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Abstract Contemporary leaders are increasingly chal-

lenged to execute their leadership roles with a higher sense

of responsibility. However, only a handful of studies have

empirically examined the influence of responsible leader-

ship on employee and organisational outcomes. Using

Social Identity Theory and Psychological Contract Theory,

this paper reports the findings of the relationship between

responsible leadership and organisational commitment

through the mediating role of employee turnover inten-

tions. A web-based online survey was administered to

collect data targeting a sample of 200 Australian employ-

ees working full time. Structural equation modelling was

used to analyse the data. The results reveal that perceived

responsible leadership significantly influences employees’

organisational commitment and their turnover intentions.

Moreover, the direct relationship between responsible

leadership and organisational commitment was found to be

partially mediated by employees’ turnover intentions.

Keywords Responsible leadership � Employee turnover

intentions � Commitment � Mediation analysis � Structural
equation modelling

Introduction

The notion of responsible leadership (RL) has garnered

increased attention in various fields of organisational study.

It has become part of numerous conceptualisations as to

what it means to be a responsible leader (Waldman 2014;

Antunes and Franco 2016). Recent corporate scandals and

ethical lapses have prompted questioning of our basic

thoughts about organisations’ management and the role of

RL (Fernando 2016; Stahl and Luque 2014; Fernando and

Sim 2011). Corporate collapses (Enron, HIH and World-

Com), product recalls (Volkswagen and Toyota), and cor-

porate excesses (Exxon-Valdez) have called into question

the responsibility of managerial leadership. Waldman and

Galvin (2008) suggested that the notion of responsibility is

missing from established leadership descriptors such as

transformational, charismatic, authentic, participative, ser-

vant, shared or even spiritual and ethical leadership. Sim-

ilarly, there are increasing demands on leaders to lead in a

way that is responsible towards not only the business

organisation, but its broader stakeholders. Maak and Pless

(2006) define RL as the process that leads to building and

sustaining positive relationships with both internal and

external stakeholders to the organisation. Therefore, RL

has emerged as an essential management discourse, and

appeals have grown louder for leaders to act responsibly in

a business environment that has lost legitimacy and trust

(Maak and Pless 2006; Antunes and Franco 2016; Miska

and Mendenhall 2015; Maak et al. 2016). The early stages

of RL development focused more on conceptualising and

exploring individuals’ values and ethical motivations. At

present, RL scholars employ less subjective and normative

assumptions and focus on leadership orientations and

capabilities rather than virtues (Miska and Mendenhall
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2015). Few studies have empirically examined the influ-

ence of RL on employee and organisational outcomes.

Organisational commitment is a key employee outcome

that leads employees to perform effectively. The signifi-

cance of organisational commitment has been well

acknowledged in leadership studies (Voegtlin et al. 2012;

Miska and Mendenhall 2015). To ensure employee com-

mitment requires effective leadership (Gardner 1990). An

extensive body of the literature is concerned with the

interrelations between leaders and the workgroup, partic-

ularly regarding how various leadership styles are related

to the level of organisational commitment (Meyer et al.

2002). It is argued that the behaviours of managerial

leadership determine how leaders establish direction, align

people, and motivate as well as inspire organisational

members (Kotter 1990). In other words, appropriate lead-

ership fosters a high-commitment environment. Hence,

studies on various leadership styles as well as employees’

organisational commitment have argued that leadership

responses drive follower commitment (Kim and Brymer

2011; Cerit 2010). The current challenge in leadership

concerns the capacity to create conditions in organisations

that influence employees to show higher organisational

commitment. Several researchers have suggested that RL

has a positive influence on employee’s organisational

commitment (Voegtlin et al. 2012; Doh and Quigley 2014;

Miska and Mendenhall 2015). They also suggest that due to

a broad range of stakeholders inside and outside of the

organisation, that RL can have a positive influence on

organisational commitment.

But does the relation of leadership and organisational

commitment remain the same when employees hide their

turnover intentions? Desirable responsible action by lead-

ers that meaningfully addresses stakeholder needs can help

elevate the organisational commitment level of followers

who expect such responsible behaviour from their leaders

(Doh and Quigley 2014; Miska and Mendenhall 2015).

These followers are likely to have increased attachments

and attraction to such leaders and their organisations. Such

attachments and attractions would reduce employee

uncertainty about their work role and help increase positive

attitudes towards their work roles (Voegtlin et al. 2012;

Doh and Quigley 2014). In such circumstances, leading

responsibly is likely to reduce turnover intentions leading

to among others, increased organisational commitment and

employee cost–benefits to the organisation. Hence, exam-

ining the relationship of RL with organisational commit-

ment may provide useful insights regarding employees’

turnover intentions when turnover intention is introduced

as a mediational influence. We follow recent organisational

studies where turnover intention was examined as an

antecedent of employees’ behavioural outcomes (Christian

and Ellis 2014; Brien et al. 2015). The justification for such

an approach is explained later in the hypothesis develop-

ment section. Therefore, in this study we propose and

examine RL as an antecedent to the three components of

employees’ organisational commitment (affective, contin-

uance, and normative commitment), and the mediating

effect of turnover intentions on the relationship between

RL and organisational commitment.

Industry reports, including some from Australia, show

that about one in eight workers, or approximately 180

million employees in 142 countries, is psychologically

committed to their jobs and likely to be making positive

contributions to their organisations (Gallup 2009). Over the

last two decades, studies on how leadership can improve

organisational outcomes have steadily increased, but only a

few have examined the role of RL in organisational prac-

tice. Currently, even more limited research exists con-

cerning RL and employees’ work-related outcomes, despite

the suggestion that RL can affect organisations more than

other forms of leadership. Hence, the findings of the rela-

tionships proposed in this paper should address some of

these concerns by providing guidelines for designing work

contexts to promote RL, lower employee turnover inten-

tions and increase employee organisational commitment.

Thus, the aim of this paper is to report the findings of a

study testing the relationship between employees’ percep-

tions about their managers’ RL responses and organisa-

tional commitment. In addition, this paper reports the

influence of employee turnover intentions as a mediator.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. ‘Lit-

erature Review’ section discusses the relevant literature on

RL, organisational commitment and employee turnover

intentions. ‘Hypotheses Development’ section presents the

development of hypotheses explaining how RL influences

organisational commitment directly as well as mediating

through employees’ turnover intentions. ‘Methods’ and

‘Results and Hypotheses Testing’ sections give an over-

view of the methodological approach and present the

empirical results from Australia. ‘Discussion’ and ‘Con-

clusion’ sections provide a discussion of the main findings,

followed by study implications, limitations and research

avenues, and conclusions.

Literature Review

Responsible Leadership (RL)

The concept of RL is primarily founded on stakeholder

theory (Freeman et al. 2007; Antunes and Franco 2016) and

operationalised from the perspective of employees and

their views of leaders’ actions to organisational value

creation (Doh et al. 2011; Miska and Mendenhall 2015).

Currently, several scholars (Waldman and Balven 2014;
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Witt and Stahl 2016; Maak et al. 2016) have discussed how

RL as an essentially normative leadership approach is

distinct from other values-centred leadership theories like

ethical leadership (Brown and Trevino 2006), servant

leadership (Greenleaf 2002), authentic leadership (Gardner

et al. 2005), and transformational leadership (Bass and

Avolio 1994). According to Maak et al. (2016), the key

difference between the values-centred leadership and RL is

the latter’s focus on sustainable value creation through

positive social change. Hence, RL can be understood from

a relational and ethical dimension (Miska and Mendenhall

2015; Maak et al. 2016). Scholars have suggested that the

study of RL needs to consider organisational perspectives

in terms of both antecedents (Stahl and Luque 2014) and

employee outcomes (Voegtlin et al. 2012; Miska and

Mendenhall 2015).

The notion of RL has been conceptualised as an

emerging concept at the intersection between studies in

ethics, leadership, and corporate social responsibility

(Waldman and Siegel 2008; Maak et al. 2016; Miska and

Mendenhall 2015). Maak and Pless (2006, p. 103) defined

RL as ‘a relational and ethical phenomenon, which occurs

in social processes of interaction with those who affect or

are affected by leadership and have a stake in the purpose

and vision of the leadership relationship’. RL is considered

to have a broader appeal than ethical leadership theories.

RL is a process model of leadership which is not directly

linked to the ethical characteristics of the leaders. Such an

interpretation (e.g. good virtues) in a global setting could

pose several limitations (Voegtlin et al. 2012, p. 5). These

authors therefore conceptualise ethical characteristics as

the antecedents of leading responsibly. From a broader

perspective, RL represents a concept that exists at the

intersections of two existing fields of study: social

responsibility and leadership (Waldman and Balven 2014;

Antunes and Franco 2016). According to Waldman and

Balven (2014), social responsibility has been a focus of

many studies, such as its relationship to firm financial

performance (Orlitzky et al. 2003). However, little is

known about how leader actions and decisions affect or are

affected by social responsibility. Doh et al. (2011) had

examined how human resource practices, stakeholder cul-

ture, and managerial support can influence employee per-

ceptions of RL. The current study focuses on RL from an

individual perspective and examines employees’ percep-

tions about their managers’ RL responses and the effect of

these perceptions on employee turnover intentions and

organisational commitment.

Organisational Commitment

Organisational commitment is a multidimensional con-

struct that can take different forms (e.g. Meyer and Allen

1991a). It can be directed at different targets, or foci,

including organisations, work teams, projects, and goals

(e.g. Becker 1992). This study focuses on employee com-

mitment to the organisation (i.e. organisational commit-

ment) because it has been studied most extensively,

particularly within the context of leadership (Jackson et al.

2013) but not with RL.

Organisational commitment is regularly conceptualised

as an affective attachment to an organisation. Accordingly,

this affective attachment leads an individual to share

organisation’s values and increases the desire to remain in

the organisation and the willingness to exert more effort

(Mowday et al. 1979). Researchers have found that

organisational commitment is a function of several vari-

ables such as job satisfaction, motivation, decision-making,

organisational support, reward, communication, and lead-

ership styles (Salami and Omole 2005).

Organisational commitment is known to comprise of

three components: affective (product of emotional attach-

ments), continuance (the costs of leaving, such as losing

attractive benefits or seniority), and normative commitment

(individual’s personal values) (Meyer et al. 1993; Brief

(1998). According to Hartman (2000), among others,

feelings of belonging and sense of attachment to the

organisation project affective commitment. It is related to

employees’ attachment and identification with the organi-

sation (Meyer et al. 1993). According to Dawley et al.

(2005), affective commitment makes employees maintain

their organisational membership.

As the name suggests, continuance commitment is about

the pros and cons for employees on the costs associated

with staying or leaving in the organisation. If they perceive

that the costs of staying are lesser than the costs of leaving,

they will continue to work for the organisation. According

to Murray et al. (1991), employees decide to continue with

organisation because of the fear of failing to find another

job and loss of benefits. The third component of organi-

sational commitment refers to normative commitment

which is about the pressure that employee’s feel to remain

with the organisation. According to Meyer and Allen

(1991a), feelings of obligation compel employees to stay

with an organisation.

Committed employees perform better (Larson and

Fukami 1984), and organisational commitment has been

considered as an antecedent to many organisational out-

comes (Meyer and Allen 1997; Meyer et al. 2002). For

example, organisational commitment has been found to

affect performance, absenteeism, attendance, and turnover

(Mathieu and Zajac 1990). There is a significant body of

the literature that suggests a link between leadership styles

to organisational commitment. Several researchers such as

Bass et al. (2004), Bass and Avolio (1990), and Stogdill

(1963) have demonstrated positive relationships between
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numerous leadership styles and employee attitudes, moti-

vation, and performance, all of which can affect organi-

sational commitment levels.

Employee Turnover Intention

Considered as employees’ withdrawn behaviour (still at

work but not engaged), employee turnover intention is a

precursor to turnover itself. Employee turnover intention is

defined as individuals’ withdrawal from their occupation or

organisation, and actively searching for other jobs or career

alternatives (Blau 2007). The concept of employee turn-

over intention has been studied by researchers in various

disciplines and through attitudinal, behavioural, and

organisational factors (Samad 2006). For example, work-

related issues (managerial leadership or organisational

commitment), personal issues (health conditions or illness),

external factors (social impressions about the organisation),

and job-related factors (job environment) play an important

role in employees’ decision to remain or leave the organ-

isation. Moreover, employees’ demographic variables such

as age and tenure have been found to be significant to

employee turnover intention (Cohen 1993). Bernat (2007)

referred to the reduction in employee turnover as a finan-

cial deliverance for organisations, and organisations spend

millions of dollars in building their human capital while

dealing with employee turnover issues. Myatt (2008) noted

that employees leave their jobs for several reasons, most of

which have direct or indirect relationships with various

leadership styles. Therefore, researchers are now very

much concerned about the direct role leadership plays in

employee turnover. In line with recent studies using

employee turnover intentions as an antecedent (Christian

and Ellis 2014; Brien et al. 2015), in this study, we use it as

an antecedent of organisational commitment.

Hypotheses Development

Responsible Leadership and Organisational

Commitment

Little is known about the relationship between the newly

evolved notion of RL and employee outcomes such as

employee commitment. However, various leadership

approaches have been investigated for their influence on

employees’ organisational commitment. These include

studies on servant leadership (e.g. Liden et al. 2014),

authentic leadership (e.g. Hirst et al. 2016), ethical lead-

ership (e.g. Bedi et al. 2016), and transformational lead-

ership (e.g. Ng 2016). RL as a social-relational process

considers employees as a primary stakeholder of a

responsible organisation. Given the centrality of social-

relational processes in the conceptualisation of RL, we use

social identity theory (SIT) to explain the link between RL

and employee commitment.

SIT (Tajfel 1974; Tajfel and Turner 1986) explains the

relationship between an individual and the group and

clarifies how people identify themselves and behave in

relation to the group. SIT has been used in various settings

including psychology (e.g. Turner 1999; Tajfel and Turner

1986), management (e.g. Tran et al. 2011; Kfirat et al.

2016), and to explain relationships between groups (e.g.

Tajfel and Turner 2004; Turner 2010). SIT suggests that

people’s self-image consists of an individual and a group

component. It is defined as ‘that part of an individual’s

self-concept which derives from his knowledge of his

membership of a social group (or groups) together with the

emotional significance attached to that membership’ (Ta-

jfel 1974, p. 69, sic.). The notion of SIT further suggests

that people strive to attain a positive social identity and

enhance their self-esteem and that this positive identity

derives largely from constructive comparisons made

between own and other groups (Tajfel and Turner 2004).

This theory has been empirically validated in leadership

studies as the social identity theory of leadership, recog-

nising leadership as a group process that develops from the

social classification and depersonalisation processes linked

with social identity (Hogg 2001).

In a leadership context, SIT would be useful to

understand when and why a follower likes the leader and

his/her organisation. In a stakeholder culture where

employees are a primary stakeholder (Doh et al. 2011),

by aligning themselves to a likeable leader and organi-

sation, employees can derive meaning and identity. For

example, Doh et al. (2011) proposed how a positive

stakeholder culture promoted by legitimacy-enhancing

activities like corporate social responsibility initiatives

could translate into attracting followers to the leader and

organisation. When followers are attracted to the leader

and organisation, the influencing process that is at the

heart of the leadership process can be enacted easily.

Responsible leadership practice can attract followers who

are also responsible. Because RL is about engaging all

stakeholders both internal and external, RL practice can

help create a positive stakeholder culture. Because of the

alignment of personal and organisational values, these

followers are more likely to be committed to their

organisations. Following SIT, followers’ attraction to a

leader and organisation is likely to increase the feelings

of belonging and sense of attachment to the organisation.

Responsible leaders as role models can increase the

affective commitment of their followers because it is

likely to increase their attachment and identification with

the organisation. Employees working for leaders that

demonstrate responsibility are more likely to be aligned
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with such a positive stakeholder culture (Doh et al.

2011), its values and as a result, willingness to maintain

their organisational membership (Dawley et al. 2005).

Accordingly, we hypothesise the following:

H1 There is a positive relationship between perceived RL

and organisational commitment.

Responsible Leadership and Employee Turnover

Intention

Researchers indicate that employees respond positively to

leaders’ behaviour that is predominantly employee-ori-

ented. Leaders’ pro-employee behaviours also influence

employees’ turnover intentions (Jaramillo et al. 2009).

The relationship between various value-based leadership

approaches such as transformational (e.g. Bass et al.

2004), ethical (e.g. Brown and Trevino 2006), authentic

(e.g. Hirst et al. 2016), and servant leadership on

employee turnover intentions has been studied. The

common thread across the findings in these studies is

how leaders engage and motivate followers to such an

extent that there is little or no room for the manifestation

of turnover intentions.

Employee turnover intentions may arise because of

several reasons; for example, low salaries, work overload,

relocation, layoffs, and job dissatisfaction (Schwerin and

Kline 2008). These intentions frequently end with actual

turnovers. Mobley (1977) modelled how employees’ sat-

isfaction affected their turnover and arrived at the con-

clusion that dissatisfaction with the job or leadership

affects thoughts of staying or leaving. Similarly, Griffith

(2004) indicated that the relationship between leadership

and turnover is best described through job satisfaction with

the work environment, including satisfaction with the lea-

der. Hence, if employees have a high-quality relationship

with their leaders and are satisfied with them, leaving the

organisation would entail psychological loss, making

withdrawal costly for both employees and employers

(Mossholder et al. 2005).

Applying SIT, a responsible leader can engage followers

by demonstrating responsible action with all stakeholders.

By aligning with a responsible approach to leadership,

followers are able to gain membership to the ‘in’ group

(e.g. Waldman and Galvin 2008), thus increasing the loy-

alty and attachment to the responsible leader and the

organisation. Increased engagement and feelings of

attachment and belonging to the ‘in’ group of the leader-

ship circle are likely to reduce any employee turnover

intentions. Accordingly, we hypothesise as follows:

H2a There is a negative relationship between perceived

RL and employee turnover intentions.

Employees’ Turnover Intention and Organisational

Commitment

The concept of employee turnover intention is not the same

as actual turnover, but is often used as a surrogate (Locke

et al. 1970; Fakunmoju and Kersting 2016). This is because

the intention to leave is considered to be the immediate

precursor to leaving the organisation. The literature largely

consists of studies examining commitment as an antecedent

of turnover intentions. These studies have found a negative

relationship between organisational commitment and

employee turnover (Jung and Kim 2012; Lee et al. 2012;

Meyer and Allen 1991a; Meyer and Allen 1997; Sahi and

Mahajan 2014; Faloye 2014). However, employee turnover

intentions have received attention in recent organisational

studies as an antecedent of employees’ behavioural out-

comes, such as leadership outcomes, employee well-being,

perceived organisation support, and organisation commit-

ment (Christian and Ellis 2014; Brien et al. 2015). Noting

that our study is about RL which is based on promoting

relations with internal and external stakeholders, an

effective responsible leader is expected to engage and

motivate followers through a relational approach (Maak

and Pless 2006). Given the role played by psychological

attachment/detachment in influencing employees’ turnover

intentions to manifest into actual turnover, we use psy-

chological contract (Rousseau 1995) to explain this use of

employee turnover intentions as an antecedent of organi-

sational commitment.

The role of turnover intentions on the level of com-

mitment to the organisation can be significant as turnover

intentions will negatively impact the relational aspects of

the psychological contract (Rousseau 1995). Psychological

contract refers to ‘employees’ perceptions of what they

owe to their employers and what their employers owe to

them’ (Robinson 1996, p. 574). There are two elements in

these contracts, transactional (e.g. pay and benefits) and

relational (e.g. career advancement opportunities, training

and development) components (Christian and Ellis 2014).

According to Christian and Ellis (2014), relational con-

tracts promote employees to envision a long-term future

with an employer, and that they will gain from such a

relationship (Robinson and Rousseau 1994). As a result,

they experience feelings of loyalty (Robinson et al. 1994).

Employees with intentions to leave are likely to psycho-

logically detach themselves from these relational compo-

nents. Turnover intentions could be entertained by

employees without the knowledge of the organisation;

hence, even though organisations continue to maintain

superior human resource practices to reward and develop

employees for a long-term relationship, employees wanting

to exit could have already psychologically withdrawn from

the organisation (Burris et al. 2008). The weak
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psychological contract results in the lack of commitment

and withdrawal behaviours that frequently follow turnover

intentions (Christian and Ellis 2014; Griffith 2004; Mobley

1977). Similar to these studies, in a responsible leadership

context where the relational element is central, we are

concerned about how turnover intentions influence the

relationship between employees and their leader and the

organisation, shown through their organisational commit-

ment level. Accordingly, we hypothesise as follows:

H2b There is a negative relationship between employees’

turnover intentions and organisational commitment.

As noted earlier, employee turnover intention has

received increasing attention in recent organisational

studies as an antecedent of employees’ behavioural out-

comes (Christian and Ellis 2014; Brien et al. 2015). RL is

primarily driven through a relational approach (Maak and

Pless 2006). As explained in our justification for H2a, when

employees are aligned with the actions of a responsible

leader, they are likely to have a strong attachment and

attraction to the leader and organisation. According to SIT

(Tajfel 1974; Tajfel and Turner 1986), employees identify

themselves and behave in relation to the group. A

responsible leader who can create a positive stakeholder

culture can attract employees who uphold responsible

values. Belonging to such an organisation would define

who they are and work will be more meaningful to them.

Under these conditions, there is little room for developing

intentions to leave. On the other hand, when the employees

have a weak alignment with the actions of a leader and the

organisation, they will be less attached and attracted to the

leader and organisation. These conditions can lead to

manifestation of thoughts of quitting.

Furthermore, as explained in our justification for H2b, in

a responsible leadership context, employee turnover

intentions can change the relational elements between

employees and their organisation and lead to changes in

commitment levels. A strong psychological contract

(Rousseau 1995) between the employee and the organisa-

tion would mean that employees’ perceive that the leader

and the organisation values their contributions to organi-

sational goals, and accordingly employees will increase

their effort and commitment levels (Rhoades and Eisen-

berger 2002; Ng and Sorensen 2008). On the other hand,

employees with turnover intentions gradually become

psychologically detached which can lead to lower com-

mitment levels and disengagement at work (Joinson 2000;

Taifor et al. 2011).

Given the above relationships, the question arises as to

whether employee turnover intention mediates the rela-

tionship between perceived RL and organisational com-

mitment. Employees who are highly influenced by

responsible leaders would turn up to work despite having

turnover intentions and may show higher organisational

commitment. However, employees’ turnover intentions

may have some relationship with organisational commit-

ment entirely independent of the RL effect. Thus, the above

warrants an investigation to determine whether employee

turnover intention mediates the relationship between RL

and organisational commitment. Accordingly, we hypoth-

esise as follows:

H3 Employees’ turnover intention mediates the associa-

tion between RL and organisational commitment.

From the above discussions, a hypothesised model for

this study is depicted in Fig. 1.

Methods

Sample and Procedures for Data Collection

Through a professional survey company based in the USA,

a total of 3500 email invitations were sent out with a

request to complete a web-based questionnaire. The par-

ticipants included a sample of full-time employees working

for a supervisor in various Australian industry sectors. To

exclude other types of employees with different views and

attitudes towards the study variables, only full-time

employees were selected for the study. The targeted sample

size of this study was 200, as in similar studies (Nyberg

et al. 2008; Gilbreath and Karimi 2012). In addition, a

power analysis was conducted with an effect size of .15 and

an error probability of .05, and a size of at least 200 was

deemed sufficient. However, a web-based survey provides

no chance to derive a sample based on any explicit selec-

tion procedure. Hence, the probability of any participant

being selected was unknown, and a non-probability

judgemental sampling was used to select potential partic-

ipants from the target population. Burns and Bush (2006)

had suggested that judgemental sampling is considered to

constitute an ‘expert’, ‘educated guess’ to represent any

target population. Finally, a total of 323 responses were

collected, from which were taken the 200 survey responses

for the final data analysis. However, 123 incomplete sur-

veys were removed, resulting in an overall response rate of

9.2%. The participants’ responses were anonymous, and

every step was taken to ensure the privacy of the partici-

pants. In addition, participants had the freedom to discon-

tinue their participation at any point of the survey.

In the demographic profile, 52.5% of the survey

respondents were women and 47.5% were men. The age of

respondents ranged from 18 to 66 or above, with a highest

being 34% for 26–35 years. Among all respondents, 28.5%

completed their bachelor degrees, and 32% had 4–5 years

of work experience. Lastly, respondents identified
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themselves as representing various sectors of the Australian

workforce with 15% from the financial sector, 4% from the

telecommunication sector, 11% from the health sector, and

65% from other sectors.

Measures

In this study, RL was measured using the scale from Doh

et al. (2011). This scale had a total of 13 items to opera-

tionalise RL from the employees’ perspective and their

views of managers’ actions. The Doh et al. (2011) scale

comprises of three subscales: stakeholder culture (e.g. this

organisation takes an active role in its community), HR

practices (e.g. our organisation’s programme for high

potentials helps in talent retention), and managerial support

(e.g. my immediate manager leads by example). Partici-

pants responded using a seven-point Likert scale (1 being

‘strongly disagree’ to 7 being ‘strongly agree’). However,

the questionnaire was simplified with some alternative or

synonymous words based on pilot test responses to

improve participants’ comprehension. In this study, the

reliability score (Cronbach’s alpha) of perceived RL was

.94 with all three components as a composite scale. How-

ever, the components of stakeholder culture, HR practices,

and managerial support had a value of .87, .93, and .95,

respectively.

Organisational commitment was measured using the

three commitment scales adapted from Meyer et al. (1993).

This scale had three subscales: affective, continuance, and

normative. The questionnaire contained 18 questions (e.g. I

do not feel emotionally attached to this organisation).

Participants responded using a five-point scale (1 being

‘strongly disagree’ to 5 being ‘strongly agree’). Ko et al.

(1997) conducted a study using Meyer et al.’s (1993) scales

and reported coefficient alphas of .86, .58, and .78 for

affective, continuance, and normative commitment in

sample 1 and .87, .64, and .76, respectively, in sample 2.

However, in this study, the reliability score (Cronbach’s

alpha) of organisational commitment was .88 with all three

components as a composite scale, and the components of

affective, continuance, and normative commitment had a
values of .86, .73, and .90, respectively.

Employees’ turnover intention was measured with the

scale developed by Donnelly and Ivancevich (1975). The

three-item scale used a five-point Likert scale (1 being

‘strongly disagree’ to 5 being ‘strongly agree’). A sample

from the scale was ‘I often think of quitting my current

job’. Donnelly and Ivancevich (1975) provided evidence of

the scale’s criterion validity, and the reliability of the scale

was indicated with a Cronbach’s alpha of .88 (Fournier

et al. 2010). However, the reliability score (Cronbach’s

alpha) of employee turnover intentions in this study was

.90.

For the demographic profile, respondents provided

information on gender, age, marital status, personal

income, academic background, duration of service at work,

hours worked per week, the industry they presently work,

and the duration of service under the reporting supervisor

or manager at the time of data collection.

Data Analysis Procedures

This study used structural equation modelling (SEM) to

conduct the data analysis. SEM is a feasible statistical tool

for exploring the multivariate relationships among some

or all of the variables, and it provides a comprehensive

approach to a research question for measuring and ana-

lysing theoretical models (Anderson and Gerbing 1988).

In this study, the two-step process for SEM techniques

(Anderson and Gerbing 1988) was used to test the

H2b

H3

Responsible
Leadership 

Organisational 
Commitment

Employee 
Turnover 
Intentions

H1

H2a

Employee 
Turnover 
Intentions

Fig. 1 Hypothesised model proposing the direct and mediational relationships
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hypothesised model. The first step tests the reliability,

factor loading, and goodness of fit for each scale of the

study. An SEM measurement model was used to estimate

the composite scale reliabilities and discriminant validi-

ties of the latent variables. This was achieved by com-

paring the correlations between variables. Unequal

correlations establish discriminant validity. Also, Cron-

bach’s alphas were calculated to determine whether the

instruments maintained reasonable ([.78) internal con-

sistency (reliability). The second step, the structural

model stage, focused on the overall relationship between

constructs by outlining the details on how each construct

appears in the model. Here, SEM involved an evaluation

of a structural model using path analysis (Byrne 2010).

For this study, the structural model specified that rela-

tionships exist among the variables as follows: (a) a direct

effect of RL on organisational commitment, (c) a direct

effect of RL on employee turnover intentions, and (f) a

direct effect of employee turnover intentions on organi-

sational commitment. Here, employee turnover intentions

were hypothesised as a mediator in the relationship

between RL and organisational commitment.

For the data analysis, SEM and factor analysis were

performed with IBM SPSS Statistics 21 software. The

programme established a measurement model for each

variable as well as calculated over-fit indices (e.g. Chi-

square, root-mean-square error of approximation, norm fit

index) and the structural coefficients in the hypothesised

model. However, an evaluation of a measurement model

using factor analysis alone does not establish causation,

and an explanatory relationship by itself was considered an

inappropriate method of analysis (Grimm and Yarnold

2000). Path analysis models specify causal relationships,

but assume that observed variables are measured without

errors. SEM analysis is widely used in path analysis

because SEM models take into account ‘the total effect of

the explanatory variable on a dependent variable’ (Raykov

and Marcoulides 2000). Moreover, SEM considers the

direct and indirect effects of one variable on another as

well as the measurement errors in observed variables.

According to Grimm and Yarnold (2000), the accommo-

dation of unmeasured random error and the evaluation/re-

evaluation of score reliability are the greatest attractions of

SEM.

This study also considered a mediation effect of

employees’ turnover intentions over the relationship of

employees’ perceived RL and organisational commitment.

To justify this mediating role, a couple of conditions need

to be met. First, RL must be related to both employee

turnover intentions and organisational commitment, and

second, the inclusion of employee turnover intentions into

the analysis must reduce the initially observed relationship

between RL and organisational commitment. As a general

rule, a partially mediated model is supported when the

value of indirect effect path (ab) is smaller than the value

of total effect path (c) with the same sign. The bootstrap-

ping approach is considered a more valid and powerful

method for testing mediation effects. Thus, as per Hayes

(2009), it should be the preferred method for mediation

analysis. The bootstrapping function in AMOS software is

used in SEM due to two reasons. First, it uses number of

goodness-of-fit indices to assess whether the hypothesised

model fits the observed data to meet the two-step approach

of Anderson and Gerbing (1988). Second, rather than

testing separate regression analyses, SEM allows testing a

mediating hypothesis. According to Byrne (2010), the

maximum likelihood estimation method which is used as a

default in SEM with AMOS simultaneously calculates all

model paths together. SEM differentiates two measurement

models, such as reflective and formative (Edwards and

Bagozzi 2000). In this study, all the measurements were

formative and posit a composite variable that summarises

the common variation in a collection of indicators indi-

vidually. Moreover, in a formative approach, each of the

measurements is dependent upon a constructivist, opera-

tionalist, or instrumentalist interpretation by the researchers

(Coltman et al. 2008).

Results and Hypotheses Testing

Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Test

Table 1 provides the descriptive statistics, correlation

coefficients, and Cronbach’s alpha for all the studied

variables.

Here, it can be generalised that based on reference cut-

off points for correlation (Cohen 1992), the magnitude of

the Pearson correlation coefficient revealed that there is a

high correlation between the studied variables. For exam-

ple, RL is significantly correlated with employees’ organ-

isational commitment and employee turnover intentions, as

hypothesised. No weak correlations were found between

constructs at the .01 significant levels for this study. Hence,

this might be considered as the primary evidence to support

the hypotheses of the study.

First Step: Measurement Model

Two steps of SEM (Anderson and Gerbing 1988) were

used to test the hypothesised model (Fig. 1). The scale-fit

indices and factor loading were applied accordingly. For

example, incremental (comparative fit index, Tucker fit

index, and normed-fit indices), absolute (Chi-square, v2/df,

p value, goodness-of-fit index, and adjusted goodness-of-fit

index), and badness-of-fit indices (standardised root mean
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residual and root-mean-square error of approximation)

were used following the recommendations of Hu and

Bentler (1999) and Byrne (2010).

In this study, RL was measured with 13 items to con-

sider employees’ perceived RL (Doh et al. 2011). This

scale corresponds to three subscales: shareholder culture

was initially measured by four observed indicators; HR

practices were measured by five observed indicators; and

managerial support was measured by four indicators. The

fit indices showed that RL fitted the data adequately:

v2 = 89.945, v2/df = 1.836, p = .000, GFI = .94,

AGFI = .88, CFI = .98, TLI = .97, NFI = .96,

RMSEA = .065 and SRMR = .052. Results of the con-

firmatory factor analysis (CFA) revealed that the 1

dimensions were significantly loaded on perceived RL

(from .60 to .90).

Organisational commitment was measured using the

three commitment scales adapted from Meyer et al. (1993).

This scale has three subscales: affective, continuance, and

normative each of which has 6 items, for a total of 18

items. The second measurement of this study, organisa-

tional commitment, corresponded to three subscales:

affective, continuance, and normative commitment. The

subscales of organisational commitment were measured by

six indicators each, and the combined scale fit indicated an

adequately acceptable fit: v2 = 185.98, v2/df = 1.71,

p = .000, GFI = .90, AGFI = .86, CFI = .96, TLI = .95,

NFI = .90, RMSEA = .060 and SRMR = .069. Results of

the CFA revealed that the 12 factors were significantly

loaded onto the overall scale of organisational commitment

(from .60 to .86).

The three items were assigned for employees’ leaving

intentions to create a single index tapping of employee

turnover intentions (Donnelly and Ivancevich 1975). Con-

ducting CFA revealed that the scale for employee turnover

intentions (TI) over-fitted, as there were only three items,

with GFI = 1, CFI = 1, NFI = 1 and RMSEA = .819 and

SRMR = .000. In addition, a composite reliability (Ray-

kov 1997) was measured from the structural model (Fig. 2)

with each of their standardised loadings for employee

turnover intentions; a reliability score of .88 was found for

the scale. The results showed that the three items were

significantly loaded onto the TI construct with (from .76 to

.95).

Finally, the loading of items on each construct was valid

and above the preferred minimum threshold of accept-

ability of .39. All values for the loadings were significant at

p[ .001. Furthermore, each scale had a Cronbach’s alpha

above the preferred .88 threshold of acceptability.

Second Step: Structural Model

In this study, the structural model specified the relation-

ships between each of the variables (i.e. RL, employee

turnover intentions, and organisational commitment) and

indicated the amount of unexplained variance. Parameter

estimates from the structural model were used to test the

hypotheses. Figure 2 presents the structural model along

with the regression weights. Finally, results from the CFA

provided evidence that the hypothesised model fitted the

data adequately (v2 = 626, v2/df = 1.6, GFI = .83,

AGFI = .79, RMSEA = .056, SRMR = .060; CFI = .95;

TLI = .94; NFI = .88). Therefore, both steps in con-

structing the structural model have been justified.

Hypotheses Testing

The hypotheses were tested using the parameter estimates

from the structural model; it was important to assess

whether the collected data violated certain key assumptions

within SEM. Hence, multicollinearity and normality were

checked in the analysis. The tolerance value and variance

inflation factor results confirmed that they were in the

appropriate value range without multicollinearity. How-

ever, the skewness value was in the range for all constructs

(.27 to -.48), indicating a normal distribution.

As shown in Fig. 2, the standardised coefficient for total

effect (c) of RL on employee commitment before entering

the mediator was significant (b = .782; p\ .001). These

results mean that hypothesis 1 is fully supported. Further-

more, as Fig. 2 shows, when employee turnover intentions

act as a mediator, the influence of RL on commitment

remains significant but declines (b = .432; p\ .001).

Therefore, it hypotheses H2a (b = -.55; p\ .001), that

there is a significant direct influence of RL on employee

turnover intentions, and H2b (b = -.52; p\ .001), which

state that there is a significant direct influence on employee

Table 1 Descriptive statistics and Pearson correlation coefficients for RL, organisational commitment, and employee turnover intentions

M SD Skewness Kurtosis Responsible leadership Organisational commitment

Responsible leadership (a = .94) 61.48 17.09 -.42 -.38 –

Organisational commitment (a = .88) 58.28 13.38 -.48 .00 .55**

Turnover intentions (a = .90) 7.93 3.96 .27 -1.14 -.56** -.64**

** p\ .01 level
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turnover intentions on employee commitment, are

confirmed.

The bootstrapping procedure in AMOS was executed

with 5000 resamples on the indirect effects of Hypothesis

3. Bootstrapping is a statistical inference that is based on

repeated sampling with replacement from an initially

given sample of raw data (Efron and Tibshiriani 1993). As

per Hayes (2009), statistical significance for the indirect

effect was determined by a 99% bias and accelerated

confidence intervals. This shows that employee turnover

intentions transmit almost all (b = .35; p\ .001) of the

influence of RL on organisational commitment, with 99%

confidence. Here, the indirect effect of employee turnover

intentions is significantly different from zero at p\ .001.

The total effect of RL on organisational commitment was

refined slightly but remained significant when controlling

for employee turnover intentions. As predicted, the results

support a partial mediation model, and AMOS delivers

the squared multiple correlations (R2) for each observed

variable rating. Individually, each R2 can be interpreted as

the proportion of the total variance in an observed rating

that is explained by all variables on which the rating

directly depends. Figure 2 shows that a large proportion

of the variance in the study variables can be explained.

RL explains 31% of the variance in employee turnover

intentions, and RL and employee turnover intentions

together explain 61% of the variance in organisational

commitment.

Table 2 summarises all the results from SEM for the

tested hypothesis. As proposed in Hypothesis 1, the direct

relationship between RL and organisational commitment

was supported. The findings demonstrated that employees

who perceive a higher level of RL from their leaders are

more likely to be more committed at their work. The results

of these hypotheses are in accordance with previous studies

conducted using other types of leadership approaches and

organisational commitment (Bass and Avolio 1990).

However, this study incorporates the relationship of RL on

employees’ turnover intentions and organisational com-

mitment in line with the previous leadership studies. Here,

Fig. 2 Indirect relationship between perceived RL, employee turn-

over intentions, and organisational commitment. Note n = 200.

Bootstrap resample = 5000, percentile and bias-corrected confidence

intervals are on 99%. e1–e34: errors terms for indicators, e35 and e36

are residuals for latent variables, RL1–RL13: the 13 items of RL, TI1–

TL3: the three items of employee turnover intentions, OC1–OC18: the

14 items of organisational commitment, where OC 10 (-.09), OC 7

(-.06), OC 12 (-.22) and OC 11 (.21) were omitted because of their

poor loading (C = 782, ab = .35)
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the different domains of RL have distinct relationships (or

in some cases, no relationships) with various dimensions of

organisational commitment.

Table 3 shows the details of the overall relationship of

both the variables and their sub-domains.

We then examined the model with two control variables:

age (categorised as 18–25, 26–35, 36–45, 46–55, 56–65,

and above 65 years) and tenure (categorised as less than or

up to 1, 2–3, 4–7, 8–11, 12–15, and over 15 years). Both

these control variables did not influence the relationships

that we specified in this study. For example, age was found

as non-significant for both turnover intentions and organi-

sational commitment (.007 and .399, p\ .001). Similarly,

tenure was non-significant for both turnover intentions and

organisational commitment (.030 and .556, p\ .001).

Table 4 below summarises the findings.

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is considered a

more sophisticated technique to test any hypothesised

model (Podsakoff et al. 2003). However, we carried out the

Harman’s one-factor (or single-factor) test and found the

total variance of all the used independent variables was

well below the cut-off point of 50% (37.75). Hence, it can

be suggested that the common method bias does not affect

the proposed model.

Discussion

This study examined the relationship between RL and

organisational commitment and the mediating effect of

employee turnover intentions. The results demonstrate the

relevance of studying RL from an employee perspective,

and they extend and qualify the literature on the relation-

ships between RL, turnover intention, and organisational

commitment in several ways. As predicted in H1, RL was

positively related to organisational commitment. The pos-

itive relationship between RL and organisational commit-

ment demonstrates that organisations can use RL to

enhance employees’ organisational commitment. This

result is in line with Doh et al. (2011) Indian study which

showed that RL may be an overarching construct that

connects employees to the organisation. The inherent

relational nature of RL can attract employees to leaders and

organisations, thereby increasing employees’ feelings of

attachment and belongingness. Such feelings can lead to

higher levels of organisational commitment.

Table 2 Summary of the results for the tested hypotheses

Hypothesis Relationship Beta value (b) with significance (p value) Results of

analysis

H1 RL on organisational commitment (b = .782; p\ .001) Accepted

H2a RL on employee turnover intentions (b = -.55; p\ .001) Accepted

H2b Employee turnover intentions on

organisational commitment

(b = -.52; p\ .001) Accepted

H3 Mediational influence of employee turnover

intentions on the relationship between RL and

organisational commitment

Direct influence of RL on organisational

commitment reduces from (b = .782;

p\ .001) to (b = .432; p\ .001)

Partially

mediated

Table 3 Correlations among all

the sub-domains of RL and

organisational commitment

(OC) (n = 200)

(RL1) (RL2) (RL3) (OC1) (OC2) (OC3)

Stakeholder culture (RL1) 1

Human resource practices (RL2) .62** 1

Managerial support (RL3) .58** .61** 1

Affective commitment (OC1) .41** .55** .49** 1

Continuance commitment OC2) .11 .08 .071 .07 1

Normative commitment (OC3) .39** .53** .45** .77** .18* 1

* p\ .01 level, ** p\ .05 level

Table 4 Estimation of the control variables (age and tenure)

Dimensions Estimate S.E. C.R. P (p\ .001)

RL ?TI

Age ? TI

Tenure ? TI

RL ? OC

TI ? OC

Age ? OC

Tenure ? OC

-.779 .122 -6.378 ***

-.186 .069 -2.7 .007

-.116 .054 -2.167 .030

.413 .093 4.415 ***

-.474 .065 -7.249 ***

-.043 .051 -.844 .399

-.023 .04 -.589 .556

*** p\ .001 level
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As predicted inH2a, RLwas negatively related to turnover

intentions. The negative relationship between RL and turn-

over intention explains the value of RL’s relational

approach, particularly when examined from an employee

perspective. It demonstrates responsible leaders’ ability to

develop high-quality relationships with employees as a pri-

mary stakeholder of the organisation and as a result attract

and engage employees to such an extent that there is little

chance of developing turnover intentions. Testing of H2b

found a negative relationship between turnover intention and

organisational commitment. We used the psychological

contract to justify this negative relationship. The results are

in line with previous studies showing that the damaged

psychological contract is reflected in low commitment and

withdrawal behaviours that often accompany turnover

intentions (Christian and Ellis 2014). This negative rela-

tionship between turnover intention and organisational

commitment demonstrates the significance of the relational

aspects of the psychological contract. Raja et al. (2004)

found that intention to quit was negatively associated with

employees’ relational contracts. Strong relational contracts

have been shown to relate positively (and transactional

contracts, negatively) to organisational commitment (Raja

et al. 2004; Millward and Hopkins 1998; Rousseau 1990).

Finally, the results of testing H3 show the critical role

employee turnover intention could play in determining

the effectiveness of RL in promoting organisational

commitment. The results of the study extend conceptual

claims of scholars (e.g. Joyce 2006; Myatt 2008; Jung

and Kim 2012; Lee et al. 2012) that employee turnover

intentions play positive and negative roles depending on

the leadership style and organisational commitment.

Employee turnover intention was found only to partially

mediate the effect of RL on organisational commitment.

One explanation for this result could be due to the dif-

ferences between the types of turnover intentions:

organisational-driven and personal-driven turnover inten-

tions (Raja et al. 2004). RL, as measured in this study

using Doh et al.’s (2011) scale, is more likely to reduce

only organisational-driven turnover intentions (due to

superior HR practices, positive stakeholder culture and

greater managerial support) than personal-driven turnover

intentions (due to career advancement ambitions, etc.).

For example, in the case of the latter, an employee could

be more passionate about advancing the career at what-

ever cost. Loyalty and commitment to the responsible

leader and the organisation would mean little to them in

the face of a promotion or higher salary and perks

elsewhere. Another explanation for the partial mediation

would be the significance of RL as turnover intention

only partially accounts for the effects of RL on organi-

sational commitment.

Implications of the Study

There are several key theoretical and practical implications

of this study. In terms of theoretical implications, first, the

current study extends our limited understanding of RL and

its relationship with an employee outcome, organisational

commitment. The study makes a novel contribution to RL

literature by drawing attention to the relational element of

RL and using SIT as an explanatory concept to examine the

relationship of RL and organisational commitment. Second,

the current study examines the unique meditational role of

turnover intentions in the relationship between RL and

organisational commitment. By testing turnover intention’s

mediational role, this study departs from earlier studies that

use turnover intentions primarily as an outcome variable.

Due to the relational approach of RL and because turnover

intentions occur in employees still in employment and can

be reflected in their commitment levels, we use psycho-

logical contract to explain the role of turnover intentions as

a mediator between RL and organisational commitment.

When employees are able to conceal thoughts of quitting,

the study draws attention to the damaged psychological

contract between such employees and the organisation, and

the impact on organisational commitment. Finally, when

employees hold intentions to quit, rather than the transac-

tional element, the relational element of the psychological

contract which focuses more on the flexible aspects that

presume a long-term relationship with the organisation is

likely to be damaged (Christian and Ellis 2014). The study

contributes to extant RL theory by drawing attention to the

relational elements of an employee’s psychological contract

and how with its relational approach, RL can address

damage caused to the relational element of the psycholog-

ical contract.

There are several practical implications as well. First,

the results show that RL can influence both employees’

turnover intentions and commitment. Hence, we suggest

that organisations should consider RL capability building

of managers to motivate and better engage employees.

Hence, organisations may introduce specific training and

development programmes to help managers to appreciate

the significance of RL practices and to examine ways in

which to promote these practices. Earlier studies have

noted that leadership behaviours can be learned and that

training can be useful in the learning process (Barling et al.

1996). Pless et al. (2011) had advised that RL qualities can

also be learned outside of a formal training setting. These

interventions could involve designing leadership tasks that

encourage managers to behave responsibly, thus aligning

with employees’ commitment and intentions to stay with

their organisations. RL places employees in a primary

stakeholder position and provides them an opportunity to
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be heard and understood. The shareholders of many firms

are increasingly demanding that their firms ‘do well by

doing good’, which involves developing new business

models that align social responsibility with profit max-

imisation goals (Waldman and Siegel 2008). However, ‘do

good’ behaviour also includes designing employee-friendly

HR practices and workplaces (Stahl and Luque 2014).

Mentors or leadership consultants could be employed to

advise managers to adopt and improve RL practices that

develop superior HR practices, generate positive stake-

holder culture, and provide better managerial support (Doh

et al. 2011). These efforts may effectively enhance

employee commitment and help reduce turnover intentions.

Second, mediators like employee turnover intentions are

not easy to observe because they are latent, unobserved

variables. The model in this study, which was constructed

based on earlier insights, is used to explain the necessary

intermediate processes in the development of RL. This

helps to clarify what are the most effective areas on which

to place priority to maximise managers’ leadership out-

comes and, consequently, employees’ organisational com-

mitment. Third, we suggest that managers who aim to

generate higher levels of employees’ organisational com-

mitment over the long term offer new programmes and

training workshops that improve RL behaviours. Organi-

sations may choose to revise existing leadership assessment

and development practices according to the dimensions

that facilitate the execution of RL roles. Therefore, RL can

also be regarded from a human resources point of view as

an opportunity to move forward in managerial leadership,

paying more attention to employees’ organisational com-

mitment and employee turnover intentions.

Limitations of the Study and Research
Opportunities

While several limitations exist in the study, they provide

opportunities for future researchers. This study collected

self-report surveys, and there is a chance that information

provided was biased because of socially desirable respon-

ses; in other words, participants may tend to present a

favourable image of themselves (Johnson and Fendrich

2002). This limitation could be addressed in future by

researchers testing the hypothesised conceptual model

using different data collection approaches (e.g. rating

responses from the perspectives of both managers and

employees). This would reduce the likelihood of socially

desirable bias, attributing more reliability to the results.

Use of the cross-sectional approach to data collection

was another limitation. In contrast to a longitudinal

approach, a cross-sectional study does not allow analysing

the data with a high degree of confidence. Therefore, future

research could aim to replicate findings of the study using

longitudinal analysis, as this would allow the development

of more consistent and accurate explanations for the causal

influence of the constructs and would reveal whether the

results using the model developed in this study would

change over time.

Future studies could further refine the hypothesised

model by using additional mediators (e.g. trust in the

manager) or moderators (e.g. work environment). This

could add more rigor to the study results. For example, by

adding employee trust on supervisors as a study variable,

researchers could study the extent to which trust on

supervisors could influence leadership effectiveness. By

studying the mediation role of trust between RL and

organisational commitment, researchers can help improve

the theoretical understanding of these concepts and their

relationships and develop novel ways to enhance employee

commitment at work. Similarly, future studies can extend

this model to examine the role of work environment as a

moderator between employee turnover intentions and

organisational commitment. The inclusion and testing of

other employee job-related variables should help develop a

more robust model and the likelihood of revealing critical

information to promote employee commitment.

Conclusion

Using Social Identity Theory and Psychological Contract,

this paper reports on the relationship between RL and

organisational commitment, and the mediating role of

employee turnover intentions. Taking a different line of

inquiry from earlier studies that investigated turnover

intentions as an outcome, this study applies turnover

intentions as a mediator to examine the relationship

between employee perceptions of RL and organisational

commitment. The results reveal that perceived RL signifi-

cantly influences employees’ turnover intentions and

organisational commitment. Moreover, the direct relation-

ship between RL and organisational commitment was

found to be partially mediated by employees’ turnover

intentions. Thus, study results show how RL can promote

employee attachment and attraction to their leader and

organisation and therefore increase organisational com-

mitment and reduce the harmful effects of employee

turnover intentions.
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