1JSSB Volume 1 (Issue 2) January, 2025

Leadership Styles and Employees’ Commitment in the
Hospitality Sectors: The Case of Four-Star Hotels in
Hawassa City, Sidama, Ethiopia

Emshaw Kebede?, Sintayehu Hailu (PhD)?, Kassegn Berhanu (PhD)?

1Emshaw Kebede, Department of Tourism and Hotel Management, Injibara University, Awi,
Ethiopia

2Sintayehu Hailu (PhD), Department of Economics, Hawassa University, Ethiopia

3Kassegn Berhanu (PhD), Department of Tourism and Hotel Management, Debre Berhan
University Ethiopia)

Corresponding author: (emshawkebede@gmail.com)

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to investigate the association between leadership styles on
employee commitment in four-star hotels in Hawassa City, Sidama regional state. The
study used a descriptive and explanatory research design and collected quantitative data
from employees in four-star hotels. The findings revealed that the commitment level of
employees in the hotels was moderate, with autocratic leadership being the dominant
style. Democratic, transformational, and laissez-faire leadership styles had positive
and significant associations with three dimensions of employee commitment, while
autocratic leadership style had a positive and significant effect on affective commitment.
However, transactional leadership style had a negative and significant effect on
employee commitment. The researcher recommended that transformational and
democratic leadership styles have to be emphasized in the hotel industry to enhance
employee commitment and retention.
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Introduction

Leadership critically determines organizational success, particularly in
competitive global markets where effective leadership enables managers to
influence employee behavior, drive motivation, and achieve goals (Naile &
Selesho, 2014). Leadership integrates attitudes, behaviors, skills, and values,
tailored to the needs of employees and organizations (Alkhatani, 2016).
Leadership styles, including transformational, transactional, laissez-faire,
autocratic, and democratic approaches, significantly impact employee
commitment and organizational outcomes. This study explores how leadership
styles influence employee commitment in 4-star hotels in Hawassa, Ethiopia, using
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advanced methodologies like Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and Structural
Equation Modeling (SEM).

Leadership is the ability to inspire and motivate employees toward achieving
organizational goals (Gurr & Drysdale, 2020). It involves influencing behaviors to
ensure success, which is particularly important in sectors like hospitality, where
demands are unpredictable and often require rapid, ad hoc managerial responses
(Wood, 1994; Al-Ababneh, 2013). Employee commitment, defined by Vance
(2006) as the willingness to persist with organizational goals, is critical for
reducing turnover, absenteeism, and dissatisfaction. Meyer and Allen (1997)
categorized commitment into three types: affective (emotional attachment),
continuance (costs associated with leaving), and normative (sense of obligation).

Transformational leaders inspire employees to exceed expectations by fostering
motivation, empowerment, and individual growth (Udin, 2023). This style
positively influences job satisfaction, performance, and organizational culture
(Eliyana et al., 2019; Khan et al., 2020). Transactional leadership relies on
structured exchanges, rewards, and punishments to drive employee performance
(Abu Nasra & Arar, 2020). While this style ensures alignment with goals, it often
negatively affects long-term engagement and performance (Devanadhen, 2015).
The study hypothesizes:

Laissez-faire leadership emphasizes minimal interference, granting employees
autonomy and decision-making power (Northouse, 2013). While this approach
fosters independence, it risks neglecting necessary guidance and support,
potentially leading to reduced commitment (Igbal et al., 2021).

Autocratic leaders make decisions unilaterally, often excelling in crisis situations
requiring quick, decisive actions (Ebrahim, 2018). However, this style can stifle
innovation and employee morale when overused (Khudhair et al., 2022).
Democratic leaders engage employees in decision-making, fostering collaboration,
innovation, and problem-solving (Bhatti et al., 2012). This style enhances job
satisfaction, team performance, and organizational commitment (Jiang, 2014;
Hilton et al., 2021). In the hospitality industry, leadership is pivotal for attracting
and retaining employees, a critical need given high turnover rates and the sector’s
reliance on human resources (Hayes & Niemeyer, 2009). Research highlights that
commitment influences key attributes like retention, absenteeism, and job
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satisfaction (Chew & Chan, 2008; Meyer et al., 2002). Transformational and
democratic leadership styles are particularly suited to this industry, promoting a
positive work environment and employee engagement (Liggett, 2020; Tajpour &
Razavi, 2023).

Conversely, authoritarian styles such as autocratic leadership may hinder
employee innovation but can be beneficial in high-pressure situations requiring
immediate responses. The laissez-faire approach, while fostering autonomy, risks
reducing guidance and undermining commitment in structured environments.
Transactional leadership, with its focus on rules and outcomes, is effective for
short-term tasks but lacks the vision needed for sustained organizational growth.

To better understand these dynamics, this study uses CFA and SEM, offering
robust insights into the relationships between leadership styles and employee
commitment. These advanced techniques provide a nuanced understanding that
surpasses traditional correlation or regression analysis. The study’s findings will
address gaps in understanding leadership’s role in Ethiopia’s hospitality sector,
particularly in 4-star hotels in Hawassa. By identifying the most effective
leadership styles for enhancing commitment, organizations can adopt tailored
strategies to improve employee retention, satisfaction, and performance. This is
especially relevant post-COVID-19, as the industry rebuilds and adapts to new
challenges (KuZznin & Walker, 2019; Kdseoglu et al., 2021).

Research Methodology

Study design

The study utilized a descriptive and explanatory research design, focusing on the
effects of leadership styles on employee commitment within a four-star hotel.

Study population

The target population for this research consisted of employees working at a
four-star hotel in Hawassa City. The sample frame was created using a list of all
official employees from the hotel, provided by the Human Resource Department.
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Sample Size
A total of 403 employees from four-star hotels were selected using a simple
random sampling technique.

Data collection Tools

To collect quantitative data, the researcher designed a structured survey
questionnaire targeting employees in four-star hotels and resorts in Hawassa City.
We employed a scale with 28 items to assess leadership styles which has eight
domains.

Table 1. Reliability and Convergent Validity

Item Number of  Cronbach’s composite Construct
items alpha>.70 reliability>.70 validity AVE
Value >.5
Transformational leadership 3 81 .84 .68
(TFL)
Laissez-faire leadership (LFL) 3 74 .85 Al
Transactional leadership (TNL) 3 .88 .83 .54
Autocratic leadership (AL) 4 91 .85 .70
Democratic leadership (DL) 3 .90 .90 82
Affective commitment (AC) 4 91 .92 88
Continuance commitment (CC) 4 .89 .87 .80
Normative commitment (NC) 4 .90 91 .86

Table 1 shows that all variables have high Cronbach's alpha coefficients, indicating
good internal consistency, with all values exceeding the acceptable threshold of
0.70. The composite reliability values also exceed 0.70, confirming the reliability
of the variables. Additionally, the average variance extracted (AVE) values are
above the recommended 0.50 threshold, ensuring that the variables effectively
measure their intended constructs.

CFA was used to test the factorial structure of the before hypothesized
eight-factor measurement model (Figure 1). All these factors were allowed to
correlate. Each of the 54 measures was allowed to load only on the main factor of
interest not on any other factors. CFA was used to test the factorial structure of
the hypothesized eight-factor measurement before deleting the item that had a
factor loading of less than .50.
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Figure 1. Measurement model before deleting the indicators it's loading less than 0.5
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Figure 2 showed the loading factors of eight constructs with 28 latent variables
after removing items with loadings below 0.50, as per Tabachnick and Fidell
(2007), who suggest loadings above 0.71 are excellent, 0.63 very good, 0.55 good,
0.45 fair, and 0.32 poor. All these factors were allowed to correlate. Each of the
28 items was allowed to load only on the main factor of interest not on any other
factors. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed using AMOS, and 23
items (LS5) were removed due to low factor loadings (<0.50).
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Figure 2. The Measurement Model of the Study

TFLQ6.
e TFLQ7 7
e TFLQ8 6:

TNLQ1 6

CCQ4 7

) ccal

86

82

70

98

99

.90

95

98

TFL

TNL 0
04
LFL
.53 o
oL ~AX N o
or
0
07 03
DL : o 03
.03 00
AC 0 03
.05y
NC 6
19
CcC

In this study, all indicators significantly loaded onto their respective factors.
Model fit indices, including CMIN/df, GFI, CFI, TLI, IFI, SRMR, RMSEA, and
PCLOSE, all met acceptable thresholds (Uiiman, 2001; Hu & Bentler, 1999;
Bagozzi & Yi, 1988; Joreskog & Sorbom, 1996). The eight-factor model
(autocratic, democratic, transformational, transactional leadership, laissez-faire,
affective commitment, normative commitment, and continuance commitment)
showed a good fit, with the following data: CMIN/df = 1.67, GFI = 0.911, IFI =
0.946, TLI = 0.97, CFIl = 0.98, SRMR = 0.036, RMSEA = 0.041, and PCLOSE =

0.99.
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Table 4. Fit measurement model of the study

Fit index Recommended value Sources Model result
P In significant Bagozzi and Yi(1988) .000
CMIN/df 3-5 Less than 2 (Ullman,2001) to5 1.67
(schumacker&Lomax,2004)

GFlI >.90 Hair et al (2010) 911
IFI >.90 Hu &Bentler(1999) .946
TLI >.90 Bentler(1990) 97
CFlI >.90 Bentler(1990) .98
SRMR <.08 Hu &Bentler(1998) .036
RMSEA <.08 Hu &Bentler(1998) .041
PCLOSE >5 Joreskog&Sorbom(1996) .99

Given the large sample size of 403 participants, the significant CMIN/df value is
expected, and a ratio above 250 is considered acceptable (Hair et al., 2006). The
chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio also meets the recommended fit level. As all
fit indices align with the acceptable thresholds, no further revisions were necessary.
The CFA results strongly support the reliability of the original eight-factor
structure (28 items) used to assess the impact of leadership styles on employee
commitment.

Result

Data was collected using questionnaires and analyzed using the Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 26 and AMOS version 24. The
findings were presented using tables and figures. Before testing the CFA and
SEM the researcher assessed both the univariate and multivariate normality of the
data were tested before conducting CFA and SEM. Confirmatory factor analysis
was also employed to test the fit of the measurement mod. Based on
Confirmatory factor analysis all indicators significantly loaded above 0.60 and
also almost all assumptions fell under the acceptable range. The demographic
profiles of respondents in terms of sex, age, educational background, marital
status, work experience, and family size are presented below:



1JSSB Volume 1 (Issue 2) January, 2025

Table 2. Demographic characteristics of respondents

Variables Frequency Percentage
Sex Male 219 54.3
Female 184 45.7
Total 403 100
Age 20- 30 202 50.1
31-40 185 45.9
41-50 15 3.7
Above 51 1 0.2
Total 403 100
Marital status Married 167 41.4
Single 231 57.3
Divorced 5 1.2
Total 403 100
Education level less than or equal to 4 1.0
12
Diploma 95 23.6
Degree 292 72.5
Masters 12 3.0
Total 403 100
Work experience less than or equal to 41 10.2
lyear
2 years 202 50.1
3 years 121 30.
4 years and above 39 9.7
Total 403 100

Table 2 shown the majority of the respondents were male, with a smaller
proportion being female. Most of the respondents were between the ages of 20
and 40, indicating a young and productive age group. The majority of
respondents were single, which may have positively impacted their job
performance. Over half of the participants had a first-degree education, and the
majority had worked for 2-4 years, indicating experience in the hotel industry.
The study included operational-level workers from different departments. Overall,
the findings suggest that the respondents were well-represented and their
demographics and work-related characteristics may have positively influenced
their commitment and performance. The findings showed that respondents were
eligible to fill out the questionnaires, which in turn ensured the acceptability of
the data reliability.
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Descriptive Analysis of Leadership Styles

This section presents the analysis of leadership styles obtained from the results.
Among the different leadership styles the three main types, namely
transformational, transactional, laissez-faire, autocratic, and democratic
leadership have been studied.

Table 3. Transformational leadership practices

Variables Mean Std.
Deviation

Transformational leadership style 3.64 0.65
Transactional leadership style 3.54 0.872
Laissez-faire leadership style 25 0.904
Autocratic leadership style 3.806 .907
Democratic leadership style 3.472 .896
Continuance commitment 3.49 .938

The survey results presented in Table 3 indicate that transformational leadership
is widely practiced in a four-star hotel, with a mean score of M=3.64 and a
standard deviation (SD) of 0.65. Among the survey statements, respondents rated
"the supervisor considers the moral and ethical consequences of decisions"
highest, with a mean of M=3.83 and SD=0.066. This highlights employees'
appreciation for ethical leadership and the significance of considering the broader
impact of decisions.

In terms of transactional leadership, it also appears to be prominent in the
four-star hotel, with a mean score of M=3.54 and SD=0.872. This is consistent
with literature on transactional leadership, which focuses on the use of rewards
and punishments to motivate employees (Bass & Avolio, 1995, 2004; Higgins,
1994). Notably, the statement "My supervisor expresses satisfaction when | meet
expectations™ received the highest rating among transactional indicators, with a
mean of M=3.76 and SD=0.99, suggesting that employees value recognition and
feedback for achieving performance goals.
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In contrast, the laissez-faire leadership style is practiced to a low extent in the
hotel, with an overall mean and standard deviation of M=2.5 and SD=0.904. The
respondents rated the statement "my manager is always absent when he is highly
needed" at a low extent, with a mean score of M=2.61 and SD=0.897.

The data indicate that supervisors in this study are generally perceived as
autocratic leaders. The autocratic leadership style practiced at the four-star hotel
in Hawassa is significant, with an overall mean score of M=3.806 and SD=0.907.
This suggests a fair amount of agreement among respondents about the
supervisor's leadership style, indicating that employees experience a high level of
control and one-way communication in the hotel.

Conversely, the democratic leadership style is practiced to a large extent, with an
overall mean score of M=3.472 and SD=0.896. Among the survey statements,
respondents rated "my supervisor has a good relationship with the employees” as
the most significant, with a mean score of M=3.60 and SD=0.895. This suggests
that employees value positive and supportive relationships with their supervisors.
Based on the descriptive analysis of leadership styles, the researcher examined
the dominant leadership style practiced in the four-star hotel in Hawassa. The
findings reveal that the autocratic leadership style had the highest mean score of
3.806 (SD=0.907) compared to other styles, indicating that most respondents
perceive the leader's behaviors as moderately inclined toward the autocratic style.
However, it is important to note that all assessed leadership styles had mean
scores above 3, suggesting they are perceived as at least moderately relevant in
leadership contexts. According to Zaidation (2009), a mean score below 3 is
considered low, a score from 3 to 3.79 is considered moderate, and a score above
3.8 is considered high. It is also noteworthy that the laissez-faire leadership style
had the lowest mean score of 2.5, indicating it is rated lower than the other styles.

Respondents exhibited moderate levels of commitment across all three types
assessed, with mean scores above 3. According to Zaidation (2009), scores below
3 indicate low commitment, scores from 3 to 3.7 indicate moderate commitment,
and scores above 3.8 indicate high commitment. Affective commitment,
reflecting emotional attachment to the organization, had a mean score of 3.125,
indicating moderate attachment. Normative commitment, based on a sense of

obligation, had a mean score of 3.202, suggesting a moderate sense of duty.
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Continuance commitment, driven by perceived costs of leaving, scored 3.49,
indicating a slightly higher level than affective and normative commitment.
Overall, respondents demonstrated moderate commitment, with the highest-level
being continuance commitment.

Figure 3. Hypothesized structural model of leadership style on employee commitment
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The results indicated the fit indices for the research model as the SEM results
showed the fit indices (except for CMIN/df) of the model met the acceptable
cut-off values CMIN= 1020.96, DF= 321, p =.000, CMIN/df=, 3.18, SRMR=
0.067, CFI= 0.938, IFI= .939, TLI= .927, RMSEA =0.074. Also, the results
indicated that the structural model fits the data fairly well. The CMIN/df value

showed a statistically significant value; however, it is acceptable with a large data
set of 403 samples (Hair et al., 2006).
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Table 5. The Estimation for Regression weights of the hypothesized model

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
AC <-- TFL 1.964 .183 10.715 Fhx par_23
AC <-- TNL -3.661 422 -8.668 Fkx par_24
AC <-- LFL 1.005 .153 6.578 Fhx par_25
AC <-- DL 1.341 .223 6.004 Fkx par_26
NC <-- TFL 507 128 3.945 Fkx par_27
NC <-- TNL -.870 .251 -3.474 Fhx par_28
NC <-- LFL 242 .105 2.303 .021 par_29
NC <-- DL .399 .150 2.656 .008 par_30
cC <-- TFL 1.742 A71 10.201 falaid par_31
CcC <-- TNL -3.511 415 -8.464 Fhx par_32
cC <-- LFL .868 144 6.035 falaked par_33
CcC <-- DL 1.356 214 6.336 Fhx par_34
AC <-- AL .236 101 2.336 .025 par_42
NC <-- AL .055 .107 517 .605 par_43
CcC <-- AL .168 .136 1.233 217 par_44

Transformational leadership (TFL), Transactional leadership (TNL), Laissez-faire leadership
(LFL), Autocratic leadership (AL), Democratic leadership (DL), Affective commitment (AC),
Normative commitment (NC), and Continuance commitment (CC).

A structural equation model generated through AMOS was used to test the effect
of leadership style on employee commitment. A good fit model is accepted if the
value of the CMINN/df is <, the goodness of fit (GFI) indices (Hair et al.,2010);
the Tucker and Lewis (1973) index(TLI); Confirmatory fit index (CFI)
(Bentler,1990) is >.90 (Hair et al.,2010). In addition, an adequate fitting model
was accepted if the AMOS computed value of the standardized root mean square
residual (RMR) <08, and root mean square error approximation (RMSEA) is
between .05 and .08(Hair et al.,2010) the fit indices for model listed below fell
within the acceptable range CMINN/df= 3.18, The goodness of fit (IFI)=, 939
TLI=,927 CFL=.938 SRMR=,.067 and RMSEA=.074

The square multiple correlation was .73 for affective commitment, this shows that
73 % of affective commitment is accounted by autocratic, democratic,
transformational, transactional leadership, and laisses-fair leadership styles.The

study assessed the effect of autocratic, democratic, transformational, transactional
12
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leadership, and laisses-fair leadership styles on affective employee commitment.
The effect of transformational leadership was positive and significant (p= .93 t=
10.7 p<.001), consecutively, H1 was supported. The impact of transactional
leadership was negative and significant (= -1.4 t= -8.668 p<.001), Hence H4 was
supported. The effect of laisses-fair leadership was significant but not negative
(B= .67 t= 6.578, p<.001), Hence H7 was not supported. The effect of autocratic
leadership was positive and significant (= .11 t= 2.336, p<.05), Thus H10 was
supported. The effect of democratic leadership was positive and significant (f=.69,
t=6.004, p<.001), Hence H13 was supported.

The square multiple correlation was .07 for affective commitment, this shows that
7 % of normative commitment is accounted for by Democratic, Transformational,
Transactional, and Laissez-fair leadership styles. The study assessed the effect of
autocratic, democratic, transformational, transactional leadership, and laisses-fair
leadership styles on normative commitment. The effect of transformational
leadership was positive and significant (= .30 t= 3.945, p<.001), As a result H2
was supported. The impact of transactional leadership was negative and significant
(B= -.42, t= -3.474 p<.001), Hence H5 was supported. The effect of laisses-fair
leadership was significant but not negative (f=.20 t=2.303, p<.05), Hence H8 was
not supported. The effect of autocratic leadership was positive but not significant
because the p-value was 0.605>0.05 (B=.03 t=.517, p>.05), p =0.605 Hence H11
was not supported. The effect of democratic leadership was positive and
significant (B= .26, t= 2.2656, p<.05), Hence H14 was supported.

The square multiple correlation was .84 for continuous commitment, this shows
that 84 % of continuous commitment is accounted by autocratic, democratic,
transformational, transactional leadership, and laisses-fair leadership styles. The
study assessed the effect of autocratic, democratic, transformational, transactional
leadership, and laisses-fair leadership styles on continuous employee commitment.
The effect of transformational leadership was positive and significant (=, .94 t=,
10.2 p<.001), Hence H3 was supported. The impact of transactional leadership was
negative and significant (=, -1.5, t=, -8.46 p<.05), Hence H6 was supported. The
effect of laisses-fair leadership was significant, but not negative (=, .66 t=, 6.035,
p<.001), Hence H9 was not supported. The effect of autocratic leadership was
positive and significant (=, .09 t=, 1.233, p>.05), Hence H12 was not supported.
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The effect of democratic leadership was positive and significant (B=, .80, t=, 6.004,
p<.001), Hence H15 was supported.

Table 6. Hypothesis test

Hypothesized relationship Standardized t- value p-value Decision
estimate

H1; TFL --->AC .93 10.715 Fkk Supported

H4; TNL--->AC -1.4 -8.668 faleie Supported

H7; LFL--->AC .67 6.578 Fkx Not Supported

H10; AL--->AC A1 2.336 .025 Supported

H13; DL--->AC .69 6.004 faleie Supported

R —Square = 53%
Affective employee commitment

H2; TFL --->NC .30 3.945 faleie Supported
H5; TNL--->NC -42 -3.474 Frk Supported
H8; LFL--->NC .20 2.303 faleie Not Supported
H11; AL--->NC .03 517 .605 Not Supported
H14; DL--->NC .26 2.656 .008 Supported

R —Square = 4%
Normative employee commitment

H3; TFL --->CC .94 10.201 faleie Supported
H6; TNL--->CC -1.5 -8.464 faleie Supported
H9; LFL--->CC .66 6.035 faleie Not supported
H12; AL--->CC .09 1.233 217 Not Supported
H15; DL--->CC .80 6.336 ekl Supported

Note. Model fit: CMIN= 1020.96, DF= 321, p =.000, CMIN/df=, 3.18, SRMR= 0.067, CFI= 0.938, IFI=.939,
TLI=.927, RMSEA =0.074
P value <0.001=***

Discussions

This study explores the influence of various leadership styles on employee
commitment in a four-star hotel setting, testing a model with eight constructs:
Transformational Leadership (TFL), Transactional Leadership (TNL),
Laissez-Faire Leadership (LFL), Autocratic Leadership (AL), Democratic
Leadership (DL), Affective Commitment (AC), Normative Commitment (NC),
and Continuance Commitment (CC). Data was collected from 403 hotel employees,
and results generally supported the proposed model, highlighting that TFL, TNL,
LFL, AL, and DL significantly influenced employee commitment dimensions (AC,
NC, CC), with some minor revisions needed.

Key findings include a positive relationship between transformational, autocratic,
democratic, and laissez-faire leadership styles and the three dimensions of
14
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employee commitment. However, transactional leadership was found to negatively
affect affective and continuance commitment, a result consistent with previous
studies. Specifically, transformational leadership had a significant positive impact
on all three commitment types, supporting earlier research by Erkutlu (2008) on
boutique hotels. Conversely, transactional leadership, known for its focus on
rewards and punishments, showed a negative relationship with employee
commitment, corroborating findings by Sofi & Devanadhen (2015) and Linjuan
(2010).

Unexpectedly, autocratic leadership demonstrated a positive effect on affective
commitment, aligning with research by Gavrea & Stegerean (2011), which
suggests that autocratic leadership can be beneficial in high-pressure situations
requiring quick decision-making. However, it did not significantly affect
normative or continuance commitment. Democratic leadership, as expected,
showed positive effects on all three commitment types, aligning with findings from
Elenkov (2012) and Bhargavi & Yaseen (2016), indicating that participative
decision-making fosters stronger employee attachment to the organization.
Similarly, laissez-faire leadership was positively related to all commitment
dimensions, contradicting prior studies that found it to be detrimental.

This research contributes to the literature by providing insights into how leadership
styles impact employee commitment in a hotel context. The findings suggest that
managers should adopt leadership styles that foster a supportive and engaging
work environment, which in turn enhances employee commitment.
Transformational, democratic, and laissez-faire leadership are particularly
effective in boosting employee engagement, while transactional leadership may
hinder commitment.

Conclusions

This study examined the influence of different leadership styles on employee
commitment in the context of four-star hotels. The study proposed and tested a
model with eight constructs: transformational leadership (TFL), transactional
leadership (TNL), laissez-faire leadership (LFL), autocratic leadership (AL),

15
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democratic leadership (DL), affective commitment (AC), normative commitment
(NC), and continuance commitment (CC).

Data was collected from 403 hotel employees, and the results generally supported
the proposed model with minor revisions. The findings confirmed the significant
impact of TFL, TNL, LFL, AL, and DL on the dimensions of employee
commitment: AC, NC, and CC.

This study contributes to the existing literature by providing support for the
majority of hypotheses and aligning with previous studies' results. It establishes a
positive relationship between leadership styles and employee commitment,
except for transactional leadership, which showed a negative relationship with
affective and continuance commitment. On the other hand, transformational,
autocratic, democratic, and laissez-faire leadership styles demonstrated a positive
relationship with affective, normative, and continuance commitment.

The practical implications of this research are relevant to organizations, as it
offers insights into how different leadership styles can influence specific types of
employee commitment. Managers are advised to consider the benefits of adopting
transformational, autocratic, democratic, and laissez-faire leadership styles to
enhance employee commitment. However, transactional leadership may not yield
the same positive effects on commitment.

To sum up, this study highlights the significance of leadership styles in shaping
employee commitment and provides valuable guidance for organizations aiming
to improve employee engagement and loyalty.

References

Abdelwahed, N. A. A., Soomro, B. A., & Shah, N. (2023). Predicting employee
performance through transactional leadership and entrepreneur's passion among
the employees of Pakistan. Asia Pacific Management Review, 28(1), 60-68.

Abu Nasra, M., & Arar, K. (2020). Leadership style and teacher performance: mediating
role of occupational perception. International Journal of Educational
Management, 34(1), 186-202.

Afsar, B., Badir, Y. F., Saeed, B. B., & Hafeez, S. (2017). Transformational and

transactional leadership and employee’s entrepreneurial behavior in
16



1JSSB Volume 1 (Issue 2) January, 2025

knowledge—intensive industries. The International Journal of Human Resource
Management, 28(2), 307-332.

Al-Ababneh, M. (2013). Leadership style of managers in five-star hotels and its
relationship with employee’s job satisfaction. International Journal of
Management & Business Studies, 3(2), 93-98.

Albrecht, S. L., & Andreetta, M. (2011). The influence of empowering leadership,
empowerment and engagement on affective commitment and turnover
intentions in community health service workers: Test of a model. Leadership in
health services, 24(3), 228-237.

Alkhatani, A. H. (2016). The Influence of Leadership Style on Organizational
Commitment: The Moderating Effect of Emotional Intelligence. Business and
Management Studies, 2(1), 23-34.

Antonakis, J. (2011). Predictors of leadership: The usual suspects and the suspect
traits. Sage handbook of leadership, 269-285.

Avolio, B. J., & Gardner, W. L. (2005). Authentic leadership development: Getting to
the root of positive forms of leadership. The leadership quarterly, 16(3),
315-338.

Barnett, D. (2017). Leadership and job satisfaction: Adjunct faculty at a for-profit
university. International Journal of Psychology and Educational Studies, 4(3),
53-63.

Bass, B. M., & Riggio, R. E. (2006). Transformational leadership.

Bass, B. M., Avolio, B. J., Jung, D. I., & Berson, Y. (2003). Predicting unit performance
by assessing transformational and transactional leadership. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 88(2), 207-218.https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.2.207

Breevaart, K., & Zacher, H. (2019). Main and interactive effects of weekly
transformational and laissez-faire leadership on followers’ trust in the leader
and leader effectiveness. Journal of Occupational and Organizational
Psychology, 92(2), 384-4009.

Briker, R., Walter, F., & Cole, M. S. (2021). Hurry up! The role of supervisors’ time
urgency and self-perceived status for autocratic leadership and subordinates’
well-being. Personnel Psychology, 74(1), 55-76.Brotheridge, C. M., & Lee, R.
T. (2008). The emotions of managing: An introduction to the special
issue. Journal of managerial psychology, 23(2), 108-117.

Caillier, J. G. (2020). Testing the influence of autocratic leadership, democratic
leadership, and public service motivation on citizen ratings of an agency head’s
performance. Public Performance & Management Review, 43(4), 918-941.

Cherry, K. (2022). How to Lead: 6 Leadership Styles and Frameworks. Verywell Mind.

17



1JSSB Volume 1 (Issue 2) January, 2025

Chughtai, A.A. and Zafar, S. (2006), “Antecedents and consequences of organizational
commitment among Pakistani university teachers”, Applied HRM Research,
Vol. 11 No. 1, pp. 39-64.

Dasborough, M. T., & Scandura, T. (2022). Leading through the crisis:“hands off” or
“hands-on”?. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 29(2), 219-223.

Eliyana, A., & Ma’arif, S. (2019). Job satisfaction and organizational commitment effect
in the transformational leadership towards employee performance. European
Research on Management and Business Economics, 25(3), 144-150.

Gemeda, H. K., & Lee, J. (2020). Leadership styles, work engagement and outcomes
among information and communications technology professionals: A
cross-national study. Heliyon, 6(4).

Gurr, D., & Drysdale, L. (2020). Leadership for challenging times. International Studies
in Educational Administration, 48(1), 24-30.

Hannah, S. T., Avolio, B. J., Luthans, F., & Harms, P. D. (2008). Leadership efficacy:
Review and future directions. The Leadership Quarterly, 19(6), 669-692.

Haryanto, H., Suharman, H., Koeswayo, P. S., & Umar, H. (2022). Enhancing Employee
Engagement in Indonesian Logistics and Forwarders Industry: The Moderating
Role of a Democratic Leadership Style. Economies, 10(11), 284.

Hayes, D. K., & Ninemeier, J. D. (2009). Human resources management in the
hospitality industry. John Wiley & Sons, Inc., Hoboken.

Hayward, Q., Goss, M., & Tolmay, R. (2004). The relationship between transformational
and transactional leadership and employee commitment. Grahamstown: Rhodes
University, Business Report.

Hilton, S. K., Arkorful, H., & Martins, A. (2021). Democratic leadership and
organizational  performance: the moderating effect of contingent
reward. Management Research Review, 44(7), 1042-1058.

Ibrahim, M. E., & Perez, A. O. (2014). Effects of organizational justice, employee
satisfaction, and gender on employees’ commitment: Evidence from the UAE.
International Journal of Business and Management, 9(2), 45-59.

Igbal, Z., Adeel, M., & Khan, M. M. (2021). The Effect of Leadership Styles
(Laissez-Faire, Transactional and Transformational Leadership) on Employees
Job Satisfaction: A Case Study on Banking Sector of Pakistan. Elementary
Education Online, 20(2), 1387-1387.

Ispas, A. (2012). The perceived leadership style and employee performance in the Hotel
industry- a dual approach. Review of International Comparative Management,
13(2), 294-304.

18



1JSSB Volume 1 (Issue 2) January, 2025

Jiang, J. (2014). The study of the relationship between leadership style and project
success. American Journal of Trade and Policy, 1(1), 51-55.

Kdéseoglu, M. A., Mehraliyev, F., Aladag, O. F., & King, B. (2021). Origins, evolution,
and themes of scholarly hospitality sources: 1960-2019. International Journal
of Hospitality Management, 94,102817

Kuznin, M., & Walker, J. K. (2017, October). Contemporary leadership challenges in the
hospitality organizations in times of uncertainty and change. In DIEM:
Dubrovnik International Economic Meeting (Vol. 3, No. 1, pp. 455-468).

Liggett, R. (2020). Toward a conceptualization of democratic leadership in a
professional context. Canadian Journal of Educational Administration and
Policy, (193).

Mathieu, J. and Zajac, D. (1990), “A review of meta-analysis of the antecedents,
correlates and consequences of organizational commitment”, Psychological
Bulletin, Vol. 108 No. 2, pp. 171-194.

Meyer, J.P., Stanley, D.J., Herscovitch, L. and Topolnytsky, L. (2002), “Affective,
continuance, and normative commitment to the organization: a meta-analysis of
antecedents, correlates, and consequences”, Journal of Vocational Behavior,
Vol. 61 No. 1, pp. 20-52. doi: 10.1006/ jvbe.2001.1842.

Michael, A. M. & Portia A. (2011). The relationship between leadership style and

employees
commitment: A study of Ghana oil palm development company limited,
(Master’s thesis).

Retrievedfrom:http://www.bth.se/fou/cuppsats.nsf/all/83bc6c5b08581989¢1257
90a004ccc35? OpenDocument

Moneva, J. C., & Pedrano, J. P. M. (2019). Democratic Leadership and Attitude towards
Time Management of the Student Leaders. International Journal of Learning
and Development, 10(1), 159.

Mutch, C. (2020). Crisis leadership: Evaluating our leadership approaches in the time of
COVID 19. Evaluation Matters—He Takes To Te Aromatawai, 1-24.
https://doi.org/10.18296/em.0058

Naile, 1., & Selesho, J. M. (2014). The role of leadership in employee
motivation. Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences, 5(3), 175-182.

NDP and Mariah Flores . (2022). 5 Types of Management Styles to Lead Effectively.
LinkedIn.

Northouse, P. G. (2015). Leadership: Theory and Practice. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications

19


https://doi.org/10.18296/em.0058

1JSSB Volume 1 (Issue 2) January, 2025

Ofobruku, S.A., Kamoli, M.K., Amagbakhen, O.R. (2012). Geographical Information
System Technology as a Decision Support for Hospitality Management.
European Scientific Journal, 8 (23) 38-64.

Okumus, F., & Hemmington, N. (1998). Management of change process in hotel
companies: An investigation at the operational level. International Journal of
Hospitality Management, 17, 363-374.

Porter, L.W., Steers, R.M., Mowday, R.T. and Boulian, P.V. (1974), “Organizational
commitment, job satisfaction, and turnover, among psychiatric technicians”,
Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 59 No. 5, pp. 603-6009.

Rothfelder, K., Ottenbacher, M. C., & Harrington, R. J. (2012). The impact of
transformational, transactional and non-leadership styles on employee job
satisfaction in the German hospitality industry. Tourism and Hospitality
Research, 12(4), pp.201-214.

Steyrer, J., Schiffinger, M., & Lang, R. (2008). Organizational commitment—A missing
link between leadership behavior and organizational
performance?. Scandinavian Journal of management, 24(4), 364-374.

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2007). Using Multivariate Statistics (5th ed.). Boston

Tajpour, M., & Razavi, S. M. (2023). The effect of team performance on the
internationalization of Digital Startups: The mediating role of
entrepreneurship. Int. J. Hum. Cap. Urban Manag, 8(1), 17-30.

Udin, U. (2023). Leadership styles and their associated outcomes: A bibliometric review
using VOSviewer. International Journal of Human Capital in Urban
Management, 8(4), 443-456.

Van Wart, M. (2013). Administrative leadership theory: A reassessment after 10
years. Public Administration, 91(3), 521-543.

Vance, R. J. (2006). Employee engagement and commitment: A guide to understanding,
measuring and increasing engagement in your organization. Alexandria, VA:
SHRM Foundation.

Wood, R. C. (1994). Organizational behavior for hospitality management. Oxford:
Butterworth-Heinemann Ltd.

Xirasagar, S. (2008). Transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership among
physician executives. Journal of Health organization and management, 22(6),
599-613

Yousef, D.A. (2000), “Organizational commitment: a mediator of the relationships of
leadershipbehavior with job satisfaction and performance in a non-western
country”, Journal of Managerial Psychology, Vol. 15 No. 1, pp. 6-28.

20



