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ABSTRACT 
 

 Using new institutional theory to test a model of how digital transformational 

leadership (DTL), organizational agility (OA), and digital strategy (DS) affect innovative 

work behavior (IWB). As is the case with organizational agility, digital transformational 

leadership has a favorable impact on creative work behavior as well as organizational 

agility. An further conclusion from our research is that the organizational flexibility to 

moderate the relationship between digital transformational leadership and creative work 

behavior is important. Our results have contributed to a deeper understanding of the 

consequences that transformational leadership, digital strategy, and OA have on creative 

work behavior. The outcomes of our research provide essential answers to issues about the 

ways in which manufacturing organizational leadership styles and fostering organizational 

agility and digital strategy might promote creative work behavior. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

 The ability of an organization's workers to be innovative in their line of work is one of 

the most important factors that goes into determining its level of market advantage. In a 

similar vein, IWB between employees have emerged as a very important and essential 

requirement for manufacturing companies. At any manufacturing organizational level, the 

phrase "innovative work behavior" refers to initiatives for employee growth, advancement, 

and the adoption of practical innovations. New ideas, technologies, and methods are 

developed, tested, and implemented in certain work areas as part of IWB. The expectations 

of employees and all stakeholders, the rapidly shifting product market, and the growing 

level of global competition all necessitate the development of novel solutions by 

manufacturing organizations. 
 

 To improve manufacturing organizations and the nation as a whole, this challenge 

necessitates employers of manufacturers adopting novel strategies. Organizational success 

is widely regarded as a result of innovation, particularly in manufacturing companies that 

are actively learning about innovation and similar fields. Taking advantage of the 

innovative capabilities of employees with sustainable land and long-term effectiveness is 
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one of the best ways to become an innovative manufacturing organization. Employees can 

better contribute to the success of the organization by using their innovative abilities to 

generate, promote, and implement new ideas. Innovative work behavior also includes 

improving work procedures and products and services. As a result, it is critical for 

companies to determine the factors that influence individual innovative work behavior. 
 

 Employers must collaborate and learn to develop novel solutions because of the 

complexity of the issues (Novitasari, Asbari, Amri, & Hutagalung, 2021; Suroso, Riyanto, 

Novitasari, Sasono, & Asbari, 2021). Findings from meta-analyses reveal a wide range in 

the link between transformational leadership and creative work practices, Despite the idea 

that IWB among followers is believed to be favorably correlated with TL (Asbari, 

Purwanto, et al., 2020; Fikri, Asbari, Hutagalung, Amri, & Novitasari, 2021). The 

researcher questions the impact of digital transformational leadership variables on learning 

digital strategy and organizational agility on IWB in light of these inconclusive findings.  
 

 The bulk of study conducted in the topic of creativity looks at how leadership in 

organizational management might impact employee creativity rather than inventive work 

behavior. This is because leadership is one of the most important aspects of organizational 

management. As a consequence of this, workers are given the opportunity to take part in 

the conceptualization and actualization of fresh ideas (Asbari, Hyun, et al., 2020; Fikri et 

al., 2021). As a result, it is hoped that this study will serve as a foundation for future 

leadership and manufacturing organization research in Pakistan due to the lack of research 

on the connection between DTL and IWB that takes into account personal, organizational, 

and workplace factors. 
 

 When the businesses transform conventional to digital technology without having a 

digital strategies, they fail. (Bresciani, Ferraris, Romano, & Santoro, 2021; Stefanova & 

Kabakchieva, 2019). Leaders must make sure that their firms adopt digital attitudes and the 

agility needed to react to changes caused by digital technology (Götz, 2019). The aim of 

this study is to explore the interactions and contributions of a number of internal elements 

that may have an impact on the public sector's adoption of digital transformation. As a 

result, this study aims to: (1) investigate the connection among DTL and OA, including 

how this connection affects innovative work behavior; and (2) determine the role of digital 

strategy as a mediator relationship between IWB and DTL. We utilized institutionalism 

(INT: (Greenwood & Hinings, 1996; Greenwood, Oliver, Lawrence, & Meyer, 2017) and 

a brand-new model of institutions (NIT: (Dacin et al., 2008) in order to investigate and 

discover the responses to these two research questions.  
 

 As a result, in this field we make several significant contributions in theory and practice. 

First, Adaptation and acceptance of formal organizational structures, such as written rules, 

established processes, and new organizational forms, are frequently explained using INT 

(Suddaby, Elsbach, Greenwood, Meyer, & Zilber, 2010). In the literature, however, INT 

has not been used to investigate organizational agility. (Dubey, Altay, et al., 2018) 

suggested expanding INT in future studies to learn more about how OA influences IWB. 

The goal of this research has been focused on utilization of INT and concentrating on NIT 

to analyze this occurrence. Moreover, this research seals the gaps in our sympathetic of the 

ways in which IWB is influenced by organizational agility, leadership, and strategy. This 

is especially important given the fact that numerous public and private sector organizations 

are emphasizing the necessity of deploying innovative work in order to survive COVID-
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19 and its aftermath (Porfírio, Carrilho, Felício, & Jardim, 2021). An organization's 

chances of succeeding with creative work are increased by putting more emphasis on 

internal capabilities, leadership, connections, and alignment with business plan (Porfírio et 

al., 2021). Finally, our study contributes to the corpus of knowledge already available on 

DTL and OA in public sector companies. However, the impact of innovative work behavior 

on the supply chain knowledge domain of public sector organizations has recently been the 

subject of research (Frössling & Ek, 2020; Nekrasov & Sinitsyna, 2019; Seepma, de Blok, 

& Van Donk, 2021) or/and conceptual and qualitative research (Durão, Ferreira, Pereira, 

& Moreira, 2019; Guarnieri & Gomes, 2019). Therefore, the purpose of this study is to fill 

this void by examining a variety of internal factors that influence the manufacturing 

organization's implementation of IWB.  

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

 The primary theory which consolidates the theoretical framework of the study is: the 

NIT model. Numerous aspects of digital transformation have been investigated using NIT 

in the digital transformation literature (Dubey, Gunasekaran, et al., 2018; Verhoef et al., 

2021). According to best of our knowledge the application of this theoretical modal to 

internal aspects of IWB implementation, e.g., DTL, OA, and DS. 

 

2.1 New Institutional Theory and Institutional Theory 

 In current research on organizations, INT is a popular point of view. This research 

highlights the importance of shared expectations and cultural understandings by the use of 

hypothetical and empirical research (David & Bitektine, 2009). NIT also discusses how 

businesses relate with their surroundings to adapt to competition and obstacles. Policies, 

procedures, and job descriptions are viewed as the results of widespread perceptions and 

understandings of what constitutes proper group conduct (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Parsons, 

1956). Organizations are shaped by three fundamental forces, according to NIT. The first 

is coercive pressure, which can come from powerful people's demands, organizations that 

control resources, or government-sponsored agencies. The second force is the imitative 

pressures arise when decision-makers rely on the actions of other organizations as a guide 

for their own. Normative pressure is the third type of pressure. This type of pressure is 

caused by social expectations that professionals and other actors are expected to follow 

certain practices and rules (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). 
 

 NIT has frequently been used to investigate external influences on organizations' 

practices and cultures in order to comprehend organizational change related to the 

implementation of advanced technology (Adebanjo, Teh, & Ahmed, 2018; Dubey, 

Gunasekaran, Childe, Blome, & Papadopoulos, 2019). Using two approaches, NIT has 

attempted to explain innovation and change by focusing on the sociocultural aspects of 

organizing (1) Examining how stasis and change are related, noticing both steadiness and 

similarities within organizations as well as change and heterogeneity among them 

(Greenwood et al., 2017); and (2) in terms of actions, structure, planning and activities at 

several levels (W. R. Scott, 2013). This study is focused on leadership, strategy, IWB, and 

OA. to determine that how the digital transformation can induce a change in an industrial 

as a complex.  
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2.2 Digital Transformational Leadership (DTL) and Innovative Work Behavior 

(IWB) 
 

 According to the National Institute of Technology (NIT), digital transformation refers 

to a shift in an organization's institutional arrangements that are made possible by digital 

technology and are implemented across a variety of areas and organizations. For digital 

transformation to be successful, the administration's belief system must establish 

legitimacy (Hinings, Gegenhuber, & Greenwood, 2018). Leadership is viewed as an 

essential component of the values and beliefs of an organization by NIT (Biggart & 

Hamilton, 1987). The leadership must also modification and adjust as organizations evolve 

over time (Bresciani, Ferraris, Huarng, & Malhotra, 2021; Chierici, Tortora, Del Giudice, 

& Quacquarelli, 2020). Leaders who establish stages for this and motivate participants to 

take action are essential (Sainger, 2018). 
 

 There are three habits, which can be used by leaders for a successful business in the 

digital age: (1) keeping up with emerging technology trends; (2) determining the digital 

transformation's direction and investment strategy; and, thirdly, precisely and quickly 

leading the team through change (Swift & Lange, 2018). Digital leaders, also referred to 

as "digital leaders," are able to establish collaborative, networked organizations and acquire 

digital competencies (Bresciani, Ferraris, Huarng, et al., 2021; Frankowska & Rzeczycki, 

2020). TL has been emphasized notably in the literature on leadership in a digital context 

related to digital transformation. Consequently, it is thought that digital technology and 

transformative leadership are coupled to generate digital leadership (De Waal¹, van 

Outvorst, & Ravesteyn¹, 2016).  
 

 Organizational innovation is positively influenced by transformational leaders (Asbari, 

Purwanto, et al., 2020; Asbari, Santoso, & Purwanto, 2019; Tiara, Stefanny, Sukriyah, 

Novitasari, & Asbari, 2021). This transformational leader inspires employees to pursue the 

organization's vision by harnessing their innovative potential. The leader's intellectual 

stimulation, emotional appeal, and inspiration have the desired effect, making the 

innovation objective seem vivid, engaging, and even genuine (Bass & Stogdill, 1990). 

Through their visionary efforts, functional competency, individual mentoring, supportive 

culture, and intellectual stimulation abilities, transformational leaders have the ability to 

encourage personnel to participate in distinctive work behaviors (Fikri et al., 2021; Nadeak, 

Widodo, Asbari, Novitasari, & Purwanto, 2021). Such executives often inspire staff to 

engage in creative work behavior by offering a technologically enabling workplace 

(Asbari, Purba, Hariandja, & Sudibjo, 2021; Fikri et al., 2021). Transformational leaders 

use inspiration, motivation, and individual consideration to create a supportive workplace 

(Masood & Afsar, 2017). Employees are more likely to participate in coming up with and 

putting new ideas into action when they are in such a supportive environment. In addition, 

this environment offers assistance and feedback for locating novel and effective solutions 

(Haq, Asbari, Novitasari, & Abadiyah, 2022; Jumiran et al., 2020; Tiara et al., 2021). 

Consequently, we propose a hypothesis based on the preceding discussion and INT views 

of organizational change and leadership:  
 

H1: Progressive’s influence of DTL on innovative work behavior. 
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2.3 DTL, Innovative Work Behavior and Organizational Agility  

 Institutional settings are essential for (re)forming organizational structures and 

behaviors, according to INT. According to the NIT, judgments are impacted by social, 

cultural, and legitimate issues in addition to rational efficiency goals (W. R. Scott, 1995). 

Institutional pressure can be seen in the context of digital transformation (DT) (Dubey, 

Gunasekaran, et al., 2018; Gupta, Modgil, Gunasekaran, & Bag, 2020; Liu, Ke, Wei, Gu, 

& Chen, 2010). Organizational change is observed as a requirement and if it is not 

appropriately adapted can constitute a block for digital transformation (Teichert, 2019). 

Traditional management, structure, and processes within an organization must be 

transformed into more adaptable management and processes. 
 

 The ability of a system to adapt to quickly changing needs and other external stimuli 

without sacrificing the quality of its outputs and services is known as agility (Ganguly, 

Nilchiani, & Farr, 2009). By utilizing new techniques and resources, it enables 

organizations to replace existing processes with new ones and aids in reorganizing 

organizational structures in response to changing circumstances (Darvishmotevali, Altinay, 

& Köseoglu, 2020; Troise, Corvello, Ghobadian, & O'Regan, 2022). The ability of an 

organization to notice and adapt to unexpected external adjustments quickly and efficiently 

by rearranging internal resources and achieving a competitive advantage is known as OA 

(Žitkienė & Deksnys, 2018). An explanation for agility from an NIT viewpoint may be 

found by highlighting the idea of cognitive components (DiMaggio, 1991). In order to 

fulfill value obligations and increase ability to adapt in dynamic contexts, agile institutions 

should pay particular attention to the representation, utilization, and extension of the 

content and structure of knowledge systems (Walsh, 1995). 
 

 According to the NIT, for an organization to progress toward an institutionally 

distinctive change, a high level of organizational capacity, encompassing various 

capabilities and resources inside the organization, is required. In this sense, leadership and 

mobilization are similar (Greenwood & Hinings, 1996). Additionally, according to NIT, 

To strengthen and defend their legitimacy while implementing changes, businesses should 

embrace organizational practices and seek out leaders with "desirable" traits and behaviors 

(Meyer & Rowan, 1977; W. R. Scott, 1995). Firms can become adaptable and quick to 

change with the right leadership and human qualities by making the necessary 

organizational structure changes. As a result, it is not difficult to infer that an organization's 

agility may be influenced by its leadership style. Organizational agility can be improved 

by leaders' ability to adapt to changing business conditions and their willingness to reverse 

bad strategic decisions (Ahammad, Glaister, & Gomes, 2020). An organization's promise 

to increasing OA is largely enforced by its leadership (Raeisi & Amirnejad, 2017). These 

leaders are associated with TL in the literature; for instance, TL have an impact on the 

beliefs, values, and emotions of their followers (Bass & Avolio, 1993). These leaders may 

boost OA by their capacity to build suitable connections with subordinates, inspire them to 

see above their own wants, and perform well in challenging and dangerous circumstances. 

Transformational leaders educate themselves and their team members about how to 

respond to difficulties and possible occasions (Burke & Collins, 2001; Veiseh & Eghbali, 

2014). In addition, demonstrated that service recovery performance and agility in public 

sector organizations are supported by transformational leadership (Lin, 2011). Innovative 

work behavior benefit their organization and other team members (Penner, Dovidio, 
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Piliavin, & Schroeder, 2005). The degree to which employees collaborate and rely on one 

another to complete tasks effectively is referred to as innovative work behaviors (Campion, 

Papper, & Medsker, 1996; Kiggundu, 1981). Particularly, employees frequently perform 

urgent tasks outside of their individual roles when they respond quickly to significant 

changes in the environment (Tan, Tan, Wang, & Sedera, 2017). This naturally increases 

their innovative work behaviors. As a result, the resulting hypothesis: 
 

H2: Organizational agility is positively impacted by digital transformational 

leadership. 
 

H3: Organizational agility positively influences innovative work behavior. 
 

 Agile organizations ought to spread their agility across the workforce, the organization, 

and the system (Arena, 2018). There are four fundamental skills needed for organizational 

agility: responsiveness; flexibility; speed; as well as proficiency (Akkaya & Tabak, 2020). 

This indicates that all employees must alter their actions through the implementation of 

adequate information systems, prompt and precise instructions, and top leadership support 

(Larjovuori, Bordi, Mäkiniemi, & Heikkilä-Tammi, 2016). Organizational agility factors 

including culture, leadership, and organizational change are positively connected with 

organizational presentation (Dalvi, Shekarchizadeh, & Baghsorkhi, 2013). By creating a 

cultural framework that supports its mission statement and guides employee behavior 

toward obtaining the necessary skills, DTL may have an impact on OA and IWB (Babnik, 

Breznik, Dermol, & Širca, 2014). As a result, We suggest that organizational agility can 

mediate interactions between IWB and DTL: 
 

H6: The link between digital transformational leadership and creative work 

behavior is mediated by organizational agility. 

 

2.4 Digital Strategy, Digital Transformation Leadership and Innovative Work 

Behavior 

 The concept of deinstitutionalization was researched within the wider framework of 

institutional transformation (Tina Dacin, Goodstein, & Richard Scott, 2002). Due to new 

ideas and customs, traditional beliefs and practices have diminished or vanished. It 

demonstrates how crucial it is to have an effective strategy for managing this shift (Tina 

Dacin et al., 2002). (Suddaby, Seidl, & Lê, 2013) In the context of NIT, strategy is said to 

be composed of three related elements: (1) Actors draw their tactics from practices, which 

are recognized patterns of behavior: (2) praxis, which describes actions that are affected 

and guided by emerging real-world tactics; (3) Actors known as practitioners carry out and 

participate in strategy work based on their education and experience. On the other hand, 

DT is not a standard plan or programmed that can be started and completed in a set period 

of time. Instead, it must be seen as an ongoing, fluid process (Lipsmeier, Kühn, Joppen, & 

Dumitrescu, 2020). To support analysis and produce valuable output in a feedback loop, 

data must be continuously gathered, cleaned up, securely stored, and displayed in the 

digital world. The retrieved information should next be treated to grow the business and its 

personnel (Correani, De Massis, Frattini, Petruzzelli, & Natalicchio, 2020). To achieve 

digital transformation, the company must completely restructure its operations, strategy, 

leadership, capacity for innovation, and business models (Correani et al., 2020; 

Schwertner, 2017). 
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 Despite the fact that creative work proposals many chances for today's organizations, 

many scholars and practitioners find it difficult to understand. This is mostly due to the fact 

that it differs from the well-known concept of organizational change supported by IT 

(Wessel, Baiyere, Ologeanu-Taddei, Cha, & Blegind-Jensen, 2021). This is because 

creative work processes are complicated and need for the use of technology, a clear vision, 

and a comprehensive digital strategy. To put it another way, innovative work necessitates 

precise organizational restructuring and has repercussions for the performance metrics used 

to adjust employees (Verhoef et al., 2021). The most important factor in innovation success 

has been the creation of a digital strategy that incorporates corporate and business strategies 

(Porfírio et al., 2021). In our opinion, the chief digital officer (CDO) position must be 

created in order to operationalize DS and guarantee that it is consistent with the company's 

mission and assignment (Henriette, Feki, & Boughzala, 2016). If innovative work cannot 

be effectively implemented, employees and senior managers will not benefit. Digital 

strategies can drive innovation and enhance the decision-making processes of top 

executives for businesses that place a strong emphasis on their development (Mikalef, 

Boura, Lekakos, & Krogstie, 2019). As a result, the following hypothesis:  
 

H4: Positive effects of digital transformative leadership on digital strategy. 
 

H5: Digital strategy positively influences innovative work behavior. 
 

 Without a strategy and the ability to adjust it as needed, managers' roles are limited 

(Teece, Peteraf, & Leih, 2016). As a result, agility and strategy effort together. To 

successfully implement an agile digital strategy in this setting, leaders must cultivate 

sufficient organizational agility (Shams, Vrontis, Belyaeva, Ferraris, & Czinkota, 2021). A 

digital strategy must support the organization's growth and be based on the limitless 

potential of inventive work in order to compete in the market of today (Schwertner, 2017; 

Vial, 2021).  
 

H7: The link between digital transformational leadership and innovative work 

behavior is mediated by digital strategy. 

 

Framework: 
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4. METHODOLOGY 
 

 DTL, organizational agility, digital strategy, and IWB were the main topics of this 

quantitative research of manufacturing industrial enterprises. In this study the primary 

objective was to improve the literature in business management therefore, questionnaires 

were used to collect the data and applied statistics. 

 

4.1 Data Collection 

 Manufacturing companies in Pakistan make up the population of the current study. 

Pakistan was our choice because it has of the manufacturing organizations. All applicants 

were given the option to withdraw at any time, and confidentiality was guaranteed. After 

receiving approval from management, 500 electronic questionnaires were distributed to the 

official WhatsApp group of manufacturing companies' employees. These organizations 

were preferred because they were already operational and providing services to the public 

using digital technologies. 
 

 Five-point Likert scale was used to determine the score of different items, where 

"Strongly disagree" and "Strongly agree" were the possible responses. To evaluate DTL, 

six indicators from earlier scales were adjusted to meet the IWB context (Chen & Chang, 

2013). Six items were adapted from in order to measure OA (Cegarra-Navarro, Soto-

Acosta, & Wensley, 2016). DS was determined by modification of four of the original 

statements (Porfírio et al., 2021). To gauge the IWB, six indicators were modified (S. G. 

Scott & Bruce, 1994). A question was added to the demographic inquiries to see if 

respondents knew about a shared DS within their workplaces. Later on, in the study's 

analysis and discussion phase, this could be useful. Everything utilized in the study, 

including scales and equipment. We used the same method as in past studies to gather data 

from the desired sample (Butts, Becker, & Boswell, 2015; Irfan, Wang, & Akhtar, 2019). 

After four weeks, the questionnaires from the target sample were received, and 391 fully 

filled and validated replies were sent back. As a result, the current study's total sample size 

was 391.The manufacturing organizations' response rate of 78.2% is more than sufficient. 

 

4.2 Data Analysis 

 Partial least squares structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) tool was in SmartPLS 

3, which can evaluate the relationship between the variables, conceptual model and 

multigroup analysis (MGA) simultaneously. The data was collected, examined, and 

presented. As compared to other techniques PLS-SEM can handle model complexity in a 

simpler way therefore, SEM is a justified tool. In this study, rigorous reasoning was 

employed to assess ideas that had a strong theoretical basis (C. M. Ringle, Sarstedt, & 

Straub, 2012). Additionally, small and medium size samples can be reliably tested by PLS-

SEM and can produce trustworthy outcomes (Chin, 1998). 

 

5. FINDINGS 
 

 The current study used Smart PLS 3 to test the proposed hypothesis using PLS-SEM 

because it is widely used and thought to be a cutting-edge assessment method in all 

manufacturing sectors, particularly software (Ali, Rasoolimanesh, Sarstedt, Ringle, & Ryu, 
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2018). The objective of this empirical investigation was to predict and explain the analyzed 

latent variables using current theory. PLS-SEM has been transformed as a powerful method 

when the subject matter to be tested for the use of structural modelling is elucidation and 

the estimate of constructs (Hair Jr, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2016). In addition, it is 

presumed to be a adaptable method for model evaluation (C. Ringle, Wende, & Will, 2005; 

C. M. Ringle, Wende, Will, & Pls, 2005). The subsequent reason for using PLS-SEM is 

that it requires less data normality and a smaller sample size than Amos (Hair Jr et al., 

2016). this study used PLS-SEM to avoid issues with data normality and sample size. 

Additionally, the PLS method, bootstrapping approach, path coefficients, and significant 

level corresponding to them are used to assess the hypotheses' construct validity and 

internal consistency reliability (Ali et al., 2018). The measurement model was first 

calculated, and then estimates were found by assessing the structural model. 

 

5.1 Measurement Model Assessment  

 Loadings, an average variance extract, and competitive reliability were used to assess 

convergent validity and the measurement model. With the exception of a few values, factor 

loadings exceeded the recommended value of 0.70, as shown in Table 1 and Figure 1. In a 

similar vein, the recommended value of 0.70 was also exceeded by all composite reliability 

(CR) values.  

 

Table 1 

Convergent Validity 

Constructs Items Loading Alpha C.R AVE 

Digital Strategy (DS) 

DS 1 0.82 

0.85 0.897 0.686 
DS 2 0.861 

DS 3 0.772 

DS 4 0.856 

Digital Transformational 

Leadership (DTL) 

DTL 1 0.884 

0.926 0.942 0.73 

DTL 2 0.837 

DTL 3 0.859 

DTL 4 0.892 

DTL 5 0.787 

DTL 6 0.863 

Innovative Work 

Behaviors (IWB) 

IWB 1 0.798 

0.847 0.885 0.564 

IWB 2 0.785 

IWB 3 0.801 

IWB 4 0.68 

IWB 5 0.731 

IWB 6 0.7 

Organizational 

Agility (OA) 

OA 1 0.835 

0.872 0.901 0.607 

OA 2 0.867 

OA 3 0.789 

OA 4 0.668 

OA 5 0.616 

OA 6 0.864 
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 All of the under-study constructs' average variance extract (AVE) values were higher 

than the recommended 0.50 (Hair Jr et al., 2016). Items with factor loadings below 0.50 

were eliminated. In a similar vein, the results of the Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) 

confirmed the measurement's discriminant validity. As shown in Table 2, all values fall 

below the confirmed cut-off value of 0.90, as stated by indicating that the measurement's 

discriminant validity is confirmed when values fall below 0.90 (Hauer et al., 2011). In 

general, discriminant validity did not pose a threat to the existing research, as demonstrated 

by both results. 
 

 After determining that the measurement model was valid and reliable, structural 

modeling was used to estimate hypotheses in the context of manufacturing companies. 

Standard errors, t-values, and path coefficients are calculated to determine whether the 

model and relationships with the collected data are significant. Path coefficient values 

indicated whether or not hypotheses were supported. In Smart PLS 3, the bootstrapping 

procedure was calculated to estimate the effects of mediation and the main effect (C. M. 

Ringle et al., 2005).  
 

HTMT 
  

 DS DTL IWB OA 

Digital Strategy (DS)     

Digital Transformational Leadership (DTL) 0.67    

Innovative Work Behaviors (IWB) 0.715 0.656   

Organizational Agility (OA) 0.745 0.591 0.789  

 

 
Figure 1: Measurement Model Assessment 
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 Digital transformational leadership is positively and significantly associated with 

innovative work behavior climate (β = 0.213, t = 3.631, LL = 0.094, UL = 0.325), as shown 

in Table 3 and Figure 2, indicating that H1 is supported. Organizational agility climate is 

significantly and positively associated with digital transformational leadership (β = 0.569, 

t = 6.364, LL = 0.392, UL = 0.744), supporting H2. H3 is also supported by the findings, 

which revealed a statistically significant positive relationship between innovative work 

behavior climate and organizational agility (β = 0.48, t = 7.047, LL = 0.339, UL = 0.607). 

H4 is supported by the significant and positive correlation between digital transformational 

leadership and digital strategy climate (β = 0.624, t = 8.598, LL = 0.48, UL = 0.765). In 

addition, H5 is supported by the fact that innovative work behavior is significantly 

correlated with digital strategy climate (β = 0.192, t = 2.697, LL = 0.062, UL = 0.342). 
 

 According to Table 3 and Figure 2, the mediation effect of organizational agility on the 

DTL–IWB relationship climate is supported by H6 (β = 0.274, t = 5.338, LL = 0.169, UL 

= 0.371). Last but not least, H7 is supported by the mediation effect of digital strategy on 

the DTL-IWB relationship climate (β = 0.119, t = 2.62, LL = 0.037, UL = 0.216). 
 

Table 3 

Path Analysis 

Bootstrapping 

 Relationship Beta S.D 
T 

Values 

P 

Values 
L.L U.L Decision 

H1 DTL -> IWB 0.213 0.059 3.631 0 0.094 0.325 Supported 

H2 DTL -> OA 0.569 0.089 6.364 0 0.392 0.744 Supported 

H3 OA -> IWB 0.48 0.068 7.047 0 0.339 0.607 Supported 

H4 DTL -> DS 0.624 0.073 8.598 0 0.48 0.765 Supported 

H5 DS -> IWB 0.192 0.071 2.697 0.007 0.062 0.342 Supported 

Mediation Effects 

H6 DTL -> OA -> IWB 0.274 0.051 5.338 0 0.169 0.371 Supported 

H7 DTL -> DS -> IWB 0.119 0.046 2.62 0.009 0.037 0.216 Supported 

 



The Mediating Role of Knowledge Sharing between Innovation Work Behavior … 60 

 
Figure 2: Structural Model Assessment 

 

6. DISCUSSION 
 

 We had proposed, based on the existing literature, that IWB is significantly influenced 

positively by digital transformational leadership (i.e., H1). Supporting H1, the findings 

demonstrate that IWB is positively influenced by DTL. In this study, literature analysis and 

NIT showed that organizational challenges are managed in a better way by the 

transformational leader particularly in a creative and technological context (De Waal¹  

et al., 2016). In order to stay updated and compete in the market, businesses should be run 

by the leaders who have ability of transformational leadership which is a necessary trait for 

digitalization and adaptation of innovative operations (Porfírio et al., 2021). 
 

 Similar kind of support was given to H2, which proposed that digital transformation 

leadership is significantly influenced by OA. According to the literature OA capability can, 

as expected, help shape the change they want to implement (Li, Wu, Cao, & Wang, 2021). 

For enterprises to be nimble and carry out NIT-conceptualized digital transformation 

efforts (Darvishmotevali et al., 2020; Teichert, 2019). To be agile and adopt NIT's concepts 

for digital transformation, they must concentrate on strengthening organizational learning 

and promoting appropriate knowledge management techniques (DiMaggio, 1991; Walsh, 

1995). In order for enterprises to be more adaptable in a digital world, they also need to 

implement agile ICT systems and HR practices (Menon & Suresh, 2020).  
 

 Instead of focusing on software development's fundamental work mechanism the 

majority of previous studies (Hoda, Salleh, Grundy, & Tee, 2017; Hron & Obwegeser, 

2022). have focused on software development's effectiveness of organizational agility 

practices. As a result, the Agility ideas and structures have not yet been structured and 
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widely used in academia (Patel & Sambasivan, 2021). As a result, in order to comprehend 

the Agile work mechanism, a research model with constructs and verifications was 

established using the core values of the Agile Manifesto which serve as the reference point 

for Agile (Park & Cho, 2022). Agility, focus on the needs of the client, being helpful, and 

information sharing are some of these principles. This study demonstrated that members' 

innovativeness is enhanced by agility by improving their levels of cooperative behavior at 

work and digital information exchange (H3). 
 

 H6. argued that the link between digital transformational leadership and innovative 

work behavior is mediated by organizational agility, and H6. proposed that the interaction 

between the two is beneficial. The data study validated the relationship among OA and 

DTL (H2). Previous studies have shown that through developing connections with 

subordinates, transformational leaders may motivate staff to innovate and take measured 

risks when faced with obstacles and possibilities. These results agreed with those of these 

prior investigations (Veiseh & Eghbali, 2014). As a result, in order for businesses to 

achieve success in digital transformation they need to look for leaders who possess IWB 

traits and can see issues from a variety of perspectives that could affect OA. In addition, 

H6 was supported empirically and related to the previous hypothesis (H2). Agility can be 

managed by connecting employ behavior with the organizational mission statement. In this 

way transformational leaders may have an impact on OA and IWB (Babnik et al., 2014). 
 

 The mediation effect of digital strategy was examined in the final set of hypotheses. It 

was hypothesized that digital strategy acted as a mediator between innovative work 

behavior and digital transformational leadership. Both hypotheses were confirmed. Based 

on a lot of recent research indicating that DS can drive innovative work behavior by 

improving decision-making processes it was not anticipated that the digital strategy would 

mediate the relationship between DTL and IWB (Mikalef et al., 2019). In this project 

digital technology business strategy alignment scale was observed in detail to measure the 

innovative work behavior (Li et al., 2021).  

 

6.1 Theoretical Implications 

 In the context of IWB, the current study contributes three new findings to the field of 

organizational and behavioral culture research. The study first responds to the call for using 

INT to examine how organizations are impacted by agility in the era of digital 

transformation (Dubey, Gunasekaran, et al., 2018). We experimentally looked into the 

relationship between organizational agility and digital transformation, as well as how it 

might serve as a mediator between DTL and IWB. As a result, The lack of INT research 

on the detrimental effects of OA on IWB, which have been vastly offset by the use of 

theories like RBV and the dynamic capacity framework, is made worse by the current study 

(Elia, Giuffrida, Mariani, & Bresciani, 2021). The majority of the prior research on 

leadership in digital transformation and OA has been investigative in nature or on just 

capabilities and resources (Al Humdan, Shi, Behnia, & Najmaei, 2020; Centobelli, 

Cerchione, & Ertz, 2020), like organizational behavior (Felipe, Roldán, & Leal-Rodríguez, 

2017; Li et al., 2021), IT resources (Irfan et al., 2019), flexibility (Ghasemaghaei, 

Hassanein, & Turel, 2017), creative thinking, and innovative behavior (Mihardjo & 

Rukmana, 2019; Ravichandran, 2018). Our research suggests that the NIT viewpoint may 
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be useful in examining OA and IWB as a complicated and interconnected organizational 

problem in manufacturing firms, highlighting the importance of leadership and strategy. 
 

 Second, by examining the role of leadership in the connection between organizational 

agility and innovative work behavior, this paper adds to the body of knowledge. The 

leadership role in organizational agility is a common topic in the literature currently 

available (Akkaya & Tabak, 2020; Dalvi et al., 2013). However, The body of knowledge 

regarding how leadership affects digital transformation is still in its infancy (Ardi et al., 

2020; Porfírio et al., 2021). The idea that digital leadership may support OA and IWB 

hasn't gotten much research up to this point. Our study's conception of digital 

transformational leadership and its conclusions may be used as a starting point for future 

research into our model, which can then be expanded to offer more information about 

knowledge management and behavior in technology-based workspaces. 
 

 The study adds to the limited body of knowledge and offers new insights into the role 

of strategy in promoting IWB, which is necessary to comprehend digital strategy as a 

mediator between DTL and DS. The majority of recent research on the role of strategy in 

digital transformation is conceptual and systematic reviews (AlNuaimi, Singh, Ren, 

Budhwar, & Vorobyev, 2022; Hanelt, Bohnsack, Marz, & Antunes Marante, 2021). This 

is reflected in calls for scholars to address this vacuum using empirical research and other 

theoretical backgrounds (Hanelt et al., 2021). We gave fresh insights using NIT as a 

theoretical framework in answer to this request. We emphasized that no matter how skilled 

an organization's executives are or how agile a business is, strategy alone cannot bring 

about digital transformation. Aligning the business model is one of the additional 

contributing variables needed for successful digital strategy (Correani et al., 2020) and the 

evolution of the organization's strategy (Lipsmeier et al., 2020). Future studies could find 

it useful to add these components to our conceptual framework by using the study's 

findings. 

 

6.2 Practical Implications 

 Despite the fact that this study was carried out in Pakistan, its results and repercussions 

can be applied in manufacturing and other organizations. For use in practice, our research 

provides two significant insights. First, the findings support the idea that digital 

transformation is a fundamental institutional shift that upends organizational culture by 

necessitating the development of new IT infrastructure and digital skill sets across 

employees and the entire organization. The new technology's acceptance is impacted by all 

of this, which delays the development of the digital strategy. Therefore, the adoption of 

technology by an organization should not be prioritized by leadership without taking into 

account how to recruit managers with the necessary leadership qualities and skills to ensure 

the success of such a change. As a result, our research suggests that transformational 

leadership traits like building trust, fostering teamwork, self-sacrifice, and leading by 

instance in addition to digital knowledge may best suit organizational shifts toward DT. 

This study can also assist human resources and training sections in making decisions on 

career and recruiting planning for projects involving digital transformation. 
 

 Second, procedures should be developed to encourage organizational agility and 

encourage innovative work behavior. Unfortunately, In manufacturing organizations, 

which are today some of the largest and most complex, public sector executives are under 
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pressure to accomplish more with less resources (Rieckhoff & Maxwell, 2017). Many 

organizational practices place a heavy emphasis on adhering to rules and guidelines, which 

discourages employees from being flexible and creative (Banihashemi, Heidarnia, & 

Allahyari, 2019; Sanatigar, Peikani, & Gholamzadeh, 2017). However, our research 

suggests that manufacturing organizations should adopt the concept of agility and learn 

from the private sector how to streamline processes and reduce bureaucracy in order to 

help develop the additional agility needed for the success of digital transformation. 

 

7. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
 

 Although this paper has produced a number of positive results, it must be acknowledged 

that it has some limitations. First, only a small number of Pakistani manufacturing 

organizations were included in this study. A larger sample, exclusive to many Pakistani 

manufacturing organizations, can be accessed for future research. Second, there are some 

limitations to this paper that could have an impact on digital strategy. Investigating digital 

culture and other recently discussed factors that aren't covered in this paper (Abhari, 

Ostroff, Barcellos, & Williams, 2021; Weritz, Braojos, & Matute, 2020), and management 

of knowledge (Zoppelletto, Orlandi, Zardini, & Rossignoli, 2020). The fact that only one 

nation provided the data for this study is the third limitation. This study could be developed 

in subsequent research by taking into account additional cultural factors and collecting data 

from nations with various maturity levels in the implementation of digital transformation. 

Finally, in response to the COVID-19 outbreak and the Pakistani manufacturing company's 

rapid implementation of digital transformation technologies prior to EXPO 2020, A cross-

sectional study approach was employed. Most likely, the potential of digital transformation 

leadership had not been completely utilized by the responders. It would be good to do a 

case study or longitudinal research to evaluate the leadership implementation of digital 

transformation's maturity, as well as to document its stability and the lessons learned across 

time or locations. 
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