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Abstract The purpose of this study is to verify the effect of transformational leadership on innovative
behavior and the mediating effect of learning agility and organizational commitment. We selected 271
practitioners from China's software industry. The results show that transformational leadership has a
positive correlation with innovative behavior, learning agility and organizational commitment play a
partial mediating role between transformational leadership and innovative actions. Therefore, this study
presents the necessity of transformational leadership development and learning and immersion

programs in the innovation behavior of the Chinese software industry.
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1. A& Ak S 2ZEg o] 2bjloll H-g3te, syldg

ZAEQe] wi/EHE AFshe ol AFHEA <]ert 9l
Sz vlo] 2] 2=(COVID-19)= 8] A&l B2 3 o]F Fall o] Alae T3 AZE] Ak 3l
S aHrglon, 43 A EEE THEEA7)AL odnk o] Akl WE A ElEdlo] AldE ] nA= TS
20209 % F=F AT E O] Ajle] $=0]9]& 10,7672  EAsla, TALES] SEuHAY 2480 visiE
Qloto g Ad un] 78%7F S7HACHL]. 8y S5 & HE ZEAE BAE o224, AR AXEE A

o] whzm MRe] vs) ALEgo] Ate ofds 1Ak Fr.
A A ke AbElolr], H4l 5L o3

Falth, AmEelols} 84 Alg] Folol glo] 23E o]

AL oo A oJFEsfaL 9o ehdsal Al st 9. o224 w7
. T
1o

i sleh wheb A At ) el o g
i 2.1.1 ¥4 g4l
St A4 A} eaERon, Agueet 144

A4z A8 A 2o Bxe gudon  wEl B 2 e Zopelq Y Jid T s Fas)
DA EE g A9 7ke] §o1Hel Azt mesr 1 QAECICHTL Suae AedEdt AddEs 3
o, 24 B4 2 4eekes anxel g uy 9O 2AUNE BEska, AN 9= % Hidd
ol Ma A% Qri2]. oledt B WaA gyae A HFE Eabor I JAE 5 7] wiEelthsl.
TAHYS] § Be R4 SANES 2 Jeln Lo AUARE wedska TpiAeln R 24 o] 4
wo myE gyel 2 gInE stoun |y ojare] p = A BAATI] flEi e B A gl B
ANeE AFee euion F2e wa o). ST, 101

sl Fuisls slolA] AL AEs L AR Altie] g7e) wsle] we A= Beld o]&E50] &
o5l w2 ssala Azt AR GolsA waler el = ehal WA 2]t 4 (transformational
2= 9= ojere] slawAHAo] Was). shaulHAo] = leadership) & U FEE W= 2y 029 s} H
& oA wg) @Al = o] FFsAle] =utar sigdry  MATHOL Burns(1978)+= W84 2jrjAlolgt 4 9le) v
[4]. Skl A Alo] o AlRre 23] A ae wde = ol fhe AR §71E Bk wAIAR) £
Fa] AEH o U2 g wew v ge e AHeRA HE e A9 ghell FE A= 4%
olgh}. 1em e sHeuEA o] o ol Aale] Ae TS frAlshs ZlolEkal spolrH10]. Bass(1985)+= W
o] o3k AR Ssla el A A w94 SUAS 7S] FuA o] SelA Blofy Al
A SR ] =8 oA 1AL Erg Axdeln = /I8 A=l vjdely Fxg dAdshaa A
2849 ANE AL 7PsAe] w5, et s BES WSS slew gejeiglonlll], 2 4w
Ao v He] S Adow oo gk Az o mE WA 2rAe) VS B B o] A
A A= nEg 2ot 22 B3 G e A vElE flske] o

wE TS A Fo] LOsE |y} sa AL EREES Awshs Jlo] WEH g Tad
2] BHQ L 2 Brehe Aprel gay AT
=9 3t Aolth TR ALY ZRE o] HAl) Bass & Avolio(1990)+= Burns(1978), Bass(1985)
Zo Gojn|et dare == Ao w Ay grie]. 2 WA vl HEk Ayt AvE BEdim WA g

Aol ME A gralo] dalglE nx= muhw Al SHRIRRlE Fhel ek A e, A=t
o) Suo] AN SEmH AT 2AE o] FoMow  BEA TV Ul TR RSl 12]. 2 el
sk 5 ATEd0] e BAkshe PAAEe A= ol ARATE TPke R vhel et A v
o @ AFATE REG Agolrk. o] By ¥ AHAAT, A SIS AR
= WA fuist dNgEe] JF BAE da el
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1) 7hg]2=n} AR QAT R Zlo] G B Relgtal &)
bl WA 2] sk9asl FellA P QlvH16]. & 47 B gt ARl BxE
A FAHRAR B 5 vk Bass(1985)7F AoslSl  FAYET R, B& 7|uizhs sAskaL, FAYE
o] 7]z} rﬂﬂﬂ TRAYES AT B9JaiA slar 9] w38 Tojulo] HHe 5 mdAS AFsta 4
FHEE REF gl IERRE 48 B 244 A4S 2EE A3 Aol
g A %‘ﬂ} 44 7 e Abgelth
Yuki(1989)¢] ol upzd shalzwbd gu4]e o 2.1.2 SFERIA
7t FRLEANA 24 AA Y HRE AASIL 15 gt 7134 (learning agility)2 3| AIAE g1k
Aol tigte] 2 71Ul XA FALEAA A FAEP] % AGEA g e® A4S Ea Qi 3t
e Fol FAYES A4 s fFEdtH13]l. FEIATA, AIFE Sied, A shdsn A
ulgbr] FhEsamhs 2lue] s Sl FAAYER & g sidolel B 4 glth McCall, Lombardo &
NS PAe ol ERRE & AHE FEdH= 8 Morrison(1988)& 7+ #-oko] Ha Fd=te} gy o
A agle]th Jo 2 QHRE sla Eelo] AFe] A4%Q J&S
uZ 8Qlo] mAAQl Aeleh=s A& HT3IATHTI.
2) 7183 = Lombardo & Eichinger(2000)¢] OS_%LoﬂHc ul g &
A wiEE Uzt FALES] S sElel et Al 2lue] X&) B flste] A o=
2pashy wleel A A BAE FoRA TAUES o] SHUHA S T3 e =7 EA-oR
AN T84S Folal ZItiA] o] 45 7R AREATH8]. SRl gdold AP o RN E 9 s
5 she Ag wec14] ANEA v oS B3EE 2y ox)olm, 1 A M Aushs Ak sy
7] faA WA gy Al sy M, B 5= o AS Bk sk fAsA At A8 5
vpEro = wlE ks wdsfof shr, ARl Sek 54 9lE TS dett) Batcheller(2016)%= S50l
o 9 Y4 AR 7). = AEA HHE% TAY @ AR Aok S QAEtaL B B A}
E Nl & Aol & Q1gdle] FALES B2 & of @AE] A8 B3] w¥sla, AeS AEsha, ¢
T FEoR HolgH 52 AYNE AET F A=F T Ao AFARI Fuuls pelal, A2 S0A =
AAQ TS M = Aol Askar, A2 Aol sl wxsA sk, WakE &
alal, Sl e AL Fato] Az e|m A8
3) AXA=F QN ANES AEshaL, AEshAy Aust AES viEe
Aol o] Ak AlaE Ba FAYES] 2 shesles SR AHost[19]
Aol digh w4, A8, Frtel B4l Tofule Aotk
[7]. = AHATFE THLE] %111% EEER D 2.1.3 24=9
EABNA WA A Hojuf A2 FAlEE WAlS BA %2 %%‘(orgamzamonal commitment)S FAUE
slo] Aelel=s Aelshz Aotk 11]. oA TAYE o] Ao ofFAS 2ty xH| o] Byl AAle] 71x]7} 7
22 Fo|H o7 Aztete] FA sAES 7 9l & ow 249 BRE G| Yste] RS e
55 7] SeiME gy Al AHo g FReol st Faetns sl oA gar AosdrH20]. Meyer &
o A AE dgste] FALE ASE 5 lojoF Ik Allen(1984)= X ERS 4 YEC] 24 s =
7= AR fFE we21]ar Sk3laL, Jiang,
4) A &7 Gollan & Brooks(2017) ZATFAYEC] 2H o7
B 7T 24 FALEA olvAet HA ke 5o digoll tisl AR Al wFE E5kY
S ATt AFE Z s e 22 BEXE RSl E xAd Bt 395 o] givta Attt
s 8l FAALEAA ARIS 2H e Floltt [22]. Allen & Meyer(1990)+ Z21E<lo] A% &,
[15]. Judge & Piccolo(2004)9] Aol e FALE A& 29 s 3784 29] A 7Hx9] gaQloz
ANA FHIIL = Aol e S Rojsla, £ Ayria BAEIH23]. AAE B4e 24 ek A
7S Bl wAs =S Aujeta, BRE ] fE A4 pHoR LB 248 98 dalsits A



e

T A194E A4

il

el

106 HA98=

B

w%
)

Aol o

p
L

3

1=

%

E
%

—~
o

ks

3

EISk

p

L

pal

3 Judge 2](2004)

I o 7] =

ofo]t]o] &
ofelt]o]

3= (innovative

o
hs

#el

1

132 g9l

A

L

L

40

Z

& Bruce(1994)
71 e]

o

pu

Scott
behavior)

o 16].

t}
EHX2(2015)9 F471Y9 74

o

B

aAe) R

]

il

0

]
S

A

fd

3 AeJskivt[24].

oy

SERE

1 kel AR vl R A M ATl 2zt

il

d

ol Al skl ¢4l

Bass & Avolio](1990) A2}

L

L

o

]

o
R

bl

S

TH31]. o] A3}

i

‘._:Alo
-

B

o
o ‘;T
X
1o
!

N

WA Hofuh A2 ofoltioft o & A

i

=

FoH 26].

ruge]

ol

A%

2.2 7k4

35l A(+)9]

o

1

3

S

1

(=P

HIL 984 2oy
Hi-1 7}2) vk

&

Mitchell

-
Boyle(2016); 7F4F=H(2018); 755, %F45-3](2011); Li
It zmf 2lEA o= 229 H]

a4 vl E 7k

p

L

p

L

g7t Mg gyide
Meng, ©]&7(2021) 52 dolM AFEJTH7, 27,

28, 29]. W4 gy
Jung & Avolio(2000)

T Aol

il
=
He

b
¢

or

o
]
o
el

Aste] 7

o

& FAHA

5

_CH

=

=

4ol o we AaaT

1

FRES) A}

L

2=

1.

T A S



A& - 0] FTH(2020) 9] Aol A

T Atk

o] m)x

15

i

HA
=

2] 41jol A WelH 2]Ei4le]

F3 AMES

]
o
el

B!

o

stef 43

1<

EEERIER

A

3

@_

i

[33].

B

S

F H9)%(2005)9] <1

44

p

L

Jafri(2010)

:’L

}

o
K<)
pal

=

& kel sl ey

=

o] Wl 2leiile ol A7}

AE7HAe] A AT

7}ak

=
o

Aol Jwrt

she

ARg 5

N

=
%
o

Aol 7

L

L

ol At}

T 1
g

A a4,

I
QiR

W

L

L

Tl

H @7k A% 02 o FolArH20, 34,

]

=

o2 3o
35]. A&7 Fe8l(2011)

A

KeX
=

(2014)

ek

O

gl

i

B
)
Mﬂ

o
Ko
.
n

ﬁ;
)

T

N

o

Aol4] 2

el
]

-

1y

N
=

4 25 o]

&
&)

et
B

Q¢ Al ot

FATE &41-6-FoH8(2020)9] Aol A

%3

o AT 6].

=

3L

Aoz vepdrizs], Weld 2lriilol
ez WA e yos 7

~

& A
&

L

& HA]
Ll

%

e

o}
i)
o
el

_—
o

o AaYTE vl

)

g o]

= ATH40].

==

o

A

A

=

o

H3 WS4 eleile 2Ameel A(+)e] e o

T
et

o] A)28o] 1A7]

]

NI
N

3loll M=

p
L

o

oz

foig
=

of A5HoR A=



T A998 A4

.
§23

108 A4

EERIRICRE

32014 &=

=z~
S

=
&

Aoz vEten 24 Yol 7

s

2 el

%0,

A

]_

o

o
—~

o)
=

Ik

o

oA Hol} Al ofoltiol s A

o %

)

2

] o
=

o). e @) A4

-c:;l,

i
I

—
o

2 H A

qko.

o1l o & At AL 7]

A% o Et
WE A 2eile] 24 vle] 44 fs)

1

B
AJz

2.7 &+

N

ol Fig. 1

p
L

A

Z10] Bass(1985)¢] <1+

L
L

ol Lol Hrk

she

e

¢}

=
=

H7

Learning
agility

Transformational leadership

UGS AR S

13
S}

p
L

(2010)9] Aol 4]

H6

behavior

H5

H1

H3

Individualized

consideration

Intellectual
stimulation

Inspirational
motivation

71
ol AH

S

@

o S AL B

]

oA W5 ZH4ol 7iR

Organizational
commitment

RS

ol

H8

Fig. 1. Research Model

Ao
o
]
o

"

"

TH

mmO

B-

™

]
o =
o
p
o X2
oo
H <
T
™

T
qu o
{7
‘_u_mﬁ E.:|
=4
‘104 o
w1
& ok
%2 o
™ o
il mmo
=

AP

njuan.com)
&
&

=

HAEEREREE

WenJuanWang AFo] E (https:/www.we
A,
A

=
=
5



62:; A]

hui| J

T

rlr

K

1ok

R ECEDD

109

(L Fo =2
fl o oo

oX

, AMOS 23.0& o] &3}
EldAd, #E el RE e

|
o &
o

T AETS] FAlA
T3l A HHE #zekA
A AR 7135

Sk ¥EA gy o9l
ul, 71 v, XA, 4D
©om Bass & Avolio(2000)2]
o2 Aulshd iz dAle) drtek A

=
R B |

Bedford(2011)2] A+5 vgo g &
so] Ag-aklr), FAH 0=, e 574
gt A Foldit), v BRle] F=ws

i =3 Folth[18, 48].

>
=

g5

PEh=N =]
STl T

o} & ATl A= Meyer 21(1984)2] A whzt
V) o= AT, e B

fr

=R A Za gl Selr 21l

™

% ofN

ST
ol&
Ll
o

ol
-

o

2o

Sk} Scott £1(1994) B
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FAE ZEA2Y S Al AR ofeltlolE -8
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f

= 7

1=}
4. A5 A
4.1 o] dnty 54
MRS Bl o) Qud S4S sekd 4 9]
o QBT R4 W A, A, s, A,
SIAF TR o] oA glom, A A Q] W82 Table 1
5 gt

Table 1. The Characteristics of the Analyzed Samples

Classification(N=271) N(%)
Male 193(71.2)
Gender
Female 78(28.8)
19 or under more 6(2.2)
20—29 144(53.1)
Age 30-39 101(37.3)
40—49 15(5.5)
50 or higher 5(1.8)
High school 0
College 84(31.0)
Education
University 164(60.5)
Graduate degree 23(8.5)
Administration 49(18.1)
Market 107(39.5)
Position Operation 73(26.9)
R&D 31(11.4)
Others 11(4.1)




110 9AL§EFAT A197 AUE

Mini 48(17.7)

Company Small 122(45.0)
Size Medium 81(29.9)
Large 20(7.4)

1A QRIEA LS 0|29 54| F714 S 7t
A etaL Byl isk A A5 o HES AT
SRR g &35tk & 4 QITHE0] B4 adld
o] JAF Ga] gelx] aelrAe] AL Agd )
AE AS- 7+ 88l dlFshe B4 FRish] 9l A
ojth, & Ao M APATE o R B A8
o PSS AT wiEel 1A 81 Aes)
et

of Aol Bld 2wl 23 4G,

Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson & Tatham(2006)2]

Table 2. The results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis

ATl o3 AAHAH7E 50 ol gold TN EE:
AFEHGAS 2t & 5 rH51). 134 2.4
A7} 50 olFh= Lhe: w3 971E AASG. 23fe
A #9174 89S A% Avhs Table 29 ek,
7} g eld aQliAlg NS A3 AlAE &
QAHAH 7L WA U] 5918919 Tk 2nhz

T713~.741, A5

50 oldem =
(Composite Reliability:C.R.)
(Average Variance Extracted: AVE) gto] 2+t .7

%}, 5 ol dojol NG EN SHFERES A48t
= AT B JAA7F BAHCRE 95% AF T
oA froldelng HJFEfdido] HAFEvhaL st
[50]. o] A7+e] &7 Wl 2ke] 7l Alg|=e 7he] 2t
7} .801, N1A vl 7} 819, A A Ab=e] 798, FHHA

F7]1%ed7) 790, SEUHAd0] 795, A E0] 770,

vebgth TS g AlF e

1 @on
L s

Standardized Regression
Concept Ttem Coefficient P Factior CR. AVE
loading
B standard error
13 1.000 - - .693
15 1.029 .099 .000 715
Charisma 801 .501
17 1.032 .098 .000 723
18 970 .095 .000 .699
1 1.000 - - 723
Individualized 2 1111 .093 000 807 819 601
Transformational consideration
N . 3 1.069 .091 .000 .795
leadership
4 1.000 - - 723
Intellectual stimulation 6 1.045 .093 .000 764 798 .569
7 1.068 .094 .000 776
9 1.000 - - .756
Inspirational 11 913 .086 000 691 790 557
motivation
10 1.053 .089 .000 787
2 1.000 - - .706
Learning agility 1 1.1 .100 .000 .807 795 565
3 1.031 .096 .000 738
1 1.000 - - 741
Organizational commitment 2 1.003 .089 .000 725 770 528
4 1986 .089 .000 713
4 1.000 - - 734
Innovative behavior 2 .95 .090 .000 703 757 .509
3 .95 .091 .000 .703

*p<0.05, **p<0.01
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Table 3. The results of Correlation Analysis
Variable Average Standard W @) 3) @ (5) (6 o
eviation
Charisma(1) 3.552 788 708
Individualized 3.523 763 563 75
consideration(2)
Intellectual 3.533 85 573 568 754
stimulation(3)
Inspirational 3.576 824 596 542 540 746
motivation(4)
Learning agility(5) 3.446 .831 563 .545 551 532 752
Organizational 3.541 836 652 554 599 565 632 726
commitment (6)
Innovative behavior(7) 3.513 .805 613 .569 531 571 581 .602 714

Down the diagonal is the correlation coefficient between the factors; The diagonal line is the square root of the mean variance extraction value.

galdEol 75701, Hwak FEL e anbr)
501, 7014 wiE 7} 601, =+
715-017} 557, Ao

Al o] 509= Vet R B

—1n
e
i
N,
AN
2
ofje
I
il
32

ok whebA o] Aol A AFetaa) sk BE TN
Wi JFetdAel ey Add & vt

2) WEErA 24

Fornell & Larcker(1981)2] A-7ZAx}ol] olaf #HEL
S dSsled HaEaaE ke Aol 4
ot 37 e il el o] Ak BrH(52].
Table 3& A= Uz Yehs 8059 3
o b 2] Al 3 Tkl znbr) 708, A
A w7} 775, A AR= o] 754, AA F7]Ho 7}
746, SkEwIAlo] 752, Z2E-]10] 726, 54 6£E°]
T4E 25 W85 3 A99A g A Uelhde
A gbdEldAd o] R EAT

4.2.2 WY A%
Table 4. Reliability Analysis

Factor Items Cronbach's a
Charisma 4 .801
Individualized consideration 3 817
Intellectual stimulation 3 797
Inspirational motivation 3 787
Learning agility 3 794
Organizational commitment 3 771
Innovative behavior 3 756

Shof| g1 QR4 AvE EUlE A2 2449
= t}2 Table 49} 2t} Cronbach’s Alphas .70

doid Aesiva Aake 4=l [50]. Jhel ke
801, 1A vz 817, AAATL 797, 944 5
7R 787, UL 794, & =

Fe2 75622 7|EA] 7090 o] He FAE Ko
ek mel 2 Aol AlgE SIS g
2 HuHoz Hrpy w5 gl

»
il
jinc
rlo
3
3
‘b—‘
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N
)
2
_{
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Kuf
1-4
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]
¥
%0,
t
ot
e,
=
2
(o
fru

NFI(Normed Fit Index), NNFI(Non—Normed Fit
Index), CFI(Comparative Fit Index)+ .900 ©]9]
W A3star RMSEA(Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation)= .05 o]&}o]H k3 t}[51].

Table 5. The Model Goodness of Fit Index

Ttem Eveuation | yfodl Requt | Adoption
bt smaller 275.355

d.f. bigger 188

x/df <2 1.465

NFI >.900 1909 accept

NNFI >.900 1962

CFI >.900 .969

RMSEA <.05 .041

o)F rlFom B Aol HET PG mYe
AYE A4S T Table 59 o] AN, Arp=
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x2=275.355, d.f.=188, x*/df=1.465, NFI=.909,
NNFI=.962, CFI=.969, RMSEA=.0412 YEh}= 2 <1
TFEHPo] HwA HPY Aoz PFAA.

4.4 7V AZ
B Aol TS A flal RS ATt
k. v Table 62 AuRHA, = t&%% 7kel T4
A= Fhel 2=2v(.522), 718 A ) 63),
(.557), B34 71704 (.556) = BT 101* o8 e
o AR (VIF) & kel Avk(1.915), /184
Wl (1.777), AHAZ(1.796), G724 57]15-1(1.798)
T 10 oJslR ®A o] tEgaAd o] Al WAl
1A S=thal IHE 4= Uuh51]. FAH oR s

W AFe et 2

4.4.1 WAsA gyt g
7 HIE 358h7] 918ke] WA 2y skl e
191 Fhejzwh, AR whe, A4 1
2 s, SAYES FHUSR sl B9 2

_ﬁ
I

2,

N

N

2
off
N,
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Table 6. Regression Analysis

= Table 60 YERATE 3740l oJste] Fgk A%
(F=63.973, p<.01)= &3l F9J3 3 o= eyttt 7]
oA RegES 49002 HYWHGT TEHEFE 19.0% A
el 9o, 7k 2rk(B=.299), /182 wi(B=.231),
AAA=(B=.119), DA F715-1(3=.205)7} BF
Aol Folgt A(+)H2d FekS mAa gk wehA
714 H1, H1-1, H1-2, H1-3, H1—-4& H& = ok

7 HoE A%
NETA i, V*Z}J 03%”4 s71Fo))S SHWS,
SEUHAAE 3 28] 7] 549
aFltk. Fat 745(F 53677, p<.01)S E3] Golgh Ao
= yepstth WE8A] fui S S8 447% A9

& 5= 9o (Re=447), 7}2] 2K B=.234), /HA ujz
(B=.223), AA&A=F(B3=.209), G F715-91(3=.176)

7w s

1347l

_/]“6]— 24(4.)%40 ogzﬂ—.a U]%_

o =

olth. webd 7hd H2: e i,

Dependent Independent SE 8 ¢ v Multicollinearity
variable variable Tolerance VIF
Charisma .062 .299 4.830 .000 522 1.915
Innovative behavior Individualized consideration .062 231 3.752 .000 .563 1.777
Intellectual stimulation .056 119 2.144 .033 557 1.796
Inspirational motivation .057 .205 3.572 .000 .556 1.798
R2= 490, adj R®= 483, F—value=63.973, p=.000, Durbin—Watson=1.915
Charisma .067 234 3.518 .001 522 1.915
Individualized consideration .066 223 3.359 .001 .563 1.777
Learning agility
Intellectual stimulation .060 .209 3.49 .001 557 1.796
Inspirational motivation .062 176 2.849 .005 556 1.798
R2= 447, adj R*= 438, F—value=53.677, p=.000, Durbin—Watson=2.040
Charisma 062 .364 5.921 .000 522 1.915
Organizational Individualized consideration .061 154 2.517 012 .563 1.777
commitment Intellectual stimulation .055 .235 4.247 .000 557 1.796
Inspirational motivation .057 157 2.756 .006 .556 1.798
R2= 532, adj R*= .525, F—value=75.717, p=.000, Durbin—Watson=2.144
Innovative behavior ‘ Learning agility ‘ .048 ‘ 581 ‘ 11.719 ‘ .000 ‘
R2= 338, adj R= .336, F—value=137.335, p=.000, Durbin—Watson=1.934
Innovative behavior ‘ Organizational commitment ‘ .047 ‘ .602 ‘ 12.375 ‘ .000 ‘
R2= 363, adj R2= .360, F—value=153.132, p=.000, Durbin—Watson=2.020
Organizational Learning agility 048 632 13.369 .000
commitment
R2= 399, adj Re= .397, F—value=178.741, p=.000, Durbin—Watson=2.185

#p<0.05, *+p<0.01
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Table 7. The mediating effect of Learning Agility
Learning agility Innovative behavior Innovative behavior
B SE t B SE t B SE t
A465* 208 2.238 A84% 193 2.501 .389* 191 2.038
Charisma (2347 067 3.518 1299 .062 4.830 L251%* .062 4.060
Individualized .223%% 066 3.359 .231%% .062 3.752 186%* 061 3.022
consideration
Intellectual .209%* 060 3.490 119* 056 2.144 077 056 1.380
stimulation
Inspirational 176%* 062 2.849 205+* 057 3.572 169+ 057 2.970
motivation
Learning agility .204%* .056 3.655
Re 447 490 15
ad R 438 483 .056
F—value 53.677%* 63.973%* 56.229%*

*p<0.05, **p<0.01
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Table 8. The mediating effect of Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment Innovative behavior Innovative behavior
B SE t B SE t B SE t
313* 192 1.629 484% 193 2.501 421% 191 2.208
Charisma 364 062 5.921 299 .062 4.830 227 .065 3.503
Individualized 154% 061 2517 231%% 062 3.752 200%* 061 3.275
consideration
Intellectual 235 055 4.247 119% 056 2.144 072 056 1.285
stimulation
Inspirational 157 057 2.756 .205%* 057 3.572 174%* .057 3.039
motivation
Organizational 199%* 061 3983
commitment ' ' :
R® 532 490 510
adj R2 525 483 501
F-value 75.717%* 63.973%* 55.217%%
*p<0.05, **p<0.01
A3 gl FA8%Y BA(F=63.973, p<.0l)  X&= A& solst =3
T YA FHFete] B ol dEo R ekt nf gk 35l Aol A AAE SHHSl WE A 2y
A AN SYE IALE BA FUAL AL T AT el Asl I
FEFIAE AHEA, Fak A5(F=56.229, p<.01)< e AR Yehgtom(Fhe]ant (=227, p<.01; 7
3 folsk Ao Z AA =T RegLS 5152 *;i‘jé@iO] A wly B=.200, p<.01; G734 B7|Fo B=.174,
58 otk Hsel 1 2wkB=251, p<0D), M p<0D), RS 2HERIE S Sl
A i H (B=.186, p<.01), A E7|FA(B=.169,  thal] Folg A(+)9 FIE mX= A o2 UERTHB
p<.0D)E TR A 5] Fok A(+)] &S =199, p<.01). T4 Flg|xw) EA alg, 9734 57
vRE Ao et om, el TP E & Folo] Faldso] i siekgh 227, 200, 17474
SRl Falalo] e ol A(+H)S] dEFS vA 29 ARl AAIR 299, 231, 20580} w2 ghs
£ AR UEdrH(p=204, p<0D). E3 364 Azlel  welFw Qoma selawh, AEH v, 424 5
Al AAlE Fesnk APEA e, 3] IRl § Rojo) Yalslse] dAlA 2A=He] B vivlay
AaEol digk MElgk 251, 186, 16924 2¢kAl A & HFSISIth T3 A R=2(B=.072) F1ledEol b
ol AN 200, 231, 20580 & Y& HeAFR o FAT YFE A YOO AR U5
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