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Orientation: Employees’ perceptions of their leaders’ behaviour play a role in creating 
empowering environments where employees are willing to do more than what is expected, 
with retention of employees as a result.

Research purpose: The aim of this study was to theoretically conceptualise and empirically 
determine the relationships between employees’ perception of their leaders’ empowering 
behaviour, psychological empowerment, organisational citizenship behaviours and intention 
to leave within a manufacturing division of an organisation.

Motivation for the study: In the ever-changing work environment, organisations must 
capitalise on their human capital in order to maintain competitiveness. It is therefore important 
to identify the role of employees’ perception of leadership in contributing to the establishment 
of an environment where employees feel empowered, are willing to do more than what is 
expected and want to stay in the organisation. 

Research design, approach and method: A non-experimental, cross-sectional survey design 
was used. The total population (N = 300) employed at the manufacturing division was targeted. 
Two hundred completed questionnaires were obtained. The Leader Empowering Behaviour 
Questionnaire, Measuring Empowerment Questionnaire, Organisational Citizenship 
Behaviour Questionnaire and Intention to Leave Scale were administered.

Main findings: Employees’ perception of their leaders’ empowering behaviour (keeping 
employees accountable, self-directed decision-making and people development), psychological 
empowerment (attitude and influence) and organisational citizenship behaviours (loyalty, 
deviant behaviour and participation) predict intention to leave the organisation. 

Practical/managerial implications: Organisations should foster the elements of a positive 
organisation, in this case leader empowering behaviours, if they want to retain their employees.

Contribution/value-add: The results of this research contribute to scientific knowledge about 
the positive effects of employees experiencing their leaders as empowering. 
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Introduction
The concept of positive organisational behaviour and/or positive organisational scholarship has 
received much attention in recent years (Avey, Hughes, Norman & Luthans, 2008; Cartwright 
& Cooper, 2014). Positive organisations can be seen as focusing on the creation of overall 
wellness (Wilson, Dejoy, Vandenberg, Richardson & McGrath, 2004) in an attempt to sustain 
individual and organisational performance (Cartwright & Cooper, 2014). Components of this 
paradigm include leadership (Luthans, Youssef, Sweetman & Harmse, 2013; Van Dierendonck 
& Dijkstra, 2012; Youssef & Luthans, 2012), empowerment (Avey et al., 2008; Van Dierendonck &  
Dijkstra, 2012), organisational citizenship (Avey, Luthans & Youssef, 2010; Chiang & Hsieh, 2012; 
Paillé, 2013) and intention to stay within the organisation (Lam, Chen & Takeuchi, 2009). Research 
suggests that these components are crucial for developing a competitive edge within the global 
market (Youssef & Luthans, 2012). 

Globalisation presents leaders with unique challenges and opportunities (Van Dierendonck & 
Dijkstra, 2012; Youssef & Luthans, 2012), which relies on employees’ positive attitudes (Lavelle 
et al., 2009) towards their leaders’ behaviour. Stander and Rothmann (2010) found that for South 
African organisations to cope with everlasting change, employees are required to build new 
competencies, resources and strategies in order to react proactively to the polarised demands 
and work roles of the new business environment. Therefore, organisations need to become 
more innovative in order to cope with various business demands to improve competitiveness  
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(Taplin & Winterton, 2007) through capitalising on employees’ 
intelligence and creative thinking (Birt, Wallis & Winternitz, 
2004). Research suggests that leaders who encourage creative 
thinking stimulate the manifestation of various positive 
individual and organisational outcomes (Fong & Snape, 
2013), which in return cultivates a performance culture 
(Kontoghiorghes, 2014). This has led to a growing interest 
in understanding, predicting and developing empowerment 
and empowering leadership in research and practice 
(Kontoghiorghes, 2014; Van Dierendonck & Dijkstra, 2012). 
It is postulated that employees’ perceptions of their leaders 
may influence organisational and individual outcomes. 

Kuokkanen and Leino-Kilpi (2000) and Menon (2001) 
categorise empowerment according to three approaches, 
namely structural empowerment, psychological empower
ment and leadership empowerment. The structural 
approach involves entrusting power to others through 
effective listening, providing individuals with conditions 
to make them feel significant, emphasising teamwork and 
treating individuals equally, enabling employees throughout 
organisational ranks (Bish, Kenny & Nay, 2014). When 
applied to leadership, this approach involves employees’ 
perceptions of their leaders’ behaviour that will enable them 
to participate in a higher level of decision-making, providing 
them an opportunity to take calculated risks by applying 
innovative thinking and/or problem-solving (Konczak, Stelly 
& Trusty, 2000; Spreitzer, 1995; Van Dierendonck & Dijkstra, 
2012). Empowering leadership encourages and facilitates 
employees to lead and manage themselves (Tuckey, Bakker 
& Dollard, 2012) and can thus be seen as a positive form of 
leadership. 

The psychological approach to empowerment is based on 
the notion that empowerment relates to the perception of 
employees and the internal or cognitive processes that occur 
once structural and/or leadership empowerment has been 
implemented successfully (Fong & Snape, 2013; Spreitzer, 
1995). Fong and Snape (2013) suggest that empowerment 
could be viewed as a state that comes from within an 
individual, indicating that empowerment is similar to the 
concept of intrinsic motivation. Research suggests that 
empowering employees will result in the experience of 
positive work-related cognitions, which could result in 
increased employee satisfaction, loyalty, performance 
and service delivery (Bartram, Karimi, Leggat, & Stanton, 
2014; Stander & Rothmann, 2010), as well as organisational 
citizenship (Raub & Robert, 2010; Van Dijke, De Cremer, 
Mayer & Van Quaquebeke, 2012) and willingness to stay 
with the organisation (Tuckey et al., 2012; Van Schalkwyk, 
Du Toit, Bothma, & Rothmann, 2010). Therefore, leadership, 
and more specifically employees’ experiences of their leaders 
as empowering, is at the core of psychological empowerment 
(Bartram et al., 2014).

Leader empowering behaviour 
Suar, Tewari and Chaturbedi (2006) assert that the 
effective functioning of an organisation is reliant upon 

leadership that has the ability to influence tasks, strategies, 
organisational goals, beliefs, attitudes and behaviours of 
employees throughout a hierarchy. Further, a positive 
approach to leadership can leverage diverse strengths and 
capabilities and facilitate individual and organisational 
growth and development (Youssef & Luthans, 2012). 
According to Peterson (2014), rapid change in functional 
work domains causes organisations to dispense traditional 
hierarchical position-based leadership models in order to 
implement structures where decision-making authority 
is stimulated at lower ranks within an organisation. For 
this to succeed, decision-makers need to be empowered by 
leaders (Van Dierendonck & Dijkstra, 2012; Vecchio, Justin 
& Pearce, 2010). Therefore, empowerment is practiced by 
leaders through providing employees with development 
opportunities to establish self-leadership skills, which could 
assist in the facilitation of positive responses to new roles and 
responsibilities (Kontoghiorghes, 2014; Spreitzer, Sutcliffe, 
Dutton, Sonenshein & Grant, 2004). These leadership attitudes 
are clustered around the concept of leader empowering 
behaviour (MacPhee et al., 2014).

Leader empowering behaviours can be defined as a facilitative 
process where employees perceive their leaders to allow self-
control, self-regulation, self-management and self-leadership 
of employees (MacPhee et al., 2014; Vecchio et al., 2010). 
Empowering leaders will share information and delegate 
responsibility, encourage accountability, enable participative 
decision-making, coach, share information, lead by example, 
and show concern by listening and attending to followers 
(Arnold, Arad, Rhoades & Drasgow, 2000; Spreitzer, 1995). 
Van Dierendonck and Dijkstra (2012) identified delegation 
of authority, accountability and facilitation (encouraging 
learning) as the core dimensions of empowering leader 
behaviour. Laschinger, Wong, McMahon, and Kaufmann 
(1999) claim that employees who have access to information 
and resources, as well as support from peers and superiors, 
and who is afforded the opportunity to learn and develop 
within the work environment are likely to experience 
feelings of empowerment. Brouer, Coleman-Gallagher, 
Sablynski and Wheeler (2007) suggest that empowering 
management practices create a sense of ownership amongst 
employees, which can relate to organisation-serving 
behaviours and reduced turnover intention. Several studies 
have demonstrated how empowering leadership leads to 
various outcomes, such as employee empowerment (Van 
Dierendonck & Dijkstra, 2012; Zhang & Bartol, 2010), employee 
engagement (Mendes & Stander, 2011), commitment (Bordin, 
Bartram & Casimir, 2007), job satisfaction (Bordin et al., 2007), 
role clarity (Mendes & Stander, 2011), job insecurity (Van 
Schalkwyk et al., 2010), extra-role behaviours/organisational 
citizenship (Sanne, 2010; Van Dijke et al., 2012) and turnover 
intentions (Albrecht & Andreetta, 2010; Chen, Sharma, 
Edinger, Shapiro & Farh, 2011). 

Recent studies found that employees’ experiences of leader 
empowering behaviours are significantly positively related 
to the dimensions of psychological empowerment (Albrecht 
& Andreetta, 2010; Chen et al., 2011; MacPhee et al., 2014). 
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The environment provided by organisational leadership 
plays a key role in the psychological health and therefore the 
psychological experience of employees as well as the health 
of the organisation itself (Soonhee & Wright, 2007; Spreitzer 
et al., 2004; Wilson et al., 2004).

Psychological empowerment
Conger and Kanungo (1988) were amongst the first to apply 
the motivational approach in conceptualising empowerment 
as the psychological motivation of people in the workplace. 
They claim that psychological empowerment is a process of 
enhancing employees’ feelings of self-efficacy by identifying 
conditions within the workplace that foster feelings of 
powerlessness and removing them by means of both formal 
organisational practices and informal systems of providing 
efficacy information. Thomas and Velthouse (1990) build on 
the work of Conger and Kanungo (1988) by conceptualising 
empowerment as energy, instead of power, authority or 
capacity. In this sense, empowerment is not merely sharing 
authority to give more control over the environment or 
promoting feelings of self-efficacy, but more importantly, 
inspiring an employee to experience increased intrinsic task 
motivation. In Bandura’s model (1989) of human agency, 
he suggests that humans are influenced by what they have 
perceived instead of the objective realities (Bandura, 1997). 
In keeping with this notion, Thomas and Velthouse (1990) 
state that employees’ judgements about the observable 
organisational conditions are shaped by their subjective 
interpretations of reality. 

Flowing from this, Spreitzer (1995) defines empowerment 
as a motivational construct manifested through four 
cognitions, namely, meaning (subjective assessment of 
one’s job’s importance); competence (personal sense of 
efficacy to perform a job with skill); self-determination 
(sense of control, autonomy and freedom of choice in 
initiating actions) and impact (one’s ability to influence 
certain outcomes in the work environment). Together 
these cognitions reflect an employee’s active orientation 
at work, in which he or she wishes to be and feel able to 
shape the work role and context. According to MacPhee 
et al. (2014), a psychological perspective on empowerment 
indicates that empowerment is a dynamic construct that 
reflects individual beliefs about the person-environment 
relationship. Chiang and Hsieh’s (2012) research indicate 
that psychological empowerment significantly influences 
organisational citizenship behaviours, which impact on 
organisational performance.

Organisational citizenship 
behaviours
The process of motivating employees to perform beyond 
their job role has recently attracted researchers’ attention 
(Paillé, 2013). Organisational citizenship behaviours are 
organisation-serving behaviours employees engage in that 
are of a discretionary nature and do not form part of their 
formal responsibilities (Wittig-Berman & Lang, 1990). Various 

researchers assert that organisational citizenship behaviours 
are useful mechanisms that could promote organisational 
effectiveness that leads to improved performance (Ladebo, 
2009; Mahembe & Engelbrecht, 2014). Further, organisational 
citizenship behaviours are vital for organisational survival 
and effective organisational functioning because employees 
are willing to ‘go the extra mile’ (Lavelle, 2010; Paillé, 2013) 
in contributing toward achieving business goals. This can 
be classified as extra-role behaviours by employees (Raub & 
Robert, 2010). 

Various researchers assert that because of the discretionary 
nature of organisational citizenship, the construct can be 
classified as constructive, innovative and spontaneous 
behaviours (Ang & Van Dyne, 1998; Hancer & George, 2003; 
Kwantes, 2003; Wittig-Berman & Lang, 1990). Organisational 
citizenship behaviours can be seen from both the individual 
and organisational perspectives (Lavelle, 2010). From an 
individual perspective, these behaviours may include 
employees assisting one another with tasks, supporting 
peers learning new tasks and replacing an absent colleague 
(Hancer & George, 2003; Paillé, 2013). From an organisational 
perspective, these behaviours may include maintaining 
a favourable attitude toward the organisation, voluntary 
involvement in activities and defending the interest of 
the company (Hancer & George, 2003; Paillé, 2013; Wittig-
Berman & Lang, 1990).

Ng, Ke and Raymond (2014) argue that organisational 
citizenship behaviour is a global concept encompassing 
all positive organisationally relevant behaviours. 
This conceptualisation of organisational citizenship 
includes traditional in-role job performance behaviours, 
organisationally functional extra-role behaviours and political 
behaviours, such as active organisational participation 
(Bergeron, 2007). Van Dyne, Graham and Dienesch (1994) 
indicate that three interrelated categories can explain the 
organisation-serving behaviour syndrome, namely deviant 
behaviour, loyalty and participation. Deviant behaviour 
involves (dis)respect for orderly structures and processes. 
Loyalty involves serving the interests of the organisation 
and promoting its interest. Participation entails active 
and responsible involvement in interpersonal and social 
relations, being an internal change agent and contributing to 
organisational effectiveness (functional participation). 

According to Engelbrecht and Chamberlain (2005), because 
organisational citizenship behaviours are not a formal 
enforceable requirement of an employee’s work role or job 
description, it is viewed as an employee’s personal choice. 
In support, organisational citizenship behaviours may be 
the first an employee withdraws in response to leader’s 
behaviour. Withdrawing these organisational citizenship 
behaviours may threaten the internal health and reaction 
capabilities of an organisation (Ladebo, 2009).

Additionally, the experience of powerlessness, as a 
result of structural demands enforced by leadership, can 
lead to further withdrawal of organisational citizenship 

http://www.sajip.co.za


http://www.sajip.co.za doi:10.4102/sajip.v41i1.1215

Page 4 of 14 Original Research

behaviours, which gives way to poor in-role performance 
that could lead to actual turnover (Coyle-Shapiro, 2002; 
Feather & Rauter, 2004). 

Turnover intention 
Various authors argue that turnover has been a problematic 
area for management as it disrupts production schedules 
and becomes costly when new employees with appropriate 
skill sets need to be recruited, trained and brought up-to-date 
(Son, Kim & Kim, 2014; Taplin & Winterton, 2007). The issue 
of labour turnover becomes even more significant when key 
talent departs, especially during heightened competition 
and tight labour markets (Elanain, 2014; Kotzé & Roodt, 
2005; Truss, Mankin & Kelliher, 2012). Furthermore, research 
suggests turnover intention is mitigated by perceived 
positive work features (Paillé, 2013). Similarly, Spreitzer 
et al. (2004) argue that positive work-related behaviours, 
linked to psychological empowerment and organisation-
serving behaviour, are a function of managerial attitudes 
(behaviours) as well as work structure which, in return, 
impacts on the turnover intention of employees (Mendes & 
Stander, 2011).

Managing turnover intention is therefore imperative (Brewer 
& Kovner, 2014; Elanain, 2014). From the perspectives of 
this research, turnover intention is defined as an employee’s 
personal choice or decision to leave an organisation 
voluntarily to seek a more favourable or fulfilling position 
elsewhere (Brewer & Kovner, 2014; Sjöberg & Sverke, 2000). 
Turnover intentions are the most immediate determinants 
of the actual turnover behaviour within organisations 
(Ahmad & Rainyee, 2014). These turnover intentions are 
associated with various individual and organisational factors 
(Ahmad & Rainyee, 2014; Mendes & Stander, 2011). Brouer 
et al. (2007) found that employees leave organisations to 
escape negative work environments, whilst other reasons 
are related to career goals and financially more attractive 
opportunities. Coincidently, voluntary turnover is an 
employee’s personal choice and may be conceptualised as a 
mental consideration that is in comparison with alternative 
employment opportunities (Ahmad & Rainyee, 2014; Mujtaba 
& Udechukwu, 2007). Therefore, when an employee chooses 
to remain with an organisation, even under unsatisfying 
employment conditions, it is done with the goal to maintain 
a sense of status quo (Mujtaba & Udechukwu, 2007).

Relationship between employees’ 
perceptions of leader empowering 
behaviour, psychological 
empowerment, organisational 
citizenship behaviours and intention 
to leave
According to Mardanov, Heischmidt and Henson (2008), 
employee behaviour depends on the employee’s perception 
of his or her relationship with the leader. Leader empowering 
behaviour, as experienced by the employee, is correlated 

with greater feelings of empowerment (Fong & Snape, 2013; 
Greco, Laschinger & Wong, 2006; Namasivayam, Guschait & 
Lei, 2014) and results in positive employee attitude (Fong & 
Snape, 2013). According to Avey et al. (2008), leadership style 
and psychological empowerment are related to feelings and 
cognitions of empowerment. Greasley et al. (2004) accentuate 
the leader’s responsibility to assess the employee’s perceived 
feelings of empowerment. Mendes and Stander (2011) 
postulate that it is essential to investigate the role of the leader 
as he or she has a significant influence on the employee’s 
perception of empowerment. 

Fong and Snape (2013) found that empowering leadership 
is associated with psychological empowerment whilst 
psychological empowerment is associated with organisational 
citizenship behaviour. Psychological empowerment and 
empowering leader behaviours may predict a variety of 
organisational citizenship behaviours (Coyle-Shapiro, 
2002; Engelbrecht & Chamberlain, 2005). Organisational 
citizenship behaviours impact positively on an individual’s 
intention to stay (Avey et al., 2010; Coyne & Ong, 2007; Lam 
et al., 2009). Unlike other researchers, Paille and Grima (2011) 
and Paille (2013) found an unexpected relationship between 
altruism as a dimension of citizenship and intention to leave. 
Their findings indicate that the higher the level of altruism, 
the more likely employees are to quit, whilst higher helping 
leads to intention to stay. Coyne and Ong (2007), Paillé and 
Grima (2011), as well as Paillé (2013) identified willingness 
to stay despite hardships as the most important form of 
organisational citizenship behaviour to explain turnover 
intention.

The manufacturing division discussed in this article focuses 
on continually strengthening a high-performance culture. At 
the time of the study, the division was undergoing changes 
(people, work processes and technology) in order to keep up 
with global demands. As a result of continuous pressure, it 
has become increasingly difficult for the division to attain 
organisational objectives and motivate and retain employees. 
Employees reported a lack of support, recognition and 
motivation by management. Employees described their work 
as less challenging whilst opportunities for development and 
involvement in decision-making were lacking. For leadership 
it has become critical to understand how the employees’ 
perceptions of leadership will impact on employees’ internal 
motivation (psychological empowerment) and willingness 
to go the extra mile (citizenship behaviours) in order to 
retain them. These challenges emphasised the need for an 
investigation of employee perception of leader empowering 
behaviour, psychological empowerment, organisational 
citizenship behaviour and intention to leave.

Previous research provides a solid foundation for the 
assumptions of this study. The assumption is that leader 
empowering behaviour is able to impact on psychological 
empowerment, which will affect employees’ willingness to 
engage in extra-role activities (organisational citizenship 
behaviours) and essentially decrease employees’ intentions 
to leave an organisation. As such the purpose of this study 
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was to investigate the relationships between employees’ 
perceptions of their leaders’ empowering behaviour, 
psychological empowerment, organisational citizenship 
behaviours and intention to leave within a manufacturing 
division of an organisation. 

Based on the above discussion, the following hypotheses 
were formulated:

H1: � Practically and statistically significant relationships 
exist between leader empowering behaviour, psy-
chological empowerment, organisational citizenship 
behaviours and turnover intention of employees.

H2: � Leader empowering behaviour and psychological 
empowerment predict organisational citizenship 
behaviour.

H3: � Leader empowering behaviour, psychological 
empowerment and organisational citizenship be-
haviours predict turnover intention.

Research design
Research approach
A non-experimental cross-sectional correlational survey-
based research design was used (Salkind, 2012) to determine 
the interrelationship between perceptions of leader 
empowering behaviour, psychological empowerment, 
organisational citizenship behaviours and turnover intention 
within a manufacturing division of an organisation. Salkind 
(2012) indicate that this research design is appropriate 
to sample behaviours, cognitions and affect at a current 
moment in time. This type of design is ideally suited to 
address the descriptive and predictive functions associated 
with a correlational design, in which relationships between 
variables are investigated (Shaughnessy, Zechmeister & 
Zechmeister, 2003). However, no causal inferences can be 
established or inferred (Salkind, 2012).

Participants
An availability sample (Salkind, 2012) of employees working 
in a manufacturing division was drawn. A total population of 
300 employees working within the manufacturing division of 
the organisation was targeted, and 200 usable questionnaires 
were obtained. Descriptive information of the sample is 
provided in Table 1.

The study population consisted of mainly Afrikaans-
speaking (38.0%) male employees (67.0%) between the 
ages of 25 and 35 years (37.5%). The majority of the sample 
had a Grade 12 level of education (43.5%), had two to five 
years of service within the manufacturing division (30.5%), 
and was permanently employed (81.4%). The sample was 
representative of the actual population of the manufacturing 
division within the company. 

Measuring battery
The Leader Empowering Behaviour Questionnaire (LEBQ) 
(Konczak et al., 2000) was used to measure employees’ 

perceptions of leader empowering behaviour. The instrument 
consists of 19 items, scored on a seven-point Likert scale 
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
The scale measures six dimensions of leader empowering 
behaviour: delegation of authority (3 items), accountability 
for outcomes (3 items), self-directed decision-making  
(3 items), information sharing (4 items), skills development 
(3 items) and coaching for innovative performance (3 items). 
‘My manager gives me the authority I need to make decisions 
that improve work processes and procedures’ is an example 
of self-directed decision-making. The original instrument 
consisted of 17 items, but two items on information sharing 
were added from Arnold et al. (2000). These items are: ‘My 
manager explains his or her decisions and actions to my work 

TABLE 1: Characteristics of the participants.

Item Category f %

Gender Male 134 67.0

Female 64 32.0

Missing values 2 1.0

Age 24 years and younger 22 11.0

25–35 years 75 37.5

36–45 years 51 25.5

46–55 years 37 18.5

56 years and older 14 7.0

Missing values 1 0.5

Home language Afrikaans 76 38.0

English 62 31.0

SePedi 4 2.0

SeSotho 27 13.5

SeSwati 0 0.0

TshiVenda 6 3.0

IsiZulu 13 6.5

IsiNdebele 1 0.5

IsiXhosa 10 5.0

XiTsonga 0 0.0

Other 1 0.5

Years of service in 
organisation 

Less than 1 year 27 13.5

2–5 years 61 30.5

6–10 years 49 24.5

11–20 years 44 22.0

More than 20 years 18 8.5

Missing values 1 0.5

Qualification level Grade 11 and lower 35 17.5

Grade 12 87 43.5

Diploma/occupational certificates 50 25.0

Undergraduate degree 17 8.5

Postgraduate degree 10 5.0

Missing values 1 0.5

Job level Management 33 16.5

Specialist 55 27.5

Artisans and support staff 102 51.0

Missing values 1 0.5

Type of contract Permanent 162 81.4

Temporary 27 13.5

Fixed-term contract 1 0.5

Missing values 1 0.5

Department Production 60 30.0

Maintenance 73 36.5

Other 67 33.5
f, frequency.
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group’ and ‘My manager shares company goals to my work 
group’. Konczak et al. (2000) argues that a six-factor structure 
provides leadership with precise and detailed feedback and 
explains a greater percentage of the total variance. Konczak 
et al. (2000) report reliability coefficients that range between 
0.82 and 0.88. Higher scores indicate higher perceptions of 
leader empowering behaviours. 

The Measuring Empowerment Questionnaire (MEQ) 
(Spreitzer, 1995) was utilised to measure the level of 
psychological empowerment experienced by employees. The 
items are scored on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The scale consists 
of four subdimensions of psychological empowerment with 
three items each. Examples of items are ‘The work I do is very 
important to me’ (meaning); ‘I am confident about my ability 
to do my job’ (competence); ‘I can decide on my own how 
to go about doing my work’ (self-determination) and ‘My 
impact on what happens in my department is large’ (impact). 
Spreitzer (1995) reports the following alpha coefficients for 
the subscales: 0.92 for meaning, 0.90 for competence, 0.85 
for self-determination and 0.84 for impact, with an overall 
Cronbach alpha coefficient of 0.92. According to Spreitzer 
(1995), a four-factor structure explains a large percentage 
of the total variance of the instrument, which indicates the 
construct validity for the instrument. 

The Organisational Citizenship Behaviour Questionnaire 
(OCBQ) (Van Dyne, Graham & Dienesch, 1994) was used to 
measure the strength of employees’ organisational citizenship 
behaviours in five dimensions, namely loyalty, deviant 
behaviour, social participation, advocacy participation 
and functional participation. A seven-point Likert scale, 
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), is 
used. High scores indicate strong citizenship behaviours  
(e.g. ‘I try to represent the organisation favourably to 
outsiders’ – loyalty). Van Dyne et al. (1994) report Cronbach 
alpha coefficients of 0.83 for deviant behaviour, 0.79 for 
loyalty, 0.68 for social participation, 0.84 for advocacy 
participation, 0.75 for functional participation and 0.91 for 
the entire 34-item organisational citizenship behaviour scale. 
According to Van Dyne et al. (1994) a five-factor structure 
explains a large percentage (36%) of the total variance. 

The Turnover Intention Scale (TIS) (Sjöberg & Sverke, 2000) 
was used to measure turnover intention. The scale is a five-
point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to  
5 (strongly agree). The scale consists of three items; an 
example of an item is: ‘If I was completely free to choose I 
would leave this job’. The Cronbach alpha coefficient for the 
TIS was 0.83 (Sjöberg & Sverke, 2000). Principal component 
analysis of the TIS in this study supported a unifactorial 
solution explaining 74% of the variance. The component 
loadings varied from 0.73 to 0.94 (Sjöberg & Sverke, 2000).

Statistical analysis
The SPSS program (SPSS, 2012) was employed to process 
the data. Exploratory factor analysis was performed to 

investigate the factor structure of measuring instruments. 
Descriptive statistics (e.g. means, standard deviations, 
skewness and kurtosis) were used to establish the normality 
of the distribution of scores. Cronbach alpha coefficients 
were used to determine the internal consistency of the four 
measuring instruments (Foxcroft & Roodt, 2005). 

Pearson correlation coefficients were used to specify the 
relationships between the variables. The significance level 
was set at p < 0.05 (Field, 2007). Should a test statistic fall 
below 0.05, one can accept this as a sufficient amount of 
confidence to assume that the test statistic explains a great 
variation that is considered large enough to reflect what is 
genuinely taking place in the real population. Effect sizes 
were used to assess the practical significance of the correlation 
coefficients (Steyn, 2005). According to Field (2007), there are 
certain guidelines to assess the importance of an effect. Cut-
off points of 0.30 (medium effect) and 0.50 (large effect) were 
set for practical significance of correlation coefficients (Field, 
2007; Steyn, 2005). 

A canonical correlation was used to determine the 
relationships between the two groups of constructs. The goal 
of the canonical correlation is to analyse the relationship 
between two sets of variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). 
Hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted 
with the variables in their continuous form to determine 
whether leader empowering behaviour and psychological 
empowerment predict organisational citizenship behaviour 
and turnover intention. A regression analysis was used in 
order to determine the proportion of the total variance of one 
variable also explained by another (Moore, 1995). 

Results
Exploratory factor analyses
An exploratory factor analyses was conducted to investigate 
the factor structure of the measuring instruments. Principal 
component analyses were used to assess the factorability of 
the items on the four measuring instruments. Eigenvalues 
(> 1) were used to determine the number of factors in 
each measuring instrument. Furthermore, a principal axis 
factoring with a direct oblimin rotation was used in cases 
where scales had more than two related factors.

Principal axis factoring with a direct oblimin rotation 
was used on the 19 items of the LEBQ. All items on the 
scale produced higher than recommended communalities  
(> 0.30). The principal axis factoring showed that three 
factors could be extracted, which explained 70.89% of the 
total variance of the scale. The scale produced communalities 
that were all higher than the suggested 0.30. The first factor 
was labelled ‘development’ (eigenvalue = 10.49), which 
explained 55.26% of the total variance. The second factor 
was labelled ‘self-directed decision-making’ (eigenvalue = 
1.94), which explained 10.23% of the total variance. Finally, 
the third factor was labelled ‘accountability’ (eigenvalue = 
1.02), which explained a further 5.39% of the total variance. 
The results are in line with Van Dierendonck and Dijkstra 
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(2012), who identified delegation of authority, accountability 
and facilitation (development) as the core dimensions of 
empowering leader behaviour.

Principal axis factoring with a direct oblimin rotation was 
also used on the 12 items of the MEQ. Analysis of eigenvalues 
(> 1) and scree plot indicated that two factors could be 
extracted which explains 78.16% of the total variance. The 
scale produced communalities that were all higher than 
the suggested 0.30. The first factor was labelled ‘attitude’ 
(eigenvalue = 7.49), which explained 62.42% of the total 
variance in the scale. The second factor was labelled ‘influence’ 
(eigenvalue = 1.89), which explained a further 13.78% of 
variance in the scale. Influence is comprised of items relating 
to self-determination and impact. This supports the results of 
an earlier study with service employees by Fulford and Enz 
(1995), who called the ‘new’ factor ’influence’. Dimitriades 
(2005), Fulford and Enz (1995), Hancer and George (2003) 
and Kraimer, Seibert and Linden (1999) suggest that self-
determination and impact have something in common that 
is not shared with the other dimensions of the questionnaire. 
In their study, Hancer and George (2003) report two factors 
which they call ‘attitude’ (meaning and competence) and 
‘influence’ (self-determination and impact). 

Principal axis factoring with a varimax rotation was 
conducted on the 34 items of the OCBQ. Analysis of 
eigenvalues (> 1) and scree plot indicated that three factors 
could be extracted which explains 48.35% of the total variance 
in the scale. The scale produced communalities that were all 
higher than the suggested 0.30. The first factor was labelled 
‘loyalty’ (eigenvalue = 12.49) and explained 35.59% of the 
total variance in the scale. The second factor was labelled 
‘deviant behaviour’ (eigenvalue = 2.98) and explained 7.40% 
of the total variance in the scale. The final factor was labelled 
‘participation’ (eigenvalue = 2.24), which explained 5.73% of 
the total variance in the scale. 

A principal axis factor analysis was conducted on the three 
items of the TIS. Analysis of eigenvalues (> 1) and scree 
plot indicated that one factor could be extracted, explaining 
a high percentage (73.90%) of the total variance. The scale 
produced communalities that were all higher than the 
suggested 0.30. The factor extracted specified mainly as 
turnover intention.

Descriptive statistics and correlations
Table 2 indicates that all the measures are sufficiently reliable 
(α > 0.60) (Nunnally, 1978), with alpha values varying from 
0.61 to 0.94. Furthermore, the data on all the scales are 
normally distributed with skewness and kurtosis values 
smaller than 1. 

Table 2 further indicates the correlation coefficients between 
the different variables. Development positively correlates 
practically significant (large effect) with attitude (r = 0.68; 
p < 0.01), influence (r = 0.56; p < 0.01), loyalty (r = 0.65;  
p < 0.01) and participation (r = 0.74; p < 0.01). Development 
has a practically significant negative relation with deviant 
behaviour (r = -0.53; p < 0.01) and a statistically significant 
negative relation with turnover intention (r = ‑0.21; p < 0.01).

Accountability positively correlates (practical large effect) 
with attitude (r = 0.73; p < 0.01), influence (r = 0.50; p < 0.01), 
loyalty (r = 0.69; p < 0.01) and participation (r = 0.79; p < 0.01) 
and negatively with deviant behaviour (r = -0.61; p < 0.01). 

Self-directed decision-making positively correlates (practical 
large effect) with attitude (r = 0.57; p < 0.01), influence  
(r = 0.85; p < 0.01), loyalty (r = 0.58; p < 0.01) and participation 
(r = 0.56; p < 0.01). Self-directed decision-making negatively 
correlates statistically significantly with deviant behaviour 
(r = -0.23; p < 0.01) and turnover intention (r = -0.22; p < 0.01). 

Attitude correlates practically significantly (large effect) 
with loyalty (r = 0.59; p < 0.01) and participation (r = 0.87; 
p < 0.01). Attitude negatively correlates practically and 
statistically significantly (large effect) with deviant behaviour  
(r = -0.50; p < 0.01). Attitude negatively correlates statistically 
significantly with turnover intention (r = -0.14; p < 0.01).

Influence correlates practically significantly (large effect) 
with loyalty (r = 0.56; p < 0.01) as well as participation  
(r = 0.57; p < 0.01) and statistically significantly negatively 
with deviant behaviour (r = -0.17; p < 0.01) and turnover 
intention (r = -0.21; p < 0.01).

Loyalty correlates statistically significantly with turnover 
intention (r = 0.23; p < 0.01), deviant behaviour correlates 
statistically significantly with turnover intention (r = 0.10) whilst 

TABLE 2: Descriptive statistics, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients, and correlation coefficients of the measuring instruments. 

Item M SD Skewness Kurtosis α 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1 Development 48.96 10.96 -0.71 -0.16 0.94 - - - - - - - -
2 Accountability 17.52 3.62 -0.88 -0.40 0.81 0.75**† - - - - - - -
3 Self-directed decision-making 34.75 9.56 -0.57 -0.35 0.92 0.68**† 0.64**† - - - - - -
4 Attitude 35.11 -1.19 -0.99 -0.69 0.93 0.68**† 0.73**† 0.57**† - - - - -
5 Influence 29.05 9.04 -0.48 -0.61 0.94 0.56**† 0.50**† 0.85**† 0.67**† - - - -
6 Loyalty 53.81 11.63 -0.33 -0.53 0.92 0.65**† 0.69**† 0.58**† 0.59**†   0.56**† - - -
7 Deviant behaviour 31.28 14.14 0.58 -0.61 0.81 -0.53**† -0.61**† -0.23† -0.50**† -0.17† -0.51**† - -
8 Participation 61.87 10.07 -0.79 -0.06 0.61 0.74**† 0.79**† 0.56**† 0.87**†   0.57**† 0.68**† -0.63**† -
9 Turnover intention 8.16 3.52 0.34 -0.71 0.82 -0.21† 0.21 -0.22† -0.14† -0.21† 0.23† 0.10† -0.14†
M, mean; SD, standard deviation.
†, statistically significant (p < 0.01).
*, Correlation is practically significant r > 0.30 (medium effect).
**, Correlation is practically significant r > 0.50 (large effect).
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participation negatively correlates statistically significantly 
with turnover intention (r = -0.14; p < 0.01).

Multivariate statistics
The relationships between the different variables were 
tested with canonical analysis. Shown in Table 3 are 
correlations between the variables and canonical variates, 
and standardised canonical variate coefficients. Within set 
variance accounted for the canonical variates (% of variance), 
redundancies and canonical correlations between leader 
empowering behaviour, psychological empowerment, 
organisational citizenship behaviour and turnover intention 
set. 

The results showed two statistically significant canonical 
variates. The Wilks-Lambada test of significance showed 
the results to be statistically significant (p = 0.00). According 
to Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), the significance should be 
taken at below 0.05 to indicate significance and reliability 
of the results. The first statistically significant canonical 
correlation was 0.91 with 82.92% overlapping variance. The 
first F-test (F(20,631) = 33.86; p > 0.05) produced statistically 

significant results. The second statistically significant 
canonical correlation was 0.58 with 33.81% overlapping 
variance. The second F-test (F(12,505) = 11.74; p > 0.05) produced 
statistically significant results. The third F-test (F(6,384) = 8.08; 
p > 0.05) and fourth F-test (F(2,193) = 6.84; p > 0.05) were not 
statistically significant. According to Tabachnick and Fidell 
(2001), only canonical correlations with medium to high  
(> 0.30) correlations should be interpreted. 

The first canonical variate accounted for a more significant 
relationship between the different variates than the second 
canonical variate. Amongst the antecedent set, with a cut-off 
correlation of 0.30 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001), development 
(-0.83), accountability (-0.89), self-directed decision-making 
(-0.63), attitude (-0.59) and influence (-0.63) correlated highly 
with the first canonical variate. In the antecedent set, loyalty 
(-1.00), deviant behaviour (0.67) and participation (-0.74) 
correlated with the first canonical variate. Only turnover 
intention (0.11) in the outcome set did not correlated 
with the first canonical variate. This implies that the first 
canonical variate indicates that higher levels of loyalty and 
higher levels of participation, coupled with lower levels 
of deviant behaviour, are associated with higher levels of 
development, accountability, self-directed decision-making, 
attitude and influence. In the second canonical variate, only 
deviant behaviour (0.47) and turnover intention (-0.56) were 
significantly related. The results provide sufficient evidence 
in support of Hypothesis 1.

Multiple regressions
Multiple regressions were conducted to determine the 
predictability of independent variables on the dependant 
variables. Table 4 summarises the results of the regression 
analysis. 

Table 4 indicates the results of a multiple regression with 
loyalty as the dependent variable and leader empowering 
behaviours and psychological empowerment as the 
independent variables. The first step of the regression analysis 
produced a statistically significant model (F(3,195) = 134.22;  
p = 0.00), which declares 67% of the total variance. Self-
directed decision-making (β = 0.35; t = 5.22; p ≤ 0.05) and 
accountability (β = 0.55; t = 8.58; p ≤ 0.05) made a statistically 

TABLE 3: Results of the canonical analysis: leader empowering behaviour, 
psychological empowerment, organisational citizenship behaviour and turnover 
intention.

Variable  First canonical variate Second canonical variate

Correlation Coefficient Correlation Coefficient

Outcomes set 

Loyalty -1.00 -0.89 0.01 -0.30
Deviant behaviour 0.67 0.06 0.47 0.90
Participation -0.74 0.10 0.26 0.76
Turnover intention 0.11 0.02 -0.56 -0.67
Percent of 
variance

41.38 - 5.08 -

Redundancy 49.90 - 15.04 -
Antecedents set

Development -0.83 -0.24 0.22 0.25
Accountability -0.89 -0.35 -0.16 -1.01
Self-directed 
decision-making

-0.62 0.14 0.10 0.75

Attitude -0.95 -0.57 0.69 -0.07
Influence -0.63 -0.05 - 0.46
Redundancy 52.15 - 19.03 -
Canonical 
correlation

0.91 - 0.58 -

TABLE 4: Multiple regression analysis with loyalty as dependent variable with leader empowering behaviour and psychological empowerment as independent variables.

Model Variable Unstandardised coefficients Standardised coefficients t p F R R2 ∆ R2

B SE BETA

1 (Constant) 14.12 2.43 - 5.80 0.00 134.22 0.82 0.67 0.67
Self-directed decision-making 0.37 0.07 0.35 5.22 0.00 - - - -
Accountability 1.76 0.21 0.55 8.58 0.00 - - - -
Development -0.04 0.07 -0.03 -0.57 0.57 - - - -

2 (Constant) 5.78 1.93 - 2.99 0.00 179.44 0.90 0.82 0.15
Self-directed decision-making 0.21 0.06 0.20 3.88 0.00 - - - -
Accountability 0.85 0.18 0.27 4.65 0.00 - - - -
Development -0.12 0.09 -0.10 -1.33 0.19 - - - -
Attitude 0.97 0.10 0.59 10.04 0.00 - - - -
Influence 0.02 0.09 0.02 0.23 0.82 - - - -

*, p < 0.05 – statistically significant. 
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significant contribution to predicting loyalty. When psycho
logical empowerment (attitude and influence) was entered 
into the second step of the regression, a statistically 
significant model was produced (F(5,193) = 179.44; p = 0.00). This 
model declared 82% of the total variance with self-directed 
decision-making (β = 0.20; t = 3.88; p ≤ 0.05), accountability  
(β = 0.27; t = 4.65; p ≤ 0.05) and attitude (β = 0.59; t = 10.04;  
p ≤ 0.05) significantly contributing to the variance in loyalty.

Table 5 summarises the results of the regression analysis with 
deviant behaviour as the dependant variable with leader 
empowering behaviour and psychological empowerment 
as the independent variables. The first step of the regression 
analysis produced a statistically significant model (F(3,195) = 57.34;  
p = 0.00) which declares 47% of the total variance. Self-
directed decision-making (β = -0.35; t = -4.11; p ≤ 0.05), 
accountability (β = -0.60; t = ‑7.41; p ≤ 0.05) and development 
(β = 0.40; t = 5.38; p ≤ 0.05) made a statistical significant 
contribution to the regression model. When psychological 
empowerment (attitude and influence) was entered into the 
second step of the regression a statistically significant model 
was produced (F(5,193) = 35.14; p = 0.00). This model declared 
48% of the total variance. Self-directed decision-making  
(β = -0.31; t = -3.49; p ≤ 0.05), accountability (β = -0.51; t = -5.23; 
p ≤ 0.05) and development (β = 0.31; t = 2.43; p ≤ 0.05) 
significantly contributed to the variance in deviant behaviour. 

Table 6 summarises the results of the regression analysis 
with participation as the dependant variable with leader 

empowering behaviour and psychological empowerment 
as the independent variables. The first step of the 
regression analysis produced a statistically significant 
model (F(3,195) = 66.40; p = 0.00), which declares 51% of the 
total variance. Moreover, self-directed decision-making  
(β 0.27; t = 3.23; p ≤ 0.05), accountability (β = 0.34; t = 4.35;  
p ≤ 0.05) and development (β = 0.18; t = 2.48; p ≤ 0.05) predict 
participation. When psychological empowerment (attitude 
and influence) was entered into the second step of the 
regression, a statistically significant model was produced 
(F(5,193) = 44.26; p = 0.00). This model declared 53% of the 
total variance. Self-directed decision-making (β = -0.28;  
t = 3.34; p ≤ 0.05), accountability (β = 0.40; t = 4.27;  
p ≤ 0.05) and influence (β = 0.36; t = 3.06; p ≤ 0.05) 
significantly contributed to the variance in participation. 
Resultantly, the results provide sufficient evidence in 
support of Hypothesis 2.

Table 7 summarises the results of the regression analysis 
with turnover intention as the dependant variable and 
leader empowering behaviour, psychological empowerment 
and organisational citizenship behaviour as the independent 
variables. The first step of the regression analysis produced 
a statistically significant model (F(3,195) = 11.36; p = 0.00), 
which declares 15% of the total variance. Self-directed 
decision-making (β = -0.39; t = -3.60; p ≤ 0.05), accountability 
(β = 0.48; t = 4.64; p ≤ 0.05) and development (β = -0.26;  
t = 2.77; p ≤ 0.05) predict turnover intention. When 
psychological empowerment (attitude and influence) was 

TABLE 5: Multiple regression analysis with deviant behaviour as dependent variable with leader empowering behaviour and psychological empowerment as independent 
variables.

Model Variable Unstandardised coefficients Standardised coefficients t p F R R2 ∆ R2

B SE BETA

1 (Constant) 74.52 3.77 - 19.75 0.00 57.34 0.69 0.47 0.47
Self-directed decision-making -0.46 0.111 -0.35 -4.11 0.00 - - - -
Accountability -2.36 0.319 -0.60 -7.41 0.00 - - - -
Development 0.59 0.109 0.40 5.38 0.00 - - - -

2 (Constant) 76.98 4.04 19.04 0.00 35.14 0.69 0.48 0.01
Self-directed decision-making -0.40 0.12 -0.31 -3.49 0.00 - - - -
Accountability -2.00 0.38 -0.51 -5.23 0.00 - - - -
Development 0.46 0.19 0.31 2.43 0.02 - - - -
Attitude -0.34 0.20 -0.17 -1.70 0.09 - - - -
Influence 0.18 0.19 0.11 0.92 0.36 - - - -

*, p < 0.05 – statistically significant.

TABLE 6: Multiple regression analysis with participation as dependent variable with leader empowering behaviour and psychological empowerment as independent 
variables.

Model Variable Unstandardised coefficients Standardised coefficients t p F R R2 ∆ R2

B SE BETA

1 (Constant) 18.45 2.59 - 7.112 0.00 66.40 0.71 0.51 0.51
Self-directed decision-making 0.25 0.08 0.27 3.23 0.00 - - - -

Accountability 0.95 0.22 0.34 4.35 0.00 - - - -

Development 0.19 0.08 0.18 2.48 0.01 - - - -
2 (Constant) 18.04 2.717 - 6.64 0.00 44.26 0.73 0.53 0.02

Self-directed decision-making 0.26 0.08 0.28 3.34 0.00 - - - -

Accountability 1.10 0.26 0.40 4.27 0.00 - - - -

Development -0.14 0.13 -0.14 -1.12 0.26 - - - -

Attitude -0.08 0.14 -0.05 -0.56 0.58 - - - -

Influence 0.40 0.13 0.36 3.06 0.00 - - - -

*, p < 0.05 – statistically significant. 
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entered into the second step of the regression a statistically 
significant model was produced (F(5,193) = 7.74; p = 0.00). This 
model declared 17% of the total variance. Self-directed 
decision-making (β = -0.33; t = -2.91; p ≤ 0.05), accountability 
(β = 0.62; t = 0.98; p ≤ 0.05), development (β = -0.38; t = -2.34; 
p ≤ 0.05) and influence (β = 0.16; t = 1.03; p ≤ 0.05) significantly 
contributed to the variance in turnover intention. As 
organisational citizenship behaviours (loyalty, deviant 
behaviour and participation) was entered into the third 
step of the regression, a statistically significant model was 
produced (F(8,190) = 7.82; p = 0.00). This model declared 25% 
of the total variance. Self-directed decision-making  
(β = -0.09; t = -2.53; p ≤ 0.05), accountability (β = 0.67;  
t = 5.20; p ≤ 0.05), development (β = -0.16; t = -2.79; p ≤ 0.05), 
loyalty (β = -0.09; t = -1.77; p ≤ 0.05), deviant behaviour  
(β = 0.06; t = 2.78; p ≤ 0.05) and participation (β = 0.12;  
t = 3.58; p ≤ 0.05) significantly contributed to the variance in 
turnover intention. Resultantly, the results provide 
sufficient evidence in support of Hypothesis 3.

Discussion
The main objective of this study was to examine the relationship 
between leader empowering behaviour, psychological 
empowerment, organisational citizenship behaviour and 
turnover intention within the manufacturing division of an 
organisation. It was found that leader empowering behaviour 
(development, accountability and self-directed decision-
making), psychological empowerment (attitude and influence) 
and organisational citizenship behaviour (loyalty, deviant 
behaviour and participation) were statistically and practically 
significantly interrelated with effect sizes ranging from 
medium to large. The results provided evidence that leader 
empowering behaviour and psychological empowerment 
could predict organisational citizenship behaviour. The results 
also proved that leader empowering behaviour, psychological 

empowerment and organisational citizenship behaviours act 
as predictors for turnover intention within the manufacturing 
division of the organisation. 

Hypothesis 1
Pearson correlations indicated that the three components of 
leader empowering behaviour were practically significantly 
related to the components of psychological empowerment 
and organisational citizenship behaviour. However, deviant 
behaviour (as a component of organisational citizenship 
behaviour) negatively related practically significantly to 
development and accountability, and statistically significantly 
to self-directed decision-making. Similarly, Pearson 
correlations indicated practically significant relationships 
between the components of psychological empowerment 
(attitude and influence) and organisational citizenship 
behaviours as well as statistically significantly with turnover 
intention. This implies that enhancing the perceptions of 
psychological empowerment amongst employees will result 
in generating organisational citizenship behaviours amongst 
employees, which will decrease their intention to leave the 
manufacturing division. 

Employees that experience their leader to invest in their 
development, encourage accountability, enable participative 
decision-making and lead by example would be more 
inclined to experience psychological empowerment within 
this context (Mendes & Stander, 2011). This would result in 
an increase in levels of loyalty towards the organisation and 
participation in organisational processes. These individuals 
may be less inclined to engage in deviant work behaviour. 
Employees will be less inclined to miss deadlines or stay 
away from work. Higher levels of loyalty and higher levels 
of participation, coupled with lower levels of deviant 
behaviour, are associated with higher levels of development, 

TABLE 7: Multiple regression analysis with turnover intention as dependent variable with leader empowering behaviour, psychological empowerment and organisational 
citizenship behaviour as independent variables.

Model Variable Unstandardised coefficients Standardised coefficients t p F R R2 ∆ R2

B SE BETA

1 (Constant) 9.45 1.19 - 7.96 0.00 11.36 0.39 0.15 0.15
Self-directed decision-making -0.13 0.03 -0.39 -3.60 0.00 - - - -
Accountability 0.47 0.10 0.48 4.64 0.00 - - - -
 Development -0.10 0.03 -0.26 -2.77 0.01 - - - -

2 (Constant) 10.40 1.27 - 8.20 0.00 7.74 0.41 0.17 0.02
Self-directed decision-making -0.10 0.04 -0.33 -2.91 0.00 - - - -
Accountability 0.60 0.12 0.62 4.98 0.00 - - - -
Development -0.14 0.06 -0.38 -2.34 0.02 - - - -
Attitude -0.13 0.06 -0.26 -2.05 0.04 - - - -
Influence 0.06 0.06 0.16 1.03 0.31 - - - -

3 (Constant) 3.81 2.35 - 1.62 0.00 7.82 5.00 0.25 0.08
Self-directed decision-making -0.09 0.04 -0.29 -2.53 0.01 - - - -
Accountability 0.67 0.13 0.68 5.20 0.00 - - - -
Development -0.16 0.06 -0.44 -2.79 0.01 - - - -
Attitude -0.02 0.08 -0.03 -0.21 0.83 - - - -
Influence 0.00 0.06 0.01 0.07 0.94 - - - -
Deviant behaviour -0.09 0.05 -0.28 -1.77 0.05 - - - -
Participation 0.06 0.02 0.25 2.78 0.01 - - - -
Loyalty 0.12 0.03 0.35 3.58 0.00 - - - -

*, p < 0.05 – statistically significant.
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indicating that leaders can influence extra-role behaviour 
by developing direct reports. These results are consistent 
with various other studies examining the relationship 
between the variables (Chiang & Hsieh, 2012; Engelbrecht & 
Chamberlain, 2005). 

The results denote that leadership empowerment behaviour 
should be encouraged throughout the organisational 
structures, which should result in decreased levels of 
turnover intention and increased levels of psychological 
empowerment and organisational citizenship behaviour. 
Within this context, managers should aim to develop and 
grow leadership throughout the division by incorporating 
empowering behaviours in their leadership styles. In 
support, Konczak et al. (2000) state that the leader of the 
future should tune into the environment by sensing the 
need for opportunity; engaging in kaleidoscope thinking 
by challenging assumptions to create new opportunities; 
encouraging follower buy-in by communicating inspiring 
visions; develop a dream by nurturing working teams; 
mastering perseverance and building coalitions and heroes 
by sharing credit and recognition with followers through the 
development of skills and competencies. 

Hypothesis 2
The results indicate that when a leader invests in the 
development of his or her employees, allows for decision-
making and keeps employees accountable, they will 
experience feelings of psychological empowerment, which 
may lead to a willingness to be more loyal, participate in 
extra-role activities and be obedient to the organisation. 
These findings are in line with established literature (see 
Albrecht & Andreetta, 2010; Chen et al., 2011; Raub & Robert, 
2010; Van Dijke et al., 2012; Zhang & Bartol, 2010).

Leader empowering behaviour and psychological em
powerment showed to predict organisational citizenship 
behaviour within this sample. Self-directed decision-
making, accountability and attitude significantly 
contributed to the variance in loyalty. When employees 
feel they are in control of their work environment, they 
tend to find more meaning in what they do. This will result 
in feelings of confidence and competence, which leads 
to being committed and loyal towards the organisation. 
All the leadership empowerment constructs contributed 
to the variance in deviant behaviour. This implies that, 
when leaders empower their people (as experienced 
by subordinates), employees will be more willing to 
follow rules and procedures and produce high-quality 
work. Self-directed decision-making, accountability and 
influence significantly contributed to the variance in 
participation, implying that leaders who create feelings 
of self-determination and having an impact on the work 
environment (as experienced by the employees) will 
experience a higher level of participation from their people 
(Chen et al., 2011). Employees will contribute more to work-
related matters, help co-workers and focus on continuous 
improvements (Zhang & Bartol, 2010). 

Hypothesis 3
Finally, a three-stage regression analysis was used to 
determine the predictive capacity of leadership empowering 
behaviour, psychological empowerment and organisational 
citizenship behaviour on employees’ turnover intention within 
the manufacturing division. Self-directed decision-making, 
accountability, development, loyalty, deviant behaviour 
and participation significantly contributed to the variance in 
turnover intention. The leader’s ability to empower people 
(as experienced by subordinates) may ensure willingness of 
employees to become involved in in-role job performance and 
extra-role behaviours, preferring to stay with the organisation, 
even in times of difficulties. The results of this research support 
previous studies that indicated that a positive approach to 
leadership (Avey et al., 2008; Luthans, Yousef, Sweetman & 
Harmse, 2013; Van Dierendonck & Dijkstra, 2012; Youssef & 
Luthans, 2012) leads to empowerment (Avey et al., 2007; Van 
Dierendonck & Dijkstra, 2012), organisational citizenship 
(Avey et al., 2006; Chiaburu & Byrne, 2009; Chiang & Hsieh, 
2012; Lavelle, 2010; Paillé, 2013) and intentions to stay within 
the organisation (Lam et al., 2009).

Further, the results indicate that in order for organisational 
talent to be retained, leadership throughout the division’s 
structures should strive to increase employees’ feelings of 
self-efficacy. Employees should therefore be provided with 
a meaningful work experience by allowing them to gain the 
competence and skill they require to feel competent enough 
to take initiative in solving problems without supervision. By 
focusing on a positive approach to leadership and leadership 
development, organisations can contribute to employees’ 
experiences associated with psychological empowerment 
and resulting in organisational citizenship behaviours. 
Similarly, it could also affect the longevity of the organisation 
by lowering staff turnover intentions. 

Limitations and recommendations for future 
research 
The use of a cross-sectional survey and the use of an 
availability sample merely provide a representation of 
employees’ opinions, thoughts, feelings and/or perceptions 
at one point in time. As such, causal factors associated with 
these subjective experiences cannot be isolated nor can 
their effect on the results be interpreted (Salkind, 2012). The 
sample size obtained limits the type of statistical analyses that 
could be used (e.g. structural equation modelling vs. multiple 
regression analysis). As a result, the current analysis procedure 
does not account for all the variance amongst constructs and 
therefore limits the extent of the research. Another limitation 
of the study is that the measurements were based on self-
reporting methods. Self-report measures are subjective in 
nature and are influenced by how an employee feels at a 
specific point in time. These feelings might not be an accurate 
reflection of the entire system at the given time. The findings 
of the study population obtained might not be generalised 
because of the relatively small sample of employees in the 
manufacturing division. 
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Regardless of the study’s shortcomings, the findings 
obtained offer valuable proactive suggestions for future 
research. For the study to have a greater impact, it should be 
stressed that the findings obtained should be replicated with 
larger samples forming part of the manufacturing division 
in order to draw more valid and reliable factor-structures 
for the LEBQ, MEQ and OCBQ within the South African 
context.

It is further recommended that a longitudinal study is 
conducted to establish more valid and reliable levels 
of leadership empowerment behaviour, psychological 
empowerment, organisational citizenship behaviour and 
turnover intention of the study population over a period of 
time rather than obtaining one set of perspectives, attitudes 
and opinions at a certain point in time, which can limit the 
recommendations and outcomes of the study.

Future research might explore the implications of the 
multidimensionality of organisational citizenship behaviour. 
It was found that although the three categories of 
organisational citizenship behaviour are correlated, 
employees may choose not to engage equally in all forms of 
citizenship behaviour. Future research should also examine 
when and what conditions are necessary for certain forms of 
organisational citizenship behaviour to occur in order to gain 
a better understanding of what restricts the practice of such 
behaviours. 
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