Leadership Dimensions & Organizational
Commitment in Small Scale Enterprises in Delhi

Rajesh S Pyngauvil

This study aims to deepen our
understanding of Leadership
Syles adopted by SME entrepre-
neurs and its impact on Employee
Commitment. The study was lim-
ited t0100 units from four selected
SME clusters in Delhi namely
Electrical Engineering Equip-
ment, Electronic Goods, Food
Products and Sanitary Fittings.
10% of the units from each clus-
ter were selected for the study. A
sample of 93 respondents consist-
ing of 40 entrepreneurs and 153
employees was selected by the
stratified proportionate random
sampling technique. The results
showed a negative relationship
between Leadership Dimensions
and Employee Commitment. The
result also displayed moderate
impact of Leadership Dimensions
(Production Matters, Technical
Matters, Financial Matters, Per-
sonnel Matters, and Marketing
Matters) on Employee Commit-
ment (Affective, Continuance and
Normative Commitment).

Introduction

Small scale enterprises play an im-
portant role in developing economies like
India.Apart from providing employment,
they help in reducing regional disparities
and in improving the living standards of
the lower strata of population. In India,
after agriculture, the MSME sector pro-
vides the maximum opportunities for both
self-employment and employment in the
country In fact, the employment poten-
tial of this sector is unmatched by any
other sector of the economyhe MSME
sector has consistently registered a
higher growth rate (18%) as compared
to the overall industrial sector in the last
five years (Kumar2012).The SMEs
constitute over 90% of total enterprises
in most of the economies and are cred-
ited with generating the highest ratas
employment growth and account for a
major share of industrial production and
exports (UNIDO, 2010). In India too, the
SMEs play a pivotal role in the overall
industrial economy of the countriy re-
cent years the SME sector has consis-
tently registered higher growth rate com-
pared to the overall industrial sectafith
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adaptability to survive the recent ecowellbeing of the organization. Paternalistic

nomic downturn and recession. leadership has positive impact on increased

commitment of the employees as well as

[ here s a growing endency of MIOVSeTshpbetavs efmanc
small scale enterprises becomin ' ' P

of the leader also influences the level of
commitment. Positional identity has been
found to significantly impacting on leader-
Keeping this in vieywarious policies, ship style perception and organizational
provisions, procedures, schemes and pregemmitment (Raja & Palanichan012).
grams have been initiated from time taVloreover management styles have signifi-
time. But the performance of small scale&ant impacts on employeeperformance
enterprises could not be improved. Theréhat is associated with firmfinancial per
is a growing tendency of small scale enformance (Gul, et.al, 2012). Sahét.al,
terprises becoming sick. The reasons fqR011) suggested that the leadership style
the low productivity and slow growth of is a strong dimension of organization com-
SMEs are numerous. One of the causesitment. Employees would be more satis-
for industrial sickness in small scale infied if the organization meets their expec-
dustrial sector in India is the ineffectivetations so that they are more committed
leadership. Bigger industries can affordvith the organization. Chiun et.al (2009)
to hire the services of professionalsxamined the leadership style and employ-
whereas the small industries cannot dees’ organizational commitment and indi-
so because their economics do not pecated that several dimensions of transac-
mit them to employ professionals whotional and transformational leadership have
have to be paid large sums as salariespositive relationship with organizational
commitment but the impacts are stronger
SME'’s in India lagely adopt auto- for transactional leadership styleansfor
cratic style of leadership which negativelymational leadership style and affective and
affects the level of employee commitmenhormative employee commitments are re-
in small enterprisegiutocratic style de- lated and laissez-faire leadership style is
picts a dominating and ineffective work-negatively associated with employees’ af-
ing environment in the workplace, leavingfective commitment (Buciuniene
the employees dissatisfied with their job Skudiene, 2008).
leading to larger labor turnover and inef-
ficient performance of SME! Literature Review

sick.

Organizational Commitment There have been abundance of stud-
ies in the areas of leadership behavior
It is very important for employees to(Shankar & Sayeed, 2012; Obiwuru et al,
be motivated not only to increase in-role2011; Patwardhwan & Rangneka2009;
performance but also to engage in citizenshosh, 2009: Colbert et al. 2008:
ship behaviors that are important to th®annhauser & Boshoff, 2006; Bass &
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Avolio, 1990; Patrick, 201; Mallik et al, Palanichamy 2012; Gul et.al, 2012).
2010;Yilmaz & Bokeoglu O.C., 2008; These results were contradicted by the
Salami, 2008:%ussef & Luthans, 2007; Chiun et.al (2009) and it was proved that
Gupta, &Agarwal, 2006; Bennett et al, transactional leadership style influences
2003; CooperR002Allen & Meyer, 199). the commitment of employees as com-
There are numerous studies which relateared to transformational leadership style.
the leadership behavior and employee com-

mitment (Rustogi, 20, Ekaterini, G 2010; Organizational commitment predicts

Cardona & Rey2009; Poon et al, 2006). work variables such as turnoyergani-
zational citizenship behavicand job per

o formance. It has been reviewed that or-

‘ Leadership is often seen as the ganjzational commitmentis the individusal’
premier force behind the success psychological attachment to the organiza-
and failure of enterprises and the| tion. Some researchers argued that there
well-being of the personnel. exist differences among male and females
employees and females are more commit-
et_ed to organization than their counterparts

Leadership is often seen as the pre g e Sy paiili & Asmawi, 2012). Many

mier force behind the success and fail esearch studies proved that organizational
ure of enterprises and the well-being of . P . 9e .
ommitment leads to job satisfaction

the per_sonnel. In sp'lte_ of the vast am(_)urg avad & Davood, 2012).
of studies, leadership in small enterprise

has seldom be_en n fo_cus_ in leadership Leadership styles create a strong foot
researg:h. The increasing _|mportance iﬁr‘rinton the level of organizational com-
small f|r_ms to the economic grpwth andyitment. Rehman &fsar (2012) con-
competitiveness raises questions aboWyjeq that paternalistic leadership has
the role and practice of leadership in smajlitiye impact on increased commitment
enterprisesMitonga et.al (2012) exam- ¢ the employees as well as improved
ined the relationship between the pergitizenship behavior in various SMEs.
ceived leadership style and employegeadets behavior is more important than
participation. They found that partici- organizational climate in small scale en-
pants’perceptions of a leaderbehav- terprises (Pyngavil et.al, 20 Bakshi
ioral style have significant influence onet.al, (201) explored the linkages be-
the employee participation. LeadershipweenAllen and Meyers (1991) three
styles also significantly affect and pre-component model of organizational com-
dictindividual and organizational perfor-mitment and organizational citizenship
mance (Ojokuku et.al, 2012). Out of thebehaviorAnalysis showed that tfctive
leadership styles viz, transformationalcommitment, continuance commitment
transactional, laissefaire leadership and normative commitment were posi-
styles, transformational leadership styldively correlated with aggregate measure
is related with performance outcome®f OCB. Sabir et.al (2d) concluded that
(Pradeep & Prabhu, 201Javed et.al, leadership style is a strong dimension of
2012; Boerner et.al, 2007; Raja &Organization commitment.
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Methodology & Design were involved in this research. The first

category consisted of entrepreneurs of

To explore how the entreprené&ur SMEs from four selected clusters to whom

leadership dimensions create a stronthe questionnaires on “Leadership Styles”
footprint on the level of organizationalwere distributed. The second catggof

commitment in the context of selectedespondents were employees who were

SME clusters in Delhi, we framed thefurther subdivided into supervisors and

following objectives for the research: workers who filled the questionnaire on

“Organizational Commitment”.

1. To identify the various leadership di-
mensions adopted by entrepreneurs Two standardized questionnaires
in SMEs in Delhi. have been used to collect the primary

data viz., to identify leadership styles of

Entrepreneurs and to examine organiza-

tion commitment of employee¥o iden-

3. To examine the relationship betweerify leadership style of entrepreneurs, a
entrepreneus leadership dimensionsquestionnaire developed by Syéalzith
and employees organizational comHussain2003)which consists of 21 situ-
mitment ations which depicts the leadership di-

) .. mensions of entrepreneurs has been ad-

4. To study the impact of leadership diyyjnistered.To identify oganizational
mensions adopted by entrepreneursymmitment of employees, the question-
on the level of commitment of the 5ire developed byllen and Meyer

2.To understand the various dimension
of organizational commitment.

employees. (1990)that measures affective, continu-
5.To open new vistas of research. ~ ance and normative commitment through
a 5-point Likert scale, was distributed

Scope of the &idy among workers and supervisors of four

selected SME clusters in Delhi. These

~ Thisresearch is limited to 4 clusterggo|s were translated to Hindi with the
in West, South and Northern districts ine|p of a language expert.

Delhi region dealing with Electrical En-
gineering Equipment, Electronic Goodsyypotheses of the udy
Food Products and Sanitary Fittings. The

number of units in these clusters is aprQ1: There is no significant difference

proximately 100. Sample units are se- in the leadership dimensions of en-
lected by using stratified proportionate  trepreneurs in SMEs.

random sampling technique. 10 percent

of the units in each cluster are selected02: There is no significant difference
for the purpose of this study in the organizational commitment of

employees in SMEs.

The sample includes a total of 193 repy3. There is no significant relationship
spondentsTwo categories of respondents  panween Leadership Dimensions of
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entrepreneurs and Organizationabample t-test was applied to analyze
Commitment of employees. any significant difference in leadership

, N _ styles among entrepreneurs and any
HO4: There is no significant impact of gjqificant difference in organizational

Leadership Dimensions of entrepre<ommitment among employees. Corre-

n]?urs oln Organizational Commitmeni,ion analysis was performed to mea-

ot employees. sure the relationship between Leader-
Analysis ship Dimensions and Organizational
Commitment and regression analysis

The datais analyzed through hy- was done to measure the impact of
pothesis testing by conducting varioud-€adership Dimensions on Organiza-
tests in both MS Excel and SPSS (Stational Commitment.
tistical Package for Social Sciences)

Statistics 20.0. The hypotheses were The demographic details of the 40
tested through one-sample t- test, colentrepreneurs and 153 employees of
relation and regression analysis. OneSMEs are summarized ifables 1&2

Table 1 Demographic Pofile of Entrepreneurs in SMEs (N=40)

Respondent  Socio Economic Profile Frequency % Total
Entrepreneurs Type of Electrical Engineering Products 10 25 40
Cluster Electronic Goods 10 25
Food Products 10 25
Sanitary Fittings 10 25
Age 26-30 3 7.5 40
31-35 6 15
36-40 8 20
41-45 12 30
46-50 4 10 40
51-55 7 17.5
Marital Status Married 37 92.5 40
Unmarried 3 7.5

Source: Primary Data.

A total of 40 entrepreneurs were setargely consist of married entrepreneurs
lected based on proportionate samplingnd have low percentage of unmarried
wherein an equal number of 10 entreentrepreneurs.
preneurs from each of the four clusters
were selected for studyd0% of the en- A total of 153 employees were in-
trepreneurs belonged to 41-45 ageluded in the study consisting of 44 su-
bracket followed by the 36-40 age groupervisors and 109 workers. Majority of
consisting of 20% of the entrepreneursthe employees were under 31-40 years
The table also displays that the SME®f age category with 40.52%. Employ-
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ees in the age bracket of 21-30 and 4Tience.About 47% of the employees are
50 were 31.37% and 26.14% respecpaid Rs. 5000-10000 per month, while
tively. A majority (66.66%) of the em- only a negligible percentage are paid be-
ployees have above four years of expdow Rs.5000 per month.

Table 2 Demographic Pofile of Employees in SMEs (N=153)

Respondent Demographics Frequency Percentage Total
Employees Age Below 20 3 1.97 153 (100)
21-30 48 31.37
31-40 62 40.52
41-50 40 26.14
Designation Supervisor 44 28.75 153 (100)
Worker 109 71.25
Experience Less than 2 years 16 10.45 153 (100)
2-3 years 35 22.87
Above 4 years 102 66.68
Income Below 5000 3 1.96 153 (100)
5001-10000 47 30.71
10001-15000 44 28.75
15001-20000 15 9.80
Above 20000 44 28.75

Source: Primary Data.

Table 3 Reliability Satistics- Cronbach’s Alpha Values

Questionnaires No. of Items Cronbach’sAlpha
Leadership Dimensions 21 .836
Organizational Commitment 18 917

Table 4 KMO & Bartlett’s Test

KMO & Bartlett’s Test

KaiserMeyer-Olkin Measure of Samplingdequacy .639
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 48.061

Df 6

Sig. .000
Cronbach’s Alpha Values nizational commitment responses of the

employees were evaluated and reliabil-
Reliability analysis was conductedity coefficient was computed.

using SPSS to check the consistency of
the responses to the questionnaires. It CronbachsAlpha valuereflects that
depicts the degree to which the instruthe rdiability coefficient for the responses
ment provokes consistent responsesor leadership dimensions of entrepre-
Reliability of the leadership style re-neursis 0.836 and the reliability value for
sponses of the entrepreneurs and orgthe responses gathered for organizational
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commitment of employees is 0.917 Hypothesis Testing
Cronbachs Alpha values for both the
guestionnaires are more than 0.7 which Four hypotheses statements were
indicates that the reliability of the questested through various statistical tests
tionnaire is high. such as t-test (One Sample), Karl
Pearson correlation and regression.
Sample Adequacy & Sphericity
One Sample t-test (Leadership Di-
The Kaiser-Meyer-olkin Measure of mensions & Organizational Commit-
SamplingAdequacy value is 0.639 which ment): A one sample t-test is used to test
is greater than 0.50 and indicates that théhether the sample mean (of a normally
sample is adequate to consider the daghstributed interval variable) significantly

as normally distributed and analysis idifférs from a hypothesized value. One
useful with the dataThe Battletss Test Sample t-testis computed for the purpose

of Sphericity is carried out through chi-of determining the following hypotheses:

Square value which is 48.061, significant 01: Th : anifi diff
at 0% i.e. less than 0.05 % level of sig!_| 1 There Is no significant difierence
in the Leadership Dimensions of en-

nificance and indicates that the inter- .

items correlation matrix is not an identity trepreneurs in SMEs.
matrix and, therefore, the data were suitH02: There is no significant difference
able forT-test (independent sample), eor  in the Organizational Commitment of
relation and regression. employees in SMEs.

Table 5 One Sample t test (Leadership Dimensions & Organizational Commitment)

One Sampldest

TestValue = 3

t Df Sig. Mean 95% Confidence
(2-tailed) Difference Interval of the
Difference
Lower Upper
Leadership Dimensions 27.02 39 .000 46.18 42.72 49.63
Organizational Commitment  102.39 152 .000 60.91 59.73 62.08

The “t” value of 27.02 and 102.39 with the p-value less than 0.05 which indicate that the average
weight of the sampled population is significantly different. Therefore, the null hypothesis that
suggests no significant difference in Leadership Dimensions of entrepreneurs and Organizational
Commitment of employees’ stands rejected and the alternative hypothesis accepted.

Correlation Analysis: Karl Pearsors  Ho3: There is no significant relation-
correlation coefficient was computed for ship between Leadership Dimen-
the purposes of determining the relation- sions of entrepreneurs and Orga-

ship between the independent variable .~ .
(Leadership Dimensions) and dependent nlez:tlonal Commitment of employ-

variable (Organizational Commitment).
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Table 6 Descriptive $atistics & Karl Pearson’s Correlation Matrix (Leadership Dimensions
& organizational commitment)

DimenMean SD LD1 LD2 LD3 LD4 LD5 OocC1 ocC2 OoC3
sions

LD1 10.15 2.94 1 .714%* 419* .325* 578** -.213 -.093 056

(.000) (.007) (.041) (.000) (.188) (.569) (.730)

LD2 8.53 2.86 1 .289 .106 475 -.097 .083 -.026

(.071) (.513) (.002) (.553) (.611) (.873)

LD3 5.75 1.90 1 .246 403** -.189 -.252 -.176

(.127) (.010) (.243) (.\117) (.278)

LD4 12.95 4.14 1 A433** -.143 -.379* -.128

(.005) (.379) (.016) (.432)

LD5 8.80 3.14 1 -.095 -.235 -.005

(.561) (.114) (.975)

OC1 10.15 2.94 1 .396%* .224**

(.000) (.005)

OC2 8.53 2.86 1 .160*

(.048)

OC3 5.75 1.90 1

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
Leadership BehavierlLD1-Production Matters, LD2€kchnical Matters, LD3- Financial Matters, LD4-
Personnel Matters, LD5- Marketing Mattersg@nizational Commitment- OCRAffective Commitment,
OC2- Continuance Commitment, OC3- Normative Commitment

A total of 40 entrepreneurs re-
sponded to the five dimensions of lead- There is greater tendency among

ership decision making namely product the employees to stay in the orga-

tion matters, technical matters, financial nization due to emotional attach-
matters, personnel matters and marketment.

ing matters which ultimately reflected

their overall leadership behaviors. Deci-pared to Continuance and Normative Com-
sions for personnel matters have the highmitment. This shows that there is greater
est arithmetic mean of 12.95. The al‘ithtendency among the employees to stay in
metic means of production matters, techthe organization due to emotional attach-
nical matters, financial matters and marment but the responses depicted highest
keting matters are calculated as 10.15, 8.5gariation in this regard. It also shows that
5.75 and 8.80 respectivelyrganizational the employees have least level of Norma-
Commitment was measured in three dimeRiyve Commitment in SMEs which means
sions namelyAffective Commitment, Con- that employees do not feel a sense of obli-
tinuance Commitment and Normative Comgation towards the organization.A negative
mitment.With an arithmetic mean of 10.15re|ationship exists between LD4 (Leader-
and standard deviation of 2.94 majorly disship Dimension pertaining to personnel
playedAffective Commitment which matters) and OC2 (Continuance Commit-
means that employees in SMEs havgent) where r = -3.79 at 0.05 or 95% sig-
greaterAffective Commitment as com- npificance level. There exists a low insig-
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nificant negative correlation between LD1Dimensions of entrepreneurs and Organi-
and OC1 (r =-0.213, p = 0.188), LD1 andzational Commitment of employees is par-
OC2 (r =-0.093, p = 0.569) and LD1 andially rejected.

OC3(r=0.056, p=0.730). LD2 also found

insignificant correlation with OC1 (r = - RegressionAnalysis

0.097, p = 0.553), OC2 (0.083, p = (11

and OC3 (r = -0.026, p=0.873). Howeyver  The linear regression was computed
in all other cases the null hypotheses arf@r the purposes of determining the fol-
accepted as no significant relationship!oWwing hypotheses:

could be identified. The inter correlations _ o _

between dimensions of Leadership Dimenti04: There is no significant impact of
sions were positive. LD1 was found to be ~ L€adership Dimensions (production
positively correlated with LD2 (r = 0.714, matters, technical matters, financial
p = 0.000), LD3 (r = 0.419, p = 0.007), maj[ters, personnel matters, and mar-
LD4 (r = 0.325, p = 0.041) and LD5 (r = ketlng_ma_tters) of ent_repreneurs on
0.578, p = 0.000). The inter correlations Organizational Commitment (Affec-
between dimensions of Organizational tiveé Commitment, Continuance Com-
Commitment were also positive. OC1was Mitment, Normative Commitment) of
found to be positively related with OC2 (r ~ €mployees.

= 0.396, p = 0.000), OC3 (r = 0.224, p = Taple 7 reflects the impact of Lead-
0.005). Continuance Commitment (OC2)shin Dimensions oAffective Commit-
was also found to be positively related tQnant. Linear regression summary shows
Normative Commitment (OC3) with a cor-that | D1, LD2, LD3, LD4 and LD5 con-
relation value of 0.160, p = 0.048). Thisyipyte and predict 7.10% (R Square is
lead to the inference that leadership dlmerb_on) ofAffective CommitmentThe cok
sions of entrepreneurs in decisions relater%spondingANOVA value from the re-
to personnel matters, if rigid and autocraticgressiOn model indicates F = 0.519 which
may result in low level of employee com-ig jnsignificant. From the above analysis it
mitment in SMEs as negative correlationg seen that there is an insignificant im-
was found between decisions in personnglact of leadership dimensions viz produc-
matters and employeeContinuance Com- ion matters, technical matters, financial

mitment. Thus, hypothesis 3: there is no Sigmatters, personnel matters, and market-
nificant relationship between Leadershiqng matters on affective commitment.

Table 7 Regession Model &ANOVA Summary for Affective Commitment as DependenYari-

able
Model R R  Adjusted Std Change Statistics
Square R Square Error R Square F Dfl Df2 SigF
Change Change Change
1 .266 .071 -.066 3.75 519 5 34 .760

Predictors (Constant): LD5, LD3, LD4, LD2, LD1
Dependenvariable: OC1
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Table 8 Coeficients Summaries forAffective Commitment as Dependen¥ariable

Non-standardized Standardized Coefficients

Coefficients t value Sig
Model B Std Error Beta
1 (Constant) 25.673 2.750 9.337 .000
LD1 -.300 .333 -.243 -.902 .373
LD2 .098 312 .077 .313 .756
LD3 -.244 .357 -.128 -.684 .498
LD4 -.072 .167 -.082 -.434 .667
LD5 112 .256 .096 435 .666

DependenVariable: OC1

Regression equation for showing the  Table 9 reflects the impact of lead-
relationship of Leadership Dimensionsership Dimensions on Continuance Com-
(production matters, technical mattersmitment. The model summary shows that
financial matters, personnel matters, antiD1, LD3, LD4 and LD5 make 21.3%
marketing matters) anéiffective Com- (R Square is 0.213) contribution to Con-
mitment is as follows: tinuance Commitment. The correspond-

ing ANOVA value from the regression

Y = atbx +bx +bx,+bx,+bx+e model indicates F = 1.843. From the

above analysis it is seen that there is

Y = 25.673 + (-.300)% .098x+ moderate impact of Leadership Dimen-

(- .244)%+ (-.072)x+ .112 +e sions on Continuance Commitment.

Table 9 Regession Model & ANOVA Summary for Continuance Commitment as Dependent

Variable
Model R R  Adjusted Std Change Statistics
Square R Square Error R Square F Dfl Df2 SigF
Change Change Change
1 462 .213 .098 2.758 1.843 5 34 131

Predictors: (Constant), LD5, LD3, LD4, LD1
DependenVariable: OC2

Table 10 Coeficients Summary for Continuance Commitment as DependenVariable

Non- standardized Standardized Coefficients

Coefficients t value Sig
Model B Std Error Beta
1 (Constant) 24.144 2.021 11.949 .000
LD1 -.011 244 -.011 -.046 .964
LD3 -.287 .262 -.188 -1.093 .287
LD4 -.206 123 -.294 -1.680 .102
LD5 -.131 .188 -.141 -.694 492
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Regression equation for showing the  Table 12 shows the impact of Lead-
relationship of Leadership Dimensionsership Dimensions on Normative Com-
(production matters, technical mattersmitment. The model summary shows that
financial matters, personnel matters, andD1, LD2, LD3, LD4 and LD5 contrib-
marketing matters) and Continuanceite and predict 8.80% (R Square is 0.88)
Commitment is as follows: to Normative Commitment. The corre-

spondingANOVA value from the regres-

Y = at+bx +tbx +bx +bx,+bx+e  sion model indicates F = 0.653 which is

significant at 0.661% significance level

Y =24.144 + (-.01)x,*+ (-.287)x+  which implies that the model predicts the

(-.206)%+ (-.131)x dependent variable.
Table 11 Regression Model & ANOVA Summary for Normative Commitment as Dependent
Variable
Model R R  Adjusted Std Change Statistics
Square R Square Error R Square F Dfl Df2 SigF
Change Change Change
1 .296 .088 -.047 1.624 .653 5 34 .661

Predictors: (Constant), LD5, LD3, LD4, LD2, LD1
DependenVariable: OC3

Table 12 Coeficients Summary for Normative Commitment as Dependeniariable

Non- standardized Standardized Coefficients
Coefficients
t value Sig

Model B Std Error Beta
1 (Constant) 19.055 1.190 16.009 .000
LS1 .166 144 .308 1.115 .256
LS2 -.111 .135 -.200 -..823 416
LS3 -.197 .154 -237 -1.279 .210
LS4 -.072 .072 -.187 -.990 .329
LS5 .045 11 .088 401 .691

DependenvVariable: OC3

Regression equation for showing Y = atbx +bx, +bx +bx,+tbx +e
the relationship of Leadership Di-
mensions (production matters, tech- y = 19.055+.166% (-.111)x,+(-
nical matters, financial matters, per-197)x+ (-.072)x+ .045 +e
sonnel matters, and marketing mat-
ters) and Normative Commitment is  Thus, hypothesis 4: there is no sig-
as follows; nificant impact of Leadership Dimensions
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on Organizational Commitment of em-
ployees in small scale enterprises under
study is established as partially rejected.

Major Findings

e Larger numbers of employees in
SMEs displayAffective Commit-
ment, which reflects that employees
have commitment towards the orga-

LD2, LD3, LS4 and LD5). There was
a significant impact of leadership di-
mensions on Continuance Commit-
ment. (R2=0.213).

Leadership Dimensionisas a lesser
impact on two Organizational Com-
mitment dimensions namelffec-

tive Commitment and Normative
Commitment. (R2=0.071, R2=0.088).

nization as they have strong emotionatonclusion & Recommendations

attachment towards it. However
lesser number of employees shows

There is a close association between

Normative Commitment as they doj eadershipDimensions andrganiza-
not feel a ‘sense of obligation’ to- tional Commitment. The leadership style
wards the organization. adopted by the entrepreneur affects the

showed that there is significant di
ference in theLeadershipDimen-

The one- Sample t- test resy|t€Vvel ofOrganizationaCommitment por-
s.trayed by the employees. Thus, adopt-
ing an appropriate leadership style be-

sions of entrepreneurs and organi€0Mes an important criterion to increase

zationalCommitment of employees

the commitment level of the employees.

in SMEs. A committed employee showcases bet-
ter morale and enthusiasm to perform
« Karl Pearsors correlation tests re- the work allotted to him which in turn
flected negative correlation betweeneads to better productivity in the orga-
Leadership Dimensions for person-ization.

nel matters and resultant Continuance
Commitment (r =-3.79, p<0.05).

* Hypothesis 3 is stated to be partiallf
rejected as the results showed a sig-
nificant negative relationship be-
tween LeadershipDimensions for
personnel matters ar@ntinuance
Commitment. Howeverno signifi-
cant relationship was found be-
tween otheteadershipimensions
andOrganizationalCommitment di-
mensions.

Entrepreneurs should adopt ‘auto-

ratic style’ of leadership at the initial
tages of operations in SMEs. It would
nsure close supervision and better con-
trol over the activities of the enterprise.
At the later stages of operations, the en-
trepreneur can adopt ‘transactional style’
and progress to ‘transformational style’
as employees become clearer about their
job roles and become capable of work-
ing independently without much supervi-

sion from entrepreneurs.

* Regression analysis revealed that
dependent variables have an impact

The quality of entrepreneur- worker

on Leadership Dimensions (LD1,relationship is important to understand
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the needs and aspirations of the emyhich have a negative impact on the
ployeesA mutually beneficial relation- |eye| of employee commitment and in
ship would help the employees to retyrn results in greater employee turn-
tain employees within the organizationgyer. The analysis and findings of this
and in turn motivate them to performyesearch give an insight into the cur-
the best. rent impact of leadership dimensions on
employee commitment. The recommen-

Employee commitment can be sough§jations suggested can help the SMEs

if the employees are given the opportutg employ an effective leadership style

nity to express their views and ideas. Thigy order to gather greater commitment
practice is to be encouraged in the SMEgom jts employees.

with the adoption of joint consultation and
participative decision making style in thereferences
enterprise. Entrepreneurs should take
some extra time and resources to recogilen, N. & Meyer, J., (1990)* The Measure-
nize the employees publicly for their ment andAntecedents oAffective, Con-
achievements. Recognition of efficient tinuance and Normative Commitment to the
talent is seen as an effective way to in- Organization?; Journal of Occupational

. Psychology, 63, 1-18.
crease employee commitment and reten-

tion of good performers in the enterpriseAllen, N. & Meyer, J., (1991), “Organizational
SocializationTactics:A LongitudinalAnaly-
sis of Links to Newcomeés Commitment
and Role Orientation”Academy of Man-
agement Journal, 33:847-58

Implications

The study has been conducted it% gAvolio (1990), “The Implicati .

. ass \Yfeli[e} , e Implications orrans-
four selected CIL_jSterS Iocateq m_ N_Ort actional and Transformational Leadership
and South Delhi. The study is limited for Individual, Team and Qganizational
to a sample of 193 respondents, con-  Development”Research in Organizational
sisting of 40 entrepreneurs and 153 em-  Change and Development, 4 (5): 231-72.
p_onees. T_he sample of employees_ C_orBakshiAarti, Sharma Dutitul & Kumar Kuldeep
sisted mainly of workers who are illit- (2011), “Organizational Commitment as
erate; hence they faced difficulty inun- ~ Predictor of Organizational Citizenship
derstanding the questions. The work- Behavior”, European Journal of Business
ers were reluctant to express their ~ 2"dManagement, 3 (4): 78-86.
views towards commitment due to feaBennett JasonThatcher $epina, Lee, P&
of ownerslsupervisorsl Many Of the Randall J., (2003), “Turnover Of _Informa-
small scale enterprises in India are be- o TechnologyWorkers: Examining Em-
. d b pirically the Influence ofAttitudes, Job
'n_g manage y o'wner-_managerg. Characteristics, and External Markets”,
Since, there are regional differences in Journal of Management Information Sys-
the development of SMEs in India; more tems, 19 (3): 231 - 50.
specific studies are needed in thesgardona, R Rey, C., (2009). “Mission-Driven
areas. The entrepreneurs, by and large, |eadership folvour Own Good” Effective
portray autocratic Leadership style Executive, 22-30.
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