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The Influence of Transformational Leadership on Turnover Intention
of IT Employees: The Sequential Mediating Effects of Affective

Commitment Job Satisfaction and Organizational Citizenship Behavior

LI Cheng —jin HU Sai —sai HUANG Yong

( School of Business Northwest Normal University Lanzhou 730070 China)
Abstract: Although the relationship between transformational leadership and employee turnover has been
extensively examined the research on the influence mechanism of transformational leadership is still insuf-
ficient. By integrating social exchange theory affective events theory and turnover theory this study inves—
tigated the sequential mediating effects of affective commitment job satisfaction and organizational citizen—
ship behavior on the relationship between transformational leadership and employees” turnover intention.
With survey data of 520 IT employees the Process Macro program was used to test the research model.
The results show that transformational leadership has a significant negative predictive effect on subordi-
nates”turnover intention. The affective commitment job satisfaction and organizational citizenship behavior
play an intermediary role between transformational leadership and subordinates” turnover intention. The
transformational leadership can indirectly influence subordinates” turnover intention by means of the se—
quential mediating effects of affective commitment job satisfaction and organizational citizenship behavior.
Key words: transformational leadership; affective commitment; job satisfaction; organizational citizenship

behavior; turnover Intention
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