
transformational leadership. Journal of Business Research, Vol. 59, pp. 936-944.

SLATER, S. F. & NARVER, J. C. (1993). Product-market strategy and performance: an analysis of
the Miles and Snow strategy types. European Journal of Marketing, VVol. 27, pp. 33-51.
SLATER, S. F. & NARVER, J. C. (1995). Market orientation and the learning organization. The

Journal of marketing, pp. 63-74.

SOM, H. M., NAM, R. Y. T., WAHAB, S. A, NORDIN, R. & MASHKURI, A. H. (2012). The
Implementation of Learning Organization Elements and Their Impact towards
Organizational Performance amongst NPOs in Singapore. International Journal of Business
and Management, Vol. 7, pp. 2.

SPECTOR, P. E. (2006). Method variance in organizational research truth or urban legend?
Organizational Research Methods, Vol. 9, pp. 221-232.

1059



Asian Journal of Empirical Research, 3(8)2013: 1051-1060

SUNG, C. T. (2012). The Study of Relationship between Transformational Leadership and
Organizational Learning.

THEODORE, J. (2013). Absence Of Transformational Leadership In Greek Enterprises Results In
The Inability Of Forming Learning Organizations. International Business & Economics
Research Journal (IBER), Vol. 12, pp. 701-706.

TIERNEY, P., FARMER, S. M. & GRAEN, G. B. (1999). An examination of leadership and
employee creativity: The relevance of traits and relationships. Personnel Psychology, Vol.
52, pp. 591-620.

TUSHMAN, M. & NADLER, D. (1986). Organizing for innovation. California Management
Review, Vol. 28, pp. 74-92.

VRANAKIS, S. & CHATZOGLOU, P. (2011). A Conceptual Model for Machinery & Equipment
Investment Decisions. International Journal of Business and Management, Vol. 7, p. 36.

WANG, J. The relationship among transformational leadership team learning ability and team
innovation.E-Business and E-Government (ICEE), 2011 International Conference on, 2011.
IEEE, pp. 1-5.

WICK, C. W. & LEON, L. S. (1995). From ideas to action: Creating a learning organization.
Human Resource Management, Vol. 34, pp. 299-311.

WIGNARAJA, G. (2012). Innovation, learning, and exporting in China: Does R&D or a
technology index matter? Journal of Asian Economics, Vol. 23, pp. 224-233.

ZAGORSEK, H., DIMOVSKI, V. & SKERLAVAJ, M. (2009) Transactional and transformational
leadership impacts on organizational learning. Journal for East European Management
Studies, Vol. 14, pp. 145-165.

1060



