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Background and Purpose: The company sustainability balancing economic with social impact to coexist whilst
the transformation entrepreneurship create the coexist. The purpose of this research is to better understand the
consequences of transformational entrepreneurship, in terms of increasing organizational readiness for change,
minimizing counterproductive work behavior and enhancing employee performance. In addition, this paper aims to
comprehend the extent to which organizational readiness for change and counterproductive work behavior affect
employee performance.

Methodology: The data were collected via a survey of 257 branches of a state-owned bank. The structural equation
model (SEM) was used to test the proposed model.

Findings: Transformational entrepreneurship positively and significantly affect organizational readiness for change
and employee performance, and negatively and significantly affect counterproductive work behavior. Moreover, the
result demonstrated a significantly positive effect of organizational readiness for change on employee performance,
and demonstrated a significantly negative effect of counterproductive work behavior on employee performance.
Conclusion: Point of this study is the effectiveness of transformational entrepreneurship in directly affecting em-
ployees’ performance. However, the effect transformational entrepreneurship has on readiness for change and
counterproductive work behavior adds its impact on employees’ performance and based on the direct effect, readi-
ness for comes up much more impactful than the other two. It implies how volatile and dynamics the work (internal
and external) situations that having employees ready for change can help them cope with such volatility and dynam-
ics to reach better performance.

Keywords: Employee performance, Counterproductive work behavior, Readiness for change, Transformational en-
trepreneurship

ago (McKinsey, 2017). These facts indicate the business’
attention has shifted toward sustainable environment. In
other words, companies now cannot just aim at econom-
ic results; they also have to simultaneously consider so-
cial impacts. Such co-existence leads us to the concept

1 Introduction

A research by Deutsche Bank shows that companies
with high ratings for environmental, social, and govern-
ance (ESG) factors lead the market in the medium (three

to five years) and long (five to ten years) term (Bonini &
Swartz, 2014). According to McKinsey Global Survey, al-
most six in ten respondents say that their organizations put
more emphasis on sustainability than they did two years

of transformational entrepreneurship. Transformational
entrepreneurs continuously seek and develop innovative
solutions not only for the wealth of their company, but
also for the well-being of the society. They understand
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that their company’s success cannot be separated from the
growth of the society. Society who are well taken care of
will have resources to sustain the company’s future de-
velopment. Transformational entrepreneurs recognize the
reciprocal and mutual benefit nature of company-society
relationship.

This recognition however will bear consequences,
mainly that the company itself must be ready for a change;
a change that brings an economic, shorter-term perspective
into a socio-economic, longer-term perspective of manag-
ing the business. Related to Lewin’s (1951) unfreezing,
such readiness indicates employees’ “beliefs, attitudes and
intentions regarding the extent to which changes are need-
ed and the organization’s capacity to successfully make
those changes” (Armenakis, Harris and Mossholder, 1993,
p. 681). In other words, readiness for change is all about
employees’ conviction on the necessity of change and their
company’s ability to implement it. Despite the importance
of understanding the nature of transformational entrepre-
neurship-readiness for change connection, little attention
has been paid to empirically examine it. For that reason,
this study aims at investigating such connection.

Nonetheless, the above consequence may not be well
accepted by all employees in the organization. Some may
see it as an injustice. Those who have consistently deliv-
ered economic results may feel that part of their (future)
performance is unfairly taken. Employees who have been
credited with high performance in the past may not have
as high performance in the future. This decreased perfor-
mance certainly affect their financials. For these employ-
ees and some more others, such financials are their (only)
personal goal working in the organization. Shifting to ac-
commodate both economic results and social impacts may
be seen as an obstacle to achieve their goal; the goal they
have steadily achieved in the past. This potential inability
is an instrumental factor for them. Referring to Klander-
mans (1997; 2002), perceived injustice and instrumentality
are two primary components of collective protest. Kello-
way, Francis, Prosser and Cameron (2010) suggested that
counterproductive work behavior depicted such protest. In
other words, practices of transformational entrepreneur-
ship could lead employees to engage in counterproductive
work behavior. Unfortunately, previous researches have
lacked of interest in investigating that plausible connec-
tion, and, therefore, empirically examining this connection
becomes the objective of this study.

Practices of transformational entrepreneurship and
being ready for a possible change all aims at improving
employees’ performance, which in turn increasing organ-
ization’s performance. Pradhan and Jena (2017) catego-
rized employees’ performance into task performance (per-
formance related to job description and/or employment
contract), adaptive performance (performance related to
dynamic work situation, such as technological changes),
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and contextual performance (performance related to main-
taining and developing prosocial or helping behavior). To
the best of the authors’ knowledge, no empirical study has
been conducted to examine the effect of transformational
entrepreneurship on employees’ performance. Meanwhile,
Weeks, Roberts, Chonko and Jones (2004) demonstrated a
positive and significant association between organization-
al readiness for change and job performance in sales or-
ganizations. Job performance examined in this study was
essentially task performance. No studies have been found
that connect organizational readiness for change and adap-
tive performance, as well as contextual performance. Con-
sequently, this study investigates the effect of each trans-
formational entrepreneurship and organizational readiness
for change on employees’ performance, in terms of task,
adaptive and contextual performances.

On the other hand, as an indicative of protests, coun-
terproductive work behavior may result in lower employ-
ees’ performance. Sackett (2002) identified some findings
with regard to this effect on big three data sets. The first
one was the US Army Selection and Classification Pro-
ject (called Project A), which he found a low relationship
between counterproductive work behavior (-.19) and task
performance (-,17), in terms of core technical and gener-
al soldiering proficiencies, but a much higher relationship
(-.59) between counterproductive work behavior and con-
textual performance, in terms of citizenship behavior. In
the second data set was from Hunt’s (1996). This data set
demonstrates a similar relationship (-.67) between coun-
terproductive work behavior and contextual performance,
in terms of citizenship behavior. From the third data set
(Viswesvaran, Schmidt and Ones’ (1999) meta-analysis),
he found a much higher relationship (-.54) between coun-
terproductive work behavior and task performance, in
terms of job knowledge, quantity of output and quality of
output, but a consistent relationship (-.57) between coun-
terproductive work behavior and contextual performance,
in terms of citizenship behavior. Furthermore, Greenidge,
Devonish and Alleyne (2015) found rather high corre-
lations (-.36 and .40) between counterproductive work
behavior (toward the organization and toward the indi-
viduals) and contextual performance. Previous research
however has not provided result for counterproductive
work behavior-adaptive performance relationship. This
study therefore empirically examines the effect of coun-
terproductive work behavior on adaptive performance, as
well as on task and contextual performances.

This study is conducted in a state-owned bank in In-
donesia. Banks have been known to serve a wide range
of people and thus to provide economic and social bene-
fits to people. Therefore, ESG factors are not new to them
and the shift to include such factors is inevitable. Howev-
er, the pull for achieving higher financial performance is
not getting weaker as the competition in banking industry
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is tighter. In other words, banks are at a cross road: keep
pumping higher financial performance or compromise fi-
nancial performance to accommodate social impacts. This
position implies a need for practicing transformational en-
trepreneurship to simultaneously achieve economic results
and social impact, and it brings up a need for readiness
to change and a risk for encountering counterproductive
work behavior. Banks are therefore considered an appro-
priate context for this study. Accordingly, this study at-
tempts to answer these research questions:

RQL. How does transformational entrepreneurship af-
fect the organizational readiness for change?

RQ2. How does transformational entrepreneurship af-
fect the employee performance?

RQ3. How does transformational entrepreneurship af-
fect the counterproductive work behavior?

2 Sustainability and
Transformational Entrepreneurship

Environmental Performance Index (EPI) (2020) re-
cently releases global metrics for the environment. Among
many findings, one is the most important for businesses,
that is, “the pursuit of economic prosperity — manifested in
industrialization and urbanization — often means more pol-
lution and other strains on ecosystem vitality” (EPI, 2020,
p. 1). In other words, there seems to be a contradiction be-
tween economic or financial prosperity and social welfare.
If economy prospers, social will suffer, and vice versa. The
ultimate impact of this contradiction is continual reduction
to quality of all life, including human life. This continuous
quality degradation will decrease human productivity, that
in turn will inhibit the companies to grow. In other words,
the pursuit of economic prosperity will likely have a boo-
merang effect when social welfare is ignored. The pros-
perity the companies try hard to generate may therefore
be short-lived.

To create a long-term success, companies must build
their business around environment and social considera-
tions. Starik & Rands (1995) called this effort and all other
efforts to survive by developing their ability to exist and
flourish in a long term as a sustainability. Weber (2017)
found a positive relationship between financial perfor-
mance and sustainability performance. With a more bal-
ance between both performances, company’s success can
be cascaded to the prosperity of the society (Maas, Jones
& Lockyer, 2019). A prosper society will be potential
consumers to back the company’s growth. So, a prosper
society could further prosper the companies, and econom-
ic prosperity does not have to be in contrast with social
welfare.

Entrepreneurship has been known to lead the compa-
nies to the discovery, evaluation and exploitation of oppor-
tunities (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). Entrepreneurship,

however, has also been known to be related more to busi-
nesses. Scholars then developed a concept of social en-
trepreneurship. It was Robert Owen, a philanthropic busi-
nessman, who first introduced social entrepreneurship in
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries when he paid more
attention to employees’ welfare, in terms of their work-
ing, education and cultural lives (Shaw & Carter, 2007).
In a later development, social entrepreneurship has broad-
ened its focus toward “work of community, voluntary and
public organizations, as well as private firms working for
social rather than for-profit objectives” (Shaw & Carter,
2007, p. 419). Consequently, “its impact has been limited
to date as its solutions are rarely devised with scalability
and true economic sustainability in mind” (Marmer, 2012,
p- 2). In other words, social entrepreneurship does not deal
with transformation of a profit-motive institution (e.g. the
company) to also include social perspective in its objec-
tives.

Transformational entrepreneurship came into consid-
eration when there is a need for individuals, communities
and institutions to interact and collaborate for taking ad-
vantage of the existing opportunities and reaching a broad-
er scale (Maas et al., 2019; Schoar, 2010). Transforma-
tional entrepreneurship develops entrepreneurial activities
that bring major changes in market and industry as well
as in social and cultural life (Marmer, 2012). Mass and
Paul (2019) further delineated that transformational entre-
preneurship puts more emphasis on stimulating socio-de-
velopment in a dynamic manner, while Schoar (2010) en-
visioned transformational entrepreneurship to create large,
vibrant business that grow much beyond the scope of an
individual’s subsistence needs and provide jobs and in-
come for others. Past literature found that transformational
entrepreneurship is characterized by high quality human
capital, high willingness to take risk, and high responsive-
ness to environment (Mass & Paul, 2019; Herrera & Lora,
2005; Schoar, 2010). Without qualified people and consid-
eration of external conditions, risking to take advantage of
the opportunities will not be worth.

3 Consequences of Transformational
Entrepreneurship

What differentiates transformational entrepreneurship
from entrepreneurship is the scope. Transformational en-
trepreneurship broadens the scope of entrepreneurship
from businesses to communities and societies so that
provides the opportunities for companies to create social
impacts. Realizing these opportunities may, however,
require employees to master a different skill set. Before
conforming to this requirement or expectation, employees
must accept it. Holt, Armenakis, Harris and Feild (2007),
conforming and accepting are two stages of change, where
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conforming is the adoption and accepting is the readiness.
In other words, for companies to implement transforma-
tional entrepreneurship, their employees must be ready
to master the new skill set. This new skill set is a change
for them. Part of readiness is upper management’s com-
munication to employees explaining why and how such
new skill set will improve their subsequent performance.
Another part of readiness concerns with company’s will-
ingness to invest time, effort and money to upgrade em-
ployees’ skill set. Therefore, readiness for change involves
commitment for both sides: on employees’ side, they have
to be committed to learn and master the new skill set, and
on companies’ side, they have to be committed to invest
in employees’ training. Correspondingly, we can conclude
that:

H1: Transformational entrepreneurship positively af-
fects organizational readiness for change

As previously indicated, the introduction of transfor-
mation entrepreneurship is not merely to create social im-
pacts. It is farther than that; it is to generate sustainable
success for companies, which means sustainable success
for employees as well. In other words, the introduction of
transformation entrepreneurship is actually to improve em-
ployees’ performance, that is not only task performance,
but also adaptive performance and contextual performance
(Pradhan and Jena, 2017). Task performance will be en-
hanced because employees are able to perform above and
beyond what are required by job description, adaptive
performance will be better because employees are able
to cope with the shift toward generating both economic
prosperity and social welfare, and contextual performance
will be increased because employees are able to demon-
strate prosocial behavior when solving new problems and
overcoming new challenges. Subsequently, we propose the
hypothesis below:

H2: Transformational entrepreneurship positively af-
fects employees’ performance.

Companies’ practice of transformational entrepreneur-
ship may not however be well accepted by employees.
They may see this practice as unfair because they have been
resulting good economic performance for a number years,
and suddenly they have to shift gear to also create social
impacts. As a consequence, they have to spend time and
effort to upgrade their skills. Not all employees are willing
to spend that much time and effort, and not all employees
are capable of upgrading their skills. Their work life that
has so far been routine and predictable, now it seems un-
certain and unclear. Employees who have sufficiently per-
formed in the past, may not be able to reach that point in
the future. It is like their future, predicted performance is
taken away from them. This possible lowered performance
could affect their take home income. So, practicing trans-
formational entrepreneurship can be seen as a stumbling
block to realize employees promised wealthy future and
such inability becomes instrumental for their life. Klan-
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dermans (1997; 2002) argued that (perceived) injustice
and instrumentality are core elements of collective protest,
and this protest is an indicative of counterproductive work
behavior (Kelloway, et al., 2010). For those reasons, the
following hypothesis is presented:

H3: Transformational entrepreneurship negatively af-
fects counterproductive work behavior.

4 Readiness for Change,
Counterproductive Work Behavior
and Employee Performance

A well-known scholar in change, Kurt Lewin (1947),
introduced three stages of change. They are unfreezing,
moving, and refreezing. Lewin classified change itself as
moving, so before change is conducted, people must go
to unfreezing stage. This is the stage where readiness is
developed by shifting the mindsets and generating moti-
vations to change (Weiner, 2009). Weiner further argued
that readiness for change involves change commitment
and change efficacy, which essentially relate to willing-
ness and ability to implement change. Moreover, readiness
for change concerns with benefits of change (Prochaska,
Velicer, Rossi, Goldstein, Marcus, Rajiowski, Eiore, Har-
low, Redding, Rosenbloom and Rossi, 1994), risks of fail-
ing to change (Armenakis et al., 1993; Beer, 1980; Spector,
1989), or externally forced changes (Pettigrew, 1987). If
benefits are high and risks are low, readiness are more like-
ly. But, for externally forced changes, readiness may not
be a choice because if organizations and their employees
are not ready, they may be extinct. Armenakis et al. (1993)
further argued that, ultimately, readiness was all about be-
havior. People’s beliefs, attitudes and attentions may have
accepted change, but they do not show it in their behavior,
they are not considered ready for change. It is with this
behavior people implement change.

In addition, Weeks, Roberts, Chonko and Jones (2004)
found that when organizations are ready to implement
change, their employees are likely to show better perfor-
mance. Helmy, Adawiyah and Setyawati (2020) also found
that the workplace friendship has a significant influence
on innovative service behavior. This is due to the fact that
these employees are well prepared by their organizations
to deal with change, are ensured the benefits and risks of
change, and are confident their organization will help and
assist them in overcoming challenges and obstacles that
can impede their performance. In other words, organiza-
tions’ readiness for changes is believed to support their
employees to implement change that eventually lead to
their increased performance. Consequently, we formulate
the following hypothesis:

H4: Organizational readiness for change positively af-
fects employee performance.
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On the other hand, as discussed previously, not all
employees are happy and satisfied with the policies and
decisions of the organization, especially when a possible
change is involved because change can put them in an
unfair and unfortunate position. They can express their
unhappiness and dissatisfaction by protesting in the form
of behaving counterproductively to attract attention to the
policy and decision makers with the hope that unfavorable
policies and decisions will be revised and redressed. This
counterproductive behavior includes keep complaining on
seemingly unimportant matters, make a problem bigger
than it should be, and focus on negative aspects of works,
which ultimately drag employees away from their targets
or objectives. Instead of paying attention to how to car-
ry out their job above and beyond what are required by

job description, to create both economic prosperity and
social welfare, and to solve new problems and overcome
new challenges, they intentionally slow down the work or
even sabotage it. Employees who demonstrate counterpro-
ductive work behavior will likely not achieve their targets.
Furthermore, Sackett (2002) found that counterproductive
work behavior might result in lower employees’ perfor-
mance. He, for instance, found negative relationships
between counterproductive work behavior and task and
contextual performances in three occasions. Greenidge,
Devonish and Alleyne (2014) found a similar correlation
between counterproductive work behavior and contextual
performance. Because of that, we hypothesize as follows:

HS: Counterproductive work behavior negatively af-
fects employee performance.

Quality Human
Capital
(QHC)

Risk Taking Transformational

Readiness
For Change
(RC)

Task
Performance
(TP)

Employee

& Taking Opportunity
(RTT)

Entrepreneurship
(TE)

Evaluation Changing
Condition
(ECC)

Counterproductive
Work Behavior
CWB

Performance
(EP)

Contextual
Performance
(CP)

Figure I: Research Model

5 Methods

5.1 Measures

Measure for each variable was adapted from litera-
ture of respective variable. Measure for transformational
entrepreneurship variable was adapted from Maas et al.,
(2019), Marmer (2012), Schoar (2010), and Virmani and
Lepineux (2016). Measure for readiness for change var-
iable was adapted from Armenakis et al., (1993). Meas-
ure for counterproductive work behavior variable was
adapted from Koopmans, Bernaards, Hildebrandt, Buuren,
van der Beek, and de Vet (2014). Measure for employee

performance variable was adapted from Pradhan and Jena
(2017). Response for each item was measured using a sev-
en-point Likert-scale ranging from (1) “strongly disagree”
to (7) “strongly agree”.

The constructs employed in this study consist of:
Transformation Entrepreneurship (TE), Readiness for
Change (RC), Counterproductive Work Behavior (CWB)
and Employee Performance (EP). The dimensions of each
constructs are: Transformation Entrepreneurship (TE)
consist of: a. Human Capital Quality (HCQ), b. Risk Tak-
ing & Taking Opportunity (RTT) and c. Evaluating Chang-
ing Condition (ECC) whilst the dimensions of Employee
Performance (EP) consist of: a. Task Performance (TP),
b. Contextual Performance (CP) and c. Adaptive Perfor-
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mance AP).

Readiness for change and Counterproductive Work
Behavior variables were categorized as First Order Con-
firmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) since they were measured
directly from indicators (without any dimension). Whilst
Transformational Entrepreneurship and Employee Perfor-
mance variables were categorized as Second Order CFAs
since they each had dimensions. The detail relationship of
constructs, dimensions and items measured in this study
may be seen in Appendix.1

5.2 Sample and Data Collection

Data were collected through online survey to 468
branches (four people from each branch: one branch head
and his or her three direct managers). So, in total, there

were 468 branch heads and 1,404 branch managers we
invited to participate in the survey. We followed up the
online survey with phone calls and emails as reminders
for them give their response. From total population of 468
branches, we received responses from 330 branches (1.582
samples), but 73 of those branches were incomplete. So,
only 257 branches were counted for this study, comprised
of 890 respondents (257 branch heads and 633 managers),
indicating of 56 percent effective response rate. The re-
spondent profile may be seen in Table 1 and 2 .

If we compared the demographic characteristics of
branch head respondents to that of population, they are
not much different. The majority of both is between 30 to
40 years old, male, holding a bachelor degree, married,
having 3 to 5 dependents, and having 11 to 25 years of

Table 1: Respondents and Population Profile

Characteristic Branch Manager Total Population Branch Man-
ager
Number Percentage Number Percentage
1. Ages of respondents
<30 years 0 0.00 0 0%
30-40 years 114 44.36 144 44%
>40-50 years 101 39.30 124 38%
>50 years 42 16.34 62 19%
2. Gender of respondents
Male 247 96.11 317 96%
Female 10 3.89 13 4%
3. Education of respondents
Senior High School or below 0 0.00 0 0%
Bachellorate 2 0.78 2 1%
Bachelor Degree 213 82.88 276 84%
Master Degree or above 42 16.34 52 16%
4. Status
Single 8 3.11 9 3%
Ever been married 2 0.78 2 1%
Married 247 96.11 319 97%
5. The number of dependents
0-2 people 97 37.74 112 34%
3-5 people 156 60.70 212 64%
>5 people 4 1.56 6 2%
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Table I: Respondents and Population Profile (continues)

6. Work Experience

0-5 years 1 0.39 1 0%
6-10 years 39 15.18 49 15%
11-15 years 68 26.46 85 26%
16-20 years 64 24.90 80 24%
21-25 years 51 19.84 68 21%
26-30 years 18 7.00 24 7%
>30 years 16 6.23 23 7%

Total 257 330

Table 2: Respondents and Population Profile

Characteristic

Branch Manager

Total Population Branch Man-

ager
Number Percentage Number Percentage
1. Ages of respondents
<30 years 0 0.00 4 0%
30-40 years 46 17.90 481 38%
>40-50 years 189 73.54 428 34%
>50 years 22 8.56 339 27%
2. Gender of respondents
Male 521 82.31 1.016 81%
Female 111 17.54 236 19%
3. Education of respondents
Senior High School or below 3 0.47 20 2%
Bachellorate 218 34.44 52 4%
Bachelor Degree 246 38.86 1,126 90%
Master Degree or above 166 26.22 54 4%
4, Status
Single 19 3.00 42 3%
Ever been married 17 2.69 19 2%
Married 597 94.31 1,191 95%
5. The number of dependents
0-2 people 285 45.02 553 44%
3-5 people 337 53.24 669 53%
>5 people 11 1.74 30 2%
6. Work Experience
0-5 years 3 0.47 11 1%
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Table 2: Respondents and Population Profile (continues)

6-10 years 153 24.17 285 23%
11-15 years 100 15.80 193 15%
16-20 years 170 26.86 341 27%
21-25 years 108 17.06 210 17%
26-30 years 61 9.64 127 10%
>30 years 38 6.00 85 7%
Total 633 1,252

working experience. In essence, branch head respondents
represent the population.

The same is true for branch manager respondents. The
majority of respondents and population is between 30 to
40 years old, male, holding a bachelor degree, married,
having 3 to 5 dependents, and having 16 to 20 years of
working experience. In essence, branch manager respond-
ents represent the population.

6 Analyses and Results

Data collected from the online survey were analyzed
in two steps. The first is measurement model analysis, in
which validity and reliability of each measure was test-
ed. The second is structural model analysis, in which the
research model was examined using structural equation
model (SEM). The detail of each step is elaborated below.

6.1 Measurement Model Analysis

Measurement model analysis is to ensure the validity
and reliability of all measurements (indicators, dimensions

and variables). This study uses standardized factor loading
(SFL) as a threshold for validity, where a good validity had
SFL > 0.50 (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, and Tatham,
2014). Measurement with SFL <0.50 is considered as in-
valid and will be dropped and will not be used in meas-
urement models. This study uses construct reliability (CR)
and variance extracted (VE) to indicate measurement re-
liability. A good reliability is where CR > 0.70 and VE >
0.50.

SFL of all measurements were in the range of 0.69-
1.00, except for adaptive performance (-0.08). Hence, our
measurement model was valid except for adaptive per-
formance dimension in employee performance (EP_AP)
since its SFL was < 0.5 and for that reason adaptive per-
formance was dropped from measurement model. To eval-
uate discriminant validity, we analyzed the relationship
between square correlation and AVE. As shown in Table 3,
AVE for all variables (diagonal and italics) are higher than
the corresponding correlations between those variables,
suggesting that there is no issue of discriminant validity
in our measurement model (Fornell and Larcker, 1981).
CR of all measurements were in the range of 0.86-1.00,

Table 3: Discriminant Validity

Employees’ Perfor- Counterproductive Transformational
Readiness for Change mance Work Behavior Entrepreneurship
Transformational
Entrepreneurship 0.0324 0.2809 0.0676 0.69
Counterproductive
Work Behavior 0,16 0.2916 1
Employees’ Perfor-
mance 0.05476 0.83
Readiness for Change 1
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whilst VE were in range of 0.68-1.00. Therefore, all meas-
urements were reliable.

Latent variable score (LVS) is calculated to simplify
models based on the item parceling concept (Bandalos,
2002; Joreskog, 2000; Joreskog, Sorbom and Walentin,
2006; Rhemtulla, 2016). LVS transforms the Second Or-
der to First Order CFAs. In this study, the dimensions will
transform to the First Order CFAs. Item parceling was
needed because the measurement model initially had 88
indicators, which required five times the number of indi-
cator (440 branches) (Bentler and Chou, 1987), while par-
ticipated branches was only 257. By item parceling, the
number indicators were reduced to seven indicators, and
the actual sample was then way above the requirement
(257 > 35). Item parceling yielded a more stable estima-
tion of parameters for a small sample (Bandalos, 2002) and
improved the model’s fit.

6.2 Structural Model Analysis

We performed structural model analysis using LISREL

8.8. We first evaluated goodness-of-fit indices (GOFIs)—
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA),
Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI), Confirmatory Fit Index
(CFI), Incremental Fit Index (IFI), Standardized Root
Mean Squared Residual (SRMR) and Goodness of Fit In-
dex (GFI). Table 4 provides the result of overall fit evalu-
ation. All six GOFIs show good fit. The structural model’s
overall fit is hence good.

We then conducted path analysis. Figure 2 and Table
5 show the results of hypotheses testing. Hypotheses are
supported when t-value > 1.96 or [] -1.96. As can be seen,
all hypotheses are accepted. Support for H1 (coefficient =
0.17, t-value > 1.96, p < 0.05) means transformational en-
trepreneurship positively affects organizational readiness
for change. This support indicates that employees accept
the fact that implementing transformational entrepreneur-
ship requires then to master a new, different skill set. It also
demonstrates employees’ commitment to learn such skill
set. On the other hand, the organization where they work

Table 4: Goodness of Fit Indices (GOFI)

GOFI Criteria for Good Fit Value
RMSEA <0,08 0.0
NNFI >0.90 1.00
CFI >0.90 1.00
IFI >0.90 1.00
RFI >0.90 0.98
SRMR <0,05 0.013
GFI >0.90 0.99
Norm x? <3 0.88

must be willing and committed to invest time, effort and
money to upgrade their skills.

Support for H2 (coefficient = 0.36, t-value > 1.96, p
<0.05) means transformational entrepreneurship positive-
ly affects employees’ performance. This support indicates
that transformational entrepreneurship indeed leads the
employees to better performance, particularly task and
contextual performances. Task performance is better as
employees perform above and beyond what are required
by job description, and contextual performance is better as
employees demonstrate prosocial behavior when solving
new problems and overcoming new challenges. Such an
increase in performance may be due the direction of trans-
formation entrepreneurship to generate social impacts,
which are mostly above and beyond what are required by

job description, as well as new problems and challenges
for employees.

Support for H3 (coefficient = -0.26, t-value [1 -1.96,
p < 0.05) means transformational entrepreneurship nega-
tively affects counterproductive work behavior. This sup-
port shows that transformational entrepreneurship may not
however be well accepted by employees, especially those
who have been resulting good economic performance for a
number of years. These employees suddenly have to shift
gear to also create social impacts, and, thus have to spend
time and effort to upgrade their skills. They may not be
capable of upgrading their skills as well. Their work life
may no longer be routine and predictable like before; it not
may become uncertain and unclear. With this new area of
performance, employees’ past good performance may not
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matter at present. They may therefore feel like their future,
predicted performance based on their past performance,
as well as their future take home income, are taken away
from them. In other words, transformational entrepreneur-
ship may be seen as a stumbling block for employees to
realize their wealthy future. For that reason, employees
may silently and collectively protest to the organization
they work for (Klandermans, 1997; 2002) in the form of
counterproductive work behavior (Kelloway, et al., 2010).

Support for H4 (coefficient = 0.60, t-value > 1.96, p <
0.05) means organizational readiness for change positively
affects employees’ performance. This support shows that
organizational readiness for change leads the employees to

better performance as well, particularly task and contextu-
al performances. It also indicates that employees consid-
er change are beneficial for them and the risks associated
with it are acceptable (Armenakis et al., 1993; Beer, 1980;
Prochaska, et al., 1994; Spector, 1989), so they are com-
mitted to it by improving their efficacy to execute change
that lead to better performance. Such commitment may be
due to the fact that employees are confident their organi-
zation will help and assist them in overcoming challenges
and obstacles related to change that can impede their per-
formance. In addition, the finding of this study is consist-
ent with what Weeks et al. (2004) found that when organ-

H,=0.17
t: 2.66

Transformational

Readiness
For Change

H,=0.60
t:13.78

Employee
Performance

Entrepreneurship
(TE)

(EP)

H; =-0.26 >
t:-3.95 Counterproductive t:-4.94
Work Behavior
(CWB)
Figure 2: Path Diagram
Table 5: Hypotheses Result
Hypothesis t-Value Coefficient Remark Summary
H1: Transformational entrepreneurship posi- 2.66 0.17 Significant Positive H1 Accepted
tively
H2: Transformational entrepreneurship posi- 8.11 0.36 Significant Positive H2 Accepted
tively
H3: Transformational entrepreneurship nega- -3.95 -0.26 Significant Negative H3 Accepted
tively affects counterproductive work behavior
H4: Organizational readiness for change posi- 13.78 0.60 Significant Positive H4 Accepted
tively
H5: Counterproductive work behavior nega- -4.94 -0.21 Significant Negative H5 Accepted
tively

Chi-Square = 8.88, df = 10, p-value=0.54380, RMSEA = 0.00
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izations are ready to implement change, their employees
are likely to show better performance.

Support for H4 (coefficient = 0.60, t-value > 1.96, p <
0.05) means organizational readiness for change positively
affects employees’ performance. This support shows that
organizational readiness for change leads the employees to
better performance as well, particularly task and contextu-
al performances. It also indicates that employees consid-
er change are beneficial for them and the risks associated
with it are acceptable (Armenakis et al., 1993; Beer, 1980;
Prochaska, et al., 1994; Spector, 1989), so they are com-
mitted to it by improving their efficacy to execute change
that lead to better performance. Such commitment may be
due to the fact that employees are confident their organi-
zation will help and assist them in overcoming challenges
and obstacles related to change that can impede their per-
formance. In addition, the finding of this study is consist-
ent with what Weeks et al. (2004) found that when organ-
izations are ready to implement change, their employees
are likely to show better performance.

Support for H5 (coefficient = -0,21, t-value [l -1.96, p
< 0.05) means counterproductive work behavior negative-
ly affects employees’ performance. This support indicates
that counterproductive work behavior leads the employ-
ees to worst performance, particularly task and contextual
performances. Furthermore, it indicates that unhappy and
dissatisfied employees who exhibit their protests toward
their disagreements on change in such form as complain-
ing on seemingly unimportant matters, making a problem
bigger than it should be, and focusing on negative aspects
of works may not carry out their job above and beyond
what are required by job description, create both economic
prosperity and social welfare, and solve new problems and
overcome new challenges. Instead, they may intentionally
slow down the work or even sabotage it. The finding of
this study is also consistent with Sackett (2002) who found
that counterproductive work behavior might result in low-
er employees’ task and contextual performances, and with
Greenidge et al. (2015) who found that counterproductive
work behavior might lead to decreased contextual perfor-
mance.

7 Conclusion, Implications and
Future Studies

There are several interesting conclusion drawn
from the above findings. The first conclusion is related to
insignificant contribution of adaptive performance to em-
ployees’ performance (adaptive performance was dropped
from measurement model because it had SLF < 0.5). Ac-
cording to Hesketh and Neal (1999), adaptive performance
was an individual’s ability to adjust and get necessary sup-
ports to carry out his or her job profile in a dynamic work

situation. So, adaptive performance indicates employees’
ability to overcome such volatile work conditions as re-
lated to implementing transformational entrepreneurship,
in an effective and efficient manner (Baard, Rench, and
Kozlowski, 2014). It involves employees’ willingness to
embark in new learning experience and get themselves
comfortable with volatility in effectively and efficiently
(Griffin, Parker, and Mason, 2010; Hollenbeck, LePine,
and Ilgen, 1996), and to adjust their interpersonal behavior
so they could work successfully with a wide range of peers
and subordinates.

On the other hand, task performance emphasizes on
behaviors directed at fulfilling job responsibilities as a part
of job description. It focuses on effective executions on
the assigned tasks to achieve the organization’s objectives,
and involves knowledge, skills and habits (Conway, 1999).
Meanwhile, contextual performance refers to employees’
voluntary behaviors that help other employees and or
their organization achieve their goals (Bateman, & Organ,
1983). These so-called prosocial or extra role behaviors are
not necessarily mentioned in their job description, but such
behaviors are conducted with the intention of supporting
the advancement of fellow employees and or organization
towards their objectives (Brief and Motowidlo, 1986).

This study implies that in times of change, particu-
larly in a highly competitive but regulated industry like
banking industry where this study took place, task and
contextual performances were found to contribute much
more significant to employees’ performance compared to
adaptive performance. The possible reason for this finding
relates to continuous change banks have experienced in re-
cent years that cause regulations to be regularly adjusted
and make adaptability inherent in their daily operations.
Consequently, being adaptable is not something employ-
ees have to perform as it is already built-in to their routine
work behaviors and procedures. In the meantime, the de-
mand for task performance is getting higher as the compe-
tition in banking industry is much tougher, especially with
the eminent threat from financial technology. Contextual
performance is also getting more relevant because of its
prosocial nature, in which employees help each other and
help their organization to reach their collective successes.
Accordingly, for organizations operating in a highly regu-
lated and competitive industry such as in banking indus-
try, demonstrating task and contextual performances are
increasingly critical to help organizations thrive in the
competition. Management of such organizations should
therefore direct their employees to achieve their respective
targets and to help each other to achieve those targets, giv-
en that adaptability has already immersed into their daily
routine.

The second conclusion is that all hypotheses examined
in this study are all accepted. It means there are three paths
from transformational entrepreneurship to employees’ per-
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formance. There is a direct path and there are two indirect
paths via readiness for change and counterproductive work
behavior. The direct path has a coefficient of 0.36, while
the indirect paths via readiness for change has a coefficient
0f 0.102 (this coefficient is obtained from a multiplication
of transformational entrepreneurship-readiness for change
path of 0.17 and readiness for change-employees’ perfor-
mance path of 0.60) and the indirect paths via counterpro-
ductive work behavior has a coefficient of 0.0546 (this
coefficient is obtained from a multiplication of transforma-
tional entrepreneurship-counterproductive work behavior
path of -0.26 and readiness for change-employees’ perfor-
mance path of -0.21).

These findings imply the effectiveness of transforma-
tional entrepreneurship in directly affecting employees’
performance, rather than go through readiness for change
and counterproductive work behavior. Transformational
entrepreneurship itself is essentially entrepreneurial activ-
ities that bring major changes in market and industry as
well as in social and cultural life (Marmer, 2012). It puts
more emphasis on stimulating socio-development in a dy-
namic manner (Mass and Paul, 2019), and it creates large,
vibrant business that grow much beyond the scope of an
individual’s subsistence needs and provide jobs and in-
come for others (Schoar, 2010). Transformation entrepre-
neurship generates employees’ performance as it develops
organization’s market and industry, and thus gives much
more opportunities for employees to perform. According-
ly, to improve employees’ performance, management of
the organizations needs to nurture and encourage trans-
formational entrepreneurial activities among employees.
These activities benefit not only the organizations where
they work, but also themselves.

The above findings also imply that the effect transfor-
mational entrepreneurship has on readiness for change and
counterproductive work behavior adds its impact on em-
ployees’ performance. But, if we compare the direct effect
of these three variables toward employees’ performance,
readiness for change comes up much more impactful than
the other two. It shows that having employees ready for
change can help them cope with such volatility and dy-
namics, more than avoiding or minimizing counterproduc-
tive work behavior, to reach better performance. Readiness
for change itself involves shifting the mindsets and gener-
ating motivations to change; it involves change commit-
ment and change efficacy (Weiner, 2009). Consequently, to
enhance employees’ performance, management of the or-
ganizations needs to urge employees’ mind shift and boost
their motivations toward change so they are committed
and able to execute change when the time comes.

Future studies may be warranted in industries other
than banking industry that have different characteristics
of volatility and dynamics to empirically examine whether
readiness for change comes up more impactful than trans-
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formational entrepreneurship and counterproductive work
behavior. In addition, future studies may need to include
internal and external situational factors, such as Deni-
son, Hooijberg, Lane and Lief’s (2012) corporate culture,
and Dess and Beard’s (1984) environmental dynamism,
complexity and munificence as moderators to each of the
three paths toward employees’ performance to measure
the extent these situational factors strengthen or weaken
the effect of transformational entrepreneurship, readiness
for change and counterproductive work behavior on em-
ployees’ performance. Future studies may also need to
consider a longitudinal approach to examine this study’s
causal-effect relationships. Although we hold that such re-
lationships, specified based on literature, were plausible,
we cannot demonstrate that contention empirically using
cross-sectional data. In reality, it is possible that such re-
lationships are reciprocally related over time, for example,
between affects transformational entrepreneurship and em-
ployees’ performance, that past employees’ performance
may affect subsequent transformational entrepreneurship.
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Vloga transformacijskega podjetniStva, pripravljenosti na spremembe in kontraproduktivnega delovnega
vedenja dela pri pove€anju uspesnosti zaposlenih

Ozadje in namen: Trajno podjetje uravnotezi gospodarski in druzbeni vpliv, medtem ko transformacijsko podje-
tniStvo ustvarja ravnotezje med gospodarskim in druzbenim vplivom. Namen te raziskave je prouciti vpliv trans-
formacijskega podjetniStva na povecanje organizacijske pripravljenosti na spremembe, zmanjSanje kontraproduk-
tivnega delovnega vedenja in povecanje uspeSnosti zaposlenih. Poleg tega Zeli prispevek prouciti, v kolikSni meri
organizacijska pripravljenost vpliva na spremembe in kontraproduktivno delovno vedenje na uspesnost zaposlenih.
Metodologija: Podatki so bili zbrani z anketo v 257 podruznicah drzavne banke. Za preizkus predlaganega modela
smo uporabili model strukturne enacbe (SEM).

Ugotovitve: Transformacijsko podjetniStvo pozitivho in pomembno vpliva na organizacijsko pripravljenost na spre-
membe in uspesSnost zaposlenih ter negativno in pomembno vpliva na kontraproduktivno delovno vedenje. Poleg
tega je Studija pokazala znaten pozitiven ucinek organizacijske pripravljenosti na spremembe na uspesnost zaposle-
nih in izrazito negativen ucinek kontraproduktivnega delovnega vedenja na uspesnost zaposlenih.

Zaklju€ek: Glavna ugotovitev te Studije je, da se ucinkovitost transformacijskega podjetniStva kaze pri neposre-
dnem vplivu na uspesnost zaposlenih. Vendar vpliv, ki ga ima transformacijsko podjetniStvo na pripravljenost na
spremembe in na kontraproduktivho delovno vedenje, poveca njegov vpliv na uspesSnost zaposlenih. Neposredni
ucinek na je veliko pomembnejSi od prej omenjenih dveh. Iz tega izhaja, da v volatilnih in dinami¢nih so delovnih
situacijah (notranjih in zunanjih), pripravljenost zaposlenih na spremembe lahko pomaga, da se spoprimejo s tako
nestanovitnostjo in dinamiko in dosezejo boljSe rezultate.

Kljuéne besede: Organizacijsko zaupanje; Organizacijska zavezanost; Zdravstvene organizacije, StratesSko upravija-
nje
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Appendix A: Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (Meyer and Allen, 1991)
Construct Dimension Items Measures
Transformational | Human Cap- | TE_QHC1 | Our employees demonstrate sufficient knowledge at work
Entrepreneurship | ital Quality - -
TE_QHC2 | Our employees are skillful at their work
(TE) (HcQ) = Py
TE_QHC3 | Our employees show appropriate attitude at their work
TE_QHC4 | Our employee consistently generates new ideas
TE_QHC5 | Our employees perform to the best of their ability
TE_QHC6 | Our employees constantly do their best
Risk Taking | TE_ We continuously seek for new opportunities in the market
& Taking RTTO1
Opportunity TE_ We have to take risks to take the advantage of new opportunities
(RTT) RTT02
TE_ We believe changes in market creates new opportunities
RTTO3
TE_ We tend to participate in high-risk projects
RTTO4
TE_ We talk more about opportunities than problems.
RTTOS
TE_ We believe risk is an inherent part of new opportunities
RTTO6
Evaluating TE_ECC1 | We gather relevant information to evaluate external changing condi-
Changing tions
(CEocncc;mon TE_ECC2 | We collect information accordingly to understand market dynamics
TE_ECC3 | We continuously evaluate every change in the market
TE_ECC4 | We assess relevant information as a part of market evaluation
TE_ECC5 | We evaluate market conditions using valid information
Readiness for RC_1 People in this organization readily accept change
Change (RC) RC_2 Past Introduction of new technology have gone smoothly
RC_3 Clear business goals are guiding the introduction of the new technology
RC_4 The new technology will improve job quality in our organization
RC_5 The new technology will improve Job security
RC_6 People trust upper management to make technology decisions
RC_7 There is good communication between management and employees
RC_8 We have the money needed to invest in new technology
RC_9 Our employee are willing to be trained to work with new technology
RC_10 The physical infrastructure of our workplace can readily accommodate
new technology
Counterproduc- CWB_1 | complained about unimportant issues at work
it::'e(rl\ltl):; Behav- CWB_2 I made problems at work bigger than they were
CWB_3 | focused on the negative aspects of a situation at work instead of the
positive aspects
CWB_4 | talked to colleagues about the negative aspects of my work
CWB_5 | talked to people outside of the organization about the negative as-

pects of my work
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Appendix A: Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (Meyer and Allen, 1991)

(continues)

Employee Perfor-
mance (EP)

Task Perfor- | EP_TP1 | was able to plan my work so that | finished it on time
mance (TP) EP_TP2 | kept in mind the work result | needed to achieve
EP_TP3 | was able to distinguish main issues from side issues
EP_TP4 | was able to carry out my work well with minimal time and effort
EP_TP5 | planned my work optimally
Contextual | EP_CP1 On my own initiative, | started new tasks when my old tasks were
Perfor- completed
mance (CP) EP_CP2 | took on challenging tasks when these were available
EP_CP3 | worked on keeping my job-related knowledge up to date
EP_CP4 | worked on keeping my work skills up to date
EP_CP5 | came up with creative solutions for new problems
EP_CP6 | took on extra responsibilities
EP_CP7 | Continually sought new challenges in my work
EP_CP8 | actively participated in meetings and/or consultations
Adaptive EP_AP1 | use to perform well to mobilize collective intelligence for effective
Perfor- team work
mance (AP) EP_AP2 | could manage change in my job very well whenever the situation
demands.
EP_AP3 | can handle effectively my work team in the face of change.
EP_AP4 | always believe that mutual understanding can lead to a viable solution
in organization
EP_APS | use to lose my temper when faced with criticism from my team mem-
bers. (R)
EP_AP6 | am very comfortable with job flexibility.
EP_AP7 | use to cope well with organizational changes from time to time.
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Appendix B: Relationship of Construct Dimension Items Measures and SFL

Construct Dimension Items Measures SFL
Transformational | Human Cap- | TE_QHC1 | Our employees demonstrate sufficient knowledge at work 0,689
Entrepreneurship | ital Quality TE_QHC2 | Our employees are skillful at their work 0,800

TE_QHC3 | Our employees show appropriate attitude at their work 0,829
TE_QHC4 | Our employee consistently generates new ideas 0,779
TE_QHCS | Our employees perform to the best of their ability 0,922
TE_QHC6 | Our employees constantly do their best 0,879
Risk Taking | TE_ We continuously seek for new opportunities in the market 0,665
& Taking RTTO1
Opportunity TE_ We have to take risks to take the advantage of new oppor- 0,657
RTTO2 tunities
TE_ We believe changes in market creates new opportunities 0,720
RTTO3
TE_ We tend to participate in high-risk projects 0,321 (Not
RTTO4 Valid)
TE_ We talk more about opportunities than problems. 0,752
RTTO5
TE_ We believe risk is an inherent part of new opportunities 0,764
RTTO6
Evaluating TE_ECC1 | We gather relevant information to evaluate external chang- 0,864
Changing ing conditions
Condition TE_ECC2 | We collect information accordingly to understand market 0,917
dynamics
TE_ECC3 | We continuously evaluate every change in the market 0,880
TE_ECC4 | We assess relevant information as a part of market evalua- 0,894
tion
TE_ECC5 | We evaluate market conditions using valid information 0,841
Readiness for RC_1 People in this organization readily accept change 0,672
Change RC_2 Past Introduction of new technology have gone smoothly 0,259 (Not
Valid)
RC_3 Clear business goals are guiding the introduction of the new 0,848
technology
RC_4 The new technology will improve job quality in our organi- 0,860
zation
RC_5 The new technology will improve Job security 0,744
RC_6 People trust upper management to make technology deci- 0,740
sions
RC_7 There is good communication between management and 0,832
employees
RC_8 We have the money needed to invest in new technology 0,570
RC_9 Our employee are willing to be trained to work with new 0,797
technology
RC_10 The physical infrastructure of our workplace can readily 0,675
accommodate new technology
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Appendix B: Relationship of Construct Dimension Items Measures and SFL

(continues)
Counterpro- CWB_1 | complained about unimportant issues at work 0,591
ducthfe Work CWB_2 I made problems at work bigger than they were 0,838
Behavior
CWB_3 | focused on the negative aspects of a situation at work 0,854
instead of the positive aspects
CWB_4 | talked to colleagues about the negative aspects of my work 0,904
CWB_5 | talked to people outside of the organization about the 0,862
negative aspects of my work
Employee Perfor- | Task Perfor- | EP_TP1 | was able to plan my work so that | finished it on time 0,847
mance mance EP_TP2 | kept in mind the work result | needed to achieve 0,839
EP_TP3 | was able to distinguish main issues from side issues 0,845
EP_TP4 | was able to carry out my work well with minimal time and 0,847
effort
EP_TP5 | planned my work optimally 0,863
Contextual EP_CP1 On my own initiative, | started new tasks when my old tasks | 0,339 (Not
Perfor- were completed Valid)
mance EP_CP2 | took on challenging tasks when these were available 0,820
EP_CP3 | worked on keeping my job-related knowledge up to date 0,870
EP_CP4 | worked on keeping my work skills up to date 0,882
EP_CP5 | came up with creative solutions for new problems 0,896
EP_CP6 | took on extra responsibilities 0,833
EP_CP7 | Continually sought new challenges in my work 0,846
EP_CP8 | actively participated in meetings and/or consultations 0,860
Adaptive EP_AP1 | use to perform well to mobilize collective intelligence for 0,719
Perfor- effective team work
mance EP_AP2 | could manage change in my job very well whenever the 0,882
situation demands.
EP_AP3 | can handle effectively my work team in the face of change. 0,720
EP_AP4 | | always believe that mutual understanding can lead to a 0,631
viable solution in organization
EP_AP5 | use to lose my temper when faced with criticism frommy | 0,321 (Not
team members. (R) Valid)
EP_AP6 | am very comfortable with job flexibility. 0,627
EP_AP7 | use to cope well with organizational changes from timeto | 0,178 (Not
time. Valid)
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