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Abstract: Amidst the current trends faced by the higher education sector in Thailand,
universities strive to achieve excellence by offering quality degree programmes which adopt
innovative approaches. In order to create, develop and implement these demand-driven
programmes, academic leadership is required to cultivate responsive scholars, professors,
lecturers and academic staff. In as much as keeping committed and satisfied employees to the
organization is becoming a challenge, retaining effective leaders with the necessary skills that
fosters growth and unleashes potentials, now becomes a much harder find. Identifying what
keeps employees satisfied supports strategies that would help retain them as well as on how to
utilize employees’ skills in order for them to provide greater contribution to the organization.

This research paper aims to address the relationship of transformational leadership with the
organizational commitment of lecturers of a private university in Thailand. Empirical evidence
were gathered for the purpose of evaluating lecturer’s level of agreement towards
transformational leadership behavioral factors demonstrated by their respective deans/
department chairs and its relationship with organizational commitment factors. A questionnaire
scale which includes the 20 transformational leadership behavioral factors by Bass (1985) and
the three-component model (TCM) of organizational commitment by Meyer & Allen (2004)
were used to collect primary quantitative information.Conclusions derived from this research
study will contribute to the university’s knowledge on the relationship of transformational
leadership behavioral factors that could influence organizational commitment of their lecturers,
which in turn will assist in identifying areas of improvement that focuses on the development
of its future leaders.

Keywords: Leadership, Transformational Leadership, Organizational Commitment, Academic
Administrator

1. INTRODUCTION

The success of an organization depends on continuous improvement of
organizational performance built upon effective leadership. Identifying what keeps
employees satisfied supports strategies that would help retain them as well as on
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how to utilize employees’ skills in order for them to provide greater contribution
to the organization.

The concept of transformational leadership behavior with regards to its
relationship with organizational commitment has been the subject of various
research studies. Transformational leadership studies alone were conducted not
only in the higher education industry such as the study of Tahir et al. (2014) in
Malaysia, Mohammed et al. (2013) in Nigeria,Bogler et al. (2013) in Israel, Webb
(2009) in the US, and Pounder (2008) in UAE to name a few, but also in different
industries and in relation to other factors,such as the study of leadership styles in
university hospital by Negussie&Demissie (2013); transformational leadership in
relation to self-efficacy and work engagement of nurses in Portugal (Salanova et
al., 2011), transformational leadership and work engagement by Kovjanic et al.
(2013). Studies on organizational commitment with other variables are also
widespread such as the study on organizational commitment, work engagement,
person-supervisor fit and turnover intention by Zhang et al. (2015), on employee
commitment and organizational development by Gul (2015) and on leadership,
work engagement and organizational commitment by Sukbong et al. (2015).
Additionally, studies were also conducted on transformational leadership behavior
in relation to organizational commitment such as the study of Dunn et al. (2012),
Kent and Chelladuari (2001), and Dumay and Galand (2012). These studies revealed
that organizational commitment has a strong positive association with
transformational leadership behavior.

Following previous studies conducted on transformational leadership behavior
and organizational commitment, this study focuses on identifying the influence
of transformational leadership behavior of academic administrators (deans/
department chair) perceived by lecturers in relation to lecturers’ organizational
commitment. This paper sought to reveal a strong positive relationship between
transformational leadership behavior and organizational commitment factors.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

As higher education in Thailand is gearing towards the concept of autonomy in
terms of greater flexibility in academic matters, financial management, and human
resources and administration, one factor that hinders its growth is limited
leadership vision (Lao, 2015). Lao even further explained that academic
administrators are now being driven by the need to meet quantitative standards
such as quality assurance ratings and international rankings. This limits the ability
of the university to spearhead academic excellence that would give them more
edge in the worldwide market. As academic administrators are expected to juggle
between producing results that generate revenue (Garrett &Poock, 2011) and
responding to increased regulations and navigating through bureaucracy (Morris
&Laipple, 2015), time spent in focusing on academic growth as well as vision setting
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and personnel development is now being set aside. According to Suwanwela (2008),
an autonomous university will only work successfully through good leadership.
Leadership that could generate constructive change (Leithwood & Levin, 2005)
and that influences the processes which relates to commitment (Strauss et al., 2009)
is called transformational leadership. Transformational leaders according to Burns
(1978) motivates followers to achieve more than what they are asked for and
expected of. Transformational leaders encourage growth, innovation, productivity
and organizational commitment among employees (Mohammed et al., 2012; Putri,
2015).

The study focuses on the factors of transformational leadership behavior
according to Bass (1985) which includes the following:

(a) Idealized influence – encouraging subordinates to think highly of their
leaders (attributed) and actions of leaders that demonstrates organizational
mission, values and beliefs (behavioral); this component is referred to as
a leader’s charisma (Bayram & Dinc, 2015) and that leaders enjoys
admiration, respect and trust (Boerner et al., 2007).

(b) Inspirational motivation – leaders who have optimistic organizational
vision and leaders who can clearly articulate what needs to be done (Omar
& Hussin, 2013).

(c) Intellectual stimulation – leaders’ innovative ideas that inspires
subordinates to think out of the box and figure out new perspectives to
find solutions (Boerner et al., 2007; Marn, 2012).

(d) Individual consideration – identifying and responding to the needs of
each staff member; “degree of personal attention and encouragement of
self-development a leader devotes to the employees” (Marn, 2012).

Retaining academic administrators who demonstrate transformational
leadership skills is crucial in instigating organizational commitment of employees.
Organizational commitment is important, not only to increase productivity of
employees but to also lower the rate of turnover in academics as well as absenteeism
(Tahir et al., 2014). Employees who have strong attachment to the organization
tends to stay for a longer period of time (Adegue, 2012; Tolentino, 2013). For the
purpose of this paper, academic administrators are defined as the deans or
department chairs of each faculty/college of the university.

Components or factors of organizational commitment by Meyer & Allen (2004)
that were used in this study includes the following:

(a) Affective commitment – “employees stay because they want to”; according
to Liou (2008), through organizational policies and activities promoting
connection with the workforce, employees feel positive connection with
the organization which causes their desire to stay; indicates employee’s
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involvement in a particular organization wherein they feel an emotional
attachment and one they can identify with (Dunn et al., 2012).

(b) Normative commitment – “employees stay because they feel they ought
to”; the employee’s desire to stay with the organization is obligation-based
(Manion, 2004; Dunn et al., 2012) and that the organization’s beliefs and
values only reflects what the employee believes in.

(c) Continuance commitment – “employees stay because they have to do so”;
the employee’s desire to stay is cost-based and to retain something of
value such as income and benefits (Tolentino, 2013); refers to the awareness
of costs involved if employee leaves the organization (Dunn et al., 2012).

Several studies have been conducted in different countries to find out the
relationship between leadership styles and organizational commitment. Some
examples are the study of Chughtai & Sohail (2006) in Pakistan, Sameh (2011) in
Yemen, Kamal (2013) in Iran, Teshome (2011) in Ethiopia, Tabbodi (2009) in India
and Tahir et al. (2014) in Malaysia. All studies concluded that there is a positive
significant relationship between transformational leadership and organizational
commitment.

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

A primary research was conducted to determine the relationship of perceived
transformational leadership behavioral factors demonstrated by academic
administrators that could affect organizational commitment of lecturers of a private
university in Thailand. The main objective is to establish a correlation between
transformational leadership behavioral factors and organizational commitment.
A private university in Bangkok, with a population of around 3,000 university
lecturers, were asked to participate in this study. A total of 500 lecturers were
asked to join as respondents and an estimate sample size of 346 respondents are
needed (Krejcie& Morgan, 1970). A total of 254 completed questionnaires were
gathered. Respondents of the study were limited to lecturers, their perception of
transformational leadership behavior demonstrated by their respective academic
administrators (deans/department chairs), and their perceived organizational
commitment to the current university. All information gathered will only be used
for academic writing purposes.

A questionnaire scale which includes the four dimensions of transformational
leadership (Idealized Influence – divided into Attributed Charisma and Behavior,
Inspirational Motivation, Intellectual Stimulation and Individualized
Consideration) by Bass (1985) and the three-component model (TCM) of
organizational commitment (affective commitment, normative commitment and
continuance commitment) by Meyer & Allen (2004) are used to collect primary
quantitative information. The survey questionnaire, composed of three sections,
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includes the demographics of the respondents in the first section, lecturers’ level
of agreement with regards to transformational leadership behavior demonstrated
by academic administrators in the second section and lecturer’s organizational
commitment. The second section of the questionnaire focusing on transformational
leadership behavioral factors is adopted from the study of Avolio and Bass (1995),
while the third section of the questionnaire focusing on organizational commitment
is adopted from the organizational commitment model developed by Meyer &
Allen (2004). The questionnaire used forward and back translation, translated from
English to Thai and back to English, for ease of data collection.

The analysis of the study will focus on descriptive statistics such as means,
standard deviations and frequencies generated through the use of SPSS (Statistical
Package for Social Sciences). Correlational tests were applied to determine any
relationship between the variables of the study, transformational leadership
behavioral factors and organizational commitment factors.

Research Design: Descriptive Research
Sampling Unit: Faculty Members
Sampling Method: Convenience Sampling
Sampling Size: 254 Respondents
Data Collection Method: Primary Data
Research Instrument: Questionnaire

4. THE OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

The study aimed to address the following objectives:

• To identify the relationship between transformational leadership
behavioral factorsdemonstrated by academic administrators (deans/
department chairs)and lecturers’ organizational commitment.

• To assist the university in identifying desired leadership behavior of
lecturers as with regards to academic administratorsthat affects
organizational commitment as well as areas for leadership skills
development.

5. HYPOTHESES

This study seeks to identify the relationship between faculty’s perception of
academic administrators’ transformational leadership behavior, as defined by the
four dimensions of transformational leadership by Bass (1985) and their
organizational commitment as described in the three-component model (TCM) by
Meyer & Allen (2004).

In order to achieve the main objective of the study, the following hypotheses
were tested:
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Hypothesis 1: There is a significant relationship between transformational leadership
behavior and lecturers’ affective organizational commitment.

Hypothesis 2: There is a significant relationship between transformational leadership
behavior and lecturers’ continuance organizational commitment.

Hypothesis 3: There is a significant relationship between transformational leadership
behavior and lecturers’ normative organizational commitment.

6. DATA ANALYSIS

6.1. Descriptive Analysis of Demographic Factors

Descriptive statistics of the demographic information of respondents were
generated and presented in Table 1 of the Appendix. Of the N=254 respondents,
40.2% were male while 59.8% were female. Respondents age were spread out across
age ranges with the highest percentage from 40-49 year range (32.3%), followed
by 50-59 year range (29.9%), 30-39 year range (18.9%), 20-29 year range (14.2%)
and lastly from the over 60 year range (4.7%). Respondents’ length of service in
the current university showed that 44.1% of the total respondents were employed
by the same university for more than 10 years, while 33.1% stated that they were
with the same university for more than a year but less than five years, 16.5% were
employed at the same university for more than six years but less than ten, and
only 6.3% claimed that they had been with the same university for less than a
year. The data collected for the length of service as an academic proved to have
almost the same sequence as the length of service with the current university as
40.9% of the respondents stated that they possess more than ten years of teaching
experience, 33.9% claimed that they have more than a year but less than five years
of teaching experience; however, 14.2% confirmed that they only have less than a
year’s teaching experience and 11.0% with more than six years but less than 10
years of teaching experience. 71.7% of the respondents were instructors and
lecturers, while only 16.5% holds the rank of assistant professor, 6.3% were associate
professors and 4.7% stated others.

6.2. Descriptive Analysis of Transformational Leadership Behavioral Factors

Descriptive statistics for the study variables on transformational leadership
behavior are described in Table 2 of the Appendix. The level of agreement of
lecturers regarding the transformational leadership behavior demonstrated by their
respective deans/department chair were gathered and the mean and standard
deviations are presented in this study. There were five categories in this section
with four factors in each category. All 20 behavioral factors received mean scores
of more than 4.0 which indicates that the respondents agree that these behavioral
factors were demonstrated by their deans/department chair. Factors that received
the five highest mean scores are as follows: considers moral and ethical



Investigating Transformational Leadership on Organizational Commitment: � 2771

consequences of decisions (B3; M=4.41, SD=.670), emphasizes importance of
collective sense of mission (B4; M=4.39 SD=.590), talks optimistically about future
(IM1; M=4.38 SD=.640), instill pride in others (AC1; M=4.37 SD=.613), acts in ways
that builds respect (AC3; M=4.34 SD=.691), and articulates a compelling vision of
the future (IM3; M=4.34 SD=.656).

6.3. Descriptive Analysis of Organizational Commitment Factors

The level of agreement for the study variables on organizational commitment
factors are described in Table 3 of the Appendix.All 18 factors which is divided
into three categories included in the study received mean scores from 3.62 to 4.13.
This indicates that the respondents agreed that these factors influence their
commitment to the current university. The sixth factor ‘organization has a great
deal of personal meaning for me’ received the highest mean score (M=4.13, SD=.726)
in the Affective Commitment category while the second factor ‘I feel that this
organization’s problems are my own’ received the lowest mean score (M=3.98,
SD=.815). In the Continuance Commitment category, the second factor ‘it would
be very hard to leave organization now even if I wanted to’ received the highest
mean score (M=3.92, SD=.781), while the sixth factor ‘one of the few negative
consequences of leaving this organization would be scarcity of available
alternatives’ received the lowest mean score (M=4.62, SD=.949). In the last category,
Normative Commitment, the first factor ‘I feel an obligation to remain with my
current employer’ received the highest mean score (M=4.00, SD=.785) while the
sixth factor ‘I owe a great deal to my organization’ received the lowest mean score
(M=3.77, SD=.951). Factors from Continuance Commitment category received the
lowest mean scores when compared to the other two categories.

6.4. Correlations

A Pearson’s correlation was run to determine the relationship between
transformational leadership behavior and organizational commitment factors. At
a significant level of 0.01 (2-tailed), the data were analyzed to test the hypotheses
of the study. Findings are reported in Tables 4 to 6 of the Appendix.

Hypothesis one proposed that there would be a significant relationship between
transformational leadership behavior and lecturer’s affective commitment to the
organization. In order to test this hypothesis, correlations were generated between
six affective commitment factors and 20 transformational leadership behavioral
factors (n=254). The results indicate significant positive correlations between ACO1
(affective commitment) and six transformational leadership behavior factors, ACO2
and three transformational leadership behavior factors, ACO3 and 16
transformational leadership behavior factors, ACO4 and 10 transformational
leadership behavior factors, ACO5 and 12 transformational leadership behavior
factors, and ACO6 and 16 transformational leadership behavior factors. The only
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factor which received a strong positive correlation (r=.913, p<.01)is IS1 (Intellectual
Stimulation factor one) ‘re-examines critical assumptions for appropriateness’ vs
ACO1 (affective commitment factor one) ‘I would be very happy to spend the rest
of my career with this organization’. All other factors proved to be positively related
but with weak associations (correlation near zero than one). Therefore, hypothesis
one is accepted for 63 correlation tests of transformational leadership behavioral
factors with regards to affective commitment of respondents. Table 4 presents the
Pearson correlation (r value) and significance (2-tailed) for these tests.

Hypothesis two proposed that there would be a significant relationship
between transformational leadership behavior and lecturer’s continuance
commitment to the organization. In order to test this hypothesis, correlations
were generated between six continuance commitment factors and 20
transformational leadership behavioral factors (n=254). The results indicate
significant positive correlations between CCO1 (continuance commitment) and
16 transformational leadership behavior factors, CCO2 and nine transformational
leadership behavior factors, CCO3 and two transformational leadership behavior
factors, CCO4 and five transformational leadership behavior factors, CCO5 and
seven transformational leadership behavior factors, and CCO6 and four
transformational leadership behavior factors. All factors proved to be positively
related but with weak associations (correlation near zero than one), except for
B3 (Behavior factor three) ‘considers moral and ethical consequences of decisions’
vs CCO6 (continuance commitment factor six) ‘one of the few negative
consequences of leaving this organization would be the scarcity of available
alternatives’, which received a weak negative correlation (r=.-.179, p<.01).
Therefore, hypothesis two is accepted for 43 correlation tests of transformational
leadership behavioral factors with regards to continuance commitment of
respondents. Table 5 presents the Pearson correlation (r value) and significance
(2-tailed) for these tests.

Hypothesis three proposed that there would be a significant relationship
between transformational leadership behavior and lecturer’s normative
commitment to the organization. In order to test this hypothesis, correlations were
generated between six normative commitment factors and 20 transformational
leadership behavioral factors (n=254). The results indicate significant positive
correlations between NCO1 (normative commitment) and eight transformational
leadership behavior factors, NCO2 and five transformational leadership behavior
factors, NCO3 and four transformational leadership behavior factors, NCO4 and
11 transformational leadership behavior factors, NCO5 and four transformational
leadership behavior factors, and none for CCO6 and transformational leadership
behavior factors. All factors proved to be positively related but with weak
associations (correlation near zero than one). Therefore, hypothesis three is accepted
for 32 correlation tests of transformational leadership behavioral factors with
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regards to normative commitment of respondents. Table 6 presents the Pearson
correlation (r value) and significance (2-tailed) for these tests.

7. DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION

As sustainability is the goal of all Thai universities, motivating its faculty body
into delivering quality academic development, along with an increase in number
of meritorious research publications has been a challenge to its academic
administrators. Retaining transformational leaders that inspire and influence
change and initiative among their subordinates foster strong organizational
commitment which in turn support the move towards organizational efficiency.
In order to respond to the objectives of the study, lecturers’ perception on
transformational leadership behavior demonstrated by academic administrators
and their organizational commitment were explored and tested.

The results of the study, in general, indicated a positive relationship between
transformational leadership behavioral factors and organizational commitment
of lecturers. Out of the 63 correlation tests that proved to be significant between
transformational leadership behavior and affective commitment factors, only one
transformational leadership behavior (IS1 – ‘re-examines critical assumptions for
appropriateness’) revealed a strong positive correlation, with the first factor of
affective commitment (ACO1 – ‘I would be very happy to spend the rest of my
career with this organization’). The highest number of significant relationship
between transformational leadership behavior and affective commitment factors
came from the second category which is Idealized Influence – Behavior (20 out of
24 correlation tests proved to be significant); out of the 20 significant findings,
only the fourth factor ‘emphasizes the importance of having a collective sense of
mission’ revealed a positive correlation with all six affective commitment factors.
43 correlation tests proved to be significant between transformational leadership
behavior and continuance commitment factors. One test from the 43 revealed a
negative correlation between the variables tested. B3 – ‘considers moral and ethical
consequences of decisions’ is negatively related to CCO6 – ‘one of the few negative
consequences of leaving this organization would be the scarcity of available
alternatives’. This indicates that if lecturers agree that their leader demonstrate a
moral and ethical consideration on consequences of decisions, they disagree with
the reason that they only stay with the organization because of a scarcity in
alternatives. Instead, they agree that they will stay with the organization because
of four affective commitment factors, lecturers feel that they belong (ACO3) and is
a part of the family (ACO5), they feel emotionally attached (ACO4) and that
organization has personal meaning to them (ACO6). The correlation tests done
for normative commitment factors revealed 32 significant relationships between
factors. Out of the three categories of organizational commitment, normative factors
received the lowest number of positive significant relationship with
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transformational leadership behavior. None of the transformational leadership
behavior proved to be significant for the last normative commitment factor which
is ‘I owe a great deal to my organization’.The first objective was addressed by
these results.

Findings of the study indicated that there is a positive significant relationship
between transformational leadership behavior and organizational commitment
of lecturers. This finding is consistent with other research studies, although different
models were used as variables of the study and wereconducted previously by
researchers in different countries (Chughtai & Sohail, 2006; Sameh, 2011; Kamal,
2013; Teshome, 2011; Tabbodi, 2009; Tahir et al., 2014; Iqbal et al., 2012; Dumay &
Galand, 2012) and in different industries (Porter, 2015; Dunn et al., 2012; Bernard
& O’Driscoll, 2011; McCann, 2011). While there are a number of studies on the
relationship between transformational leadership behavior and organizational
commitment, the same study conducted in Thailand in the higher education sector
is limited if none. This study will aid universities in Thailand in providing initial
data that would encourage the university administration to explore this idea more
fully in order to identify a good fit of leadership style that would encourage
organizational commitment of lecturers and to eventually design leadership
development strategies based on desired leader behavior. The second objective
was addressed by these results.

Conclusions derived from this research study aims to contribute to the
university’s knowledge on the relationship of transformational leadership factors
that could influence organizational commitment of their lecturers. Further studies
can be conducted to include different leadership styles to assess which
leadership style fits the higher education sector in Thailand and also in a cross-
cultural context.
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Table 1
Demographic Characteristics of Lecturers
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Table 2
Descriptive Statistics: Transformational Leadership Behavioral factors
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Table 3
Descriptive Statistics: Organizational Commitment Factors
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Table 4
Correlation among Transformational Leadership Behavioral factors and Affective

Commitment Factors



Investigating Transformational Leadership on Organizational Commitment: � 2781

Table 5
Correlation among Transformational Leadership Behavioral factors and Continuance

Commitment Factors
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Table 6
Correlation among Transformational Leadership Behavioral factors and Normative

Commitment Factors




