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Abstract: Leadership engenders an essential element for
organisations to develop business strategies and achieve
their goals. This research aims to examine the impact of
laissez-faire leadership style on Organisational
Commitment (OCOM) in health care centers in Qatar.
The researcher adopted a quantitative approach using a
self-administered questionnaire to collect the primary
data. The sample consisted of 218 leaders and supervisors
from five healthcare centers in Qatar selected employing
non-random sampling. The study indicated a significant
positive relationship existed between laissez-faire
leadership and OCOM. Moreover, leadership behavior
significantly impacted OCOM behaviors but in different
degrees: continuance commitment and normative
commitment to a higher extent and affective commitment
less so. Also, the results showed the percentage to which
Laissez-Faire leadership style was practiced in the sample
to be high.

INTRODUCTION

The leadership style promoting employee
commitment helps institutions to realise their aims[1, 2].
Accordingly, leaders of healthcare systems in Qatar need
to pay more attention to their leadership behavior,
promoting and instilling employee commitment and
loyalty to accomplish company objectives.

Changes and developments have affected healthcare
institutions and leaders. In the medical profession,
individuals interact and are exposed to constant scientific
and technological advancements. This study focuses on
Qatar’s public healthcare centre’s leadership styles.
Despite its small size in the past few years, Qatar’s

medical sector has significantly expanded its
infrastructure  and  the  range  of  patient  services.  It
hosts the  highest  health  workforce  densities  in  the 
world[3]. The World Bank’s most recent data showed the
country’s per capita health spending rated among the
highest in the Middle East and the government allocated
$6.23 billion to the health sector, representing11% of its
budget[3].

Although, no single leadership style is considered
appropriate or applicable to every manager, under all
circumstances (Amgheib, 2016), the intention of this
empirical study is to illuminate the effect of laissez-faire
leadership on organisational commitment in public
healthcare centers in Qatar.
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MATERIALS AND METHODS

The researcher used a quantitative methodology to
collect data in a cross-sectional survey among medical
staff including leaders and supervisors of five healthcare
centres in Qatar. Purposive sampling was used, for the
researcher sent the questionnaire to employees with job
position relevant to the research. Prospective participants
received a hard-copy questionnaire to participate in the
study and they were informed of the investigation’s
objectives and ensured participation was voluntary and
responses would be kept confidential. The population
equaled approximately 2,590 medical employees. The
sample size was calculated based on Krejcie and
Morgan’s table. According to Sekaran and Bougie[5],
Krejcie and Morgan[6] simplified the sample size decision
by providing a table suggesting population size and
sample size. Therefore, the sample size entailed 335
individuals. Table 1 illustrates the sample distribution
across medical centres, highlighting the data collection.
Excluding disinterested respondents (n = 3), 335
respondents (99% response rate) remained. Arabic
versions of the English scales were created using a
translation-back-translation procedure[7]. Responses,
based on a 5-point Likert scale, ranged from 1 (strongly
disagree)  to  5  (strongly  agree),  unless  otherwise
specified.

In the final sample used for analyses, most
participants were male (55.22%), between 31 and 40
years of age (39.40%), worked as nurses (44.78%) and
had >5-10 years work experience (29.85%). The health
centres were distributed in three locations (North, Centre,
and West) with participant representation 20, 60 and 20%,
respectively (Table 2).

Participants completed a questionnaire asking
demographic questions and used a seven-item version[8, 9]

of the  laissez-faire  scale  from  the  Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire (MLS) 5X[10]. Experts have
conducted previous studies in healthcare entities to
establish  the  external  validity  of  the  MLS[11].  Each
item  was  rated  on  a  scale  of  0  (not  at  all)  to 4
(frequently,  if  not  always).  The  ratings  were  summed
and divided by the number of items to derive average
ratings[8, 9].

The Organizational Commitment Questionnaire
(OCQ) consisted of 18 items of which six contained
negatively phrased questions to elicit the Affective
commitment (AF) of medical professionals[12]. A Likert
scale  rating  of  one  indicated  ‘strongly  disagree’  and
seven referred to ‘strongly agree’. The tool’s reliability is
well established with reported values between 0.89 and
0.94[13].

Table 1: Data distribution across the sample
Centre Name of Questionnaires Questionnaires Response 
code health centre       collected     distributed    rate (%)
01 Al-Rayyan 67 65 97
02 Mesimeer 80 80 100
03 Al-Muntazah 90 90 100
04 Al Mataar 50 50 100
05 Al Wajba 51 50 98
06 Total 338 335 99

Table 2: Medical Staff Demographics (n = 335)
Item/Category Frequency Percentage
Gender
Male 185 55.22
Female 150 44.78
Age
Total 335 100
20-30 years 120 35.82
31-40 years 132 39.40
41-50 years 83 24.78
Total 335 100
Job title 
Medical doctor 80 23.88
Nurse 150 44.78
Pharmacist 60 17.91
Dentist 30 8.96
Medical heads 10 2.99
Health centre Manager 5 1.49
Total 335 100
Work experience (years)
1-5 80 23.88
>5-10 100 29.85
>10-15 80 23.88
>15-20 75 22.39
Total 335 100
Health Centre LOCO Mation
North 1 20
Central 3 60
West 1 20
Total 5 100.00

Table 3: Descriptive Statistics Organisational Commitment
Variables Items M(SD) Skewness Kurtosis Cronbach's α
LSL 4 4.28 (0.558) -0.789 1.351 0.85

Factor analysis
Sample size (pilot sample): The sample size remains
essential in factor analysis. Scholars have disagreed
regarding sample size standards but in this study two
approaches are considered. Sapnas and Zeller[14] pointed
out 50 cases may be adequate for factor analysis.
Additionally, the sample to variable ratio depicts other
recommendations for determining the number of
participants required for each variable (sample to variable
ratio). This ratio is often denoted as N:p ratios where N
refers to the number of participants and p refers to the
number of variables, ranging from 3:1, 4:1, 5:1, 10:1, 15:1
or 20:1[15, 16]. Hence, the sample size was (5×25 = 125)
(Table 3).

Laissez-faire leadership scale: The factorability of the
seven  Laissez  Fair  Leadership  Scale  (LFL)  items  was 
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Table 4: Factor loadings and communalities based on a principal components analysis with varimax rotation for four items from the short version
of the Laissez-Faire Leadership Scale (LSL) (N =125)

Component
Items      (LSL) Communality
In complex situations, leaders should let subordinates work problems out on their own in the health centre 0.752 0.565
Leadership requires staying out of the way of subordinates as they do their work 0.795 0.632
As a rule, leaders should allow subordinates to appraise their work 0.777 0.604
Leaders should give subordinates complete freedom to solve problems of their own 0.800 0.640
Factor loadings <0.4 are suppressed

examined. The researcher employed several credible
factorability principles for the correlation. Firstly, four of
the seven components correlated at least 0.3 with at least
one other item. Secondly, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
measure (KMO) of sampling adequacy equaled 0.774,
above the commonly recommended value of 0.6 and
Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (χ2 (6, N) =
365.77, p<0.05). The diagonals of the anti-image
correlation matrix also exceeded 0.5. Finally, the
communalities, all above 0.3, demonstrated each element
shared some common variance with other factors. These
overall elements reflected a suitable factor analysis
containing four items (Table 2).

Principal Components Analysis (PCA) helped to
identify and compute composite scores for the items
underlying the short version of the laissez-faire scale from
the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 5X. The initial
eigenvalue indicated one factor explained 61.05% of the
variance. The second eigenvalue was just over one and
explained 14.61% of the variance. The solution’s second
factor was examined using varimax and oblimin rotations
of the factor loading matrix. The one-factor solution,
which explained 61.05% of the variance was preferred
because of previous theoretical support, the levelling off
of eigenvalues on the scree plot after one factor and the
insufficient number of primary loadings and difficulty of
interpreting the second factor and subsequent factors.
Little difference existed between the three-factor varimax
and oblimin solutions. Thus, both solutions were
examined in subsequent analyses before deciding to use
a varimax rotation for the final solution.

Three items were eliminated because they did not
contribute to a simple factor structure and failed to meet
a minimum criterion of having a primary factor loading of
0.4 or above and no cross-loading of 0.3 or above. For the
final stage, a PCA of the remaining four items using
varimax and oblimin rotations, was conducted, with one
factor explaining 61.05% of the variance. An oblimin
rotation provided the best-defined factor structure. All
items  in  this analysis had primary loadings over 0.5.
Table 4 presents the factor loading matrix for this final
solution. The factor labels Hinkin and Schriesheim[8]

proposed suited the extracted factors and were retained.
Internal consistency for scale was examined using
Cronbach’s  alpha.  The  alphas  were  high:  0.85  for
LFL (4 items). No substantial increases in alpha for any
of the scales could have been achieved by eliminating
more items.

A composite score was created for one factor, based
on the mean of the items having primary loadings on the
factor. Higher scores indicated greater use of the coping
strategy laissez-faire leadership with a negatively skewed
distribution depicting the coping strategy the participants
reported using the most. Table 3 displays the descriptive
statistics. The skewness and kurtosis were well within a
tolerable range for assuming a normal distribution.

Overall, these analyses revealed that one factor,
highly internally consistent, underlined the responses to
the short version of the LFL items. Three of the seven
items were eliminated. 

However, the original factor structure Hinkin and
Schrieshe[8] improposed was retained. Approximately
normal distribution was evident for the composite score
data in the current study; therefore, the data was well
suited for parametric statistical analyses.

Factor analysis: organisational commitment: Initially,
the factorability of the 18 items was examined. Several
well-recognised criteria for the factorability of a
correlation were used. Firstly, 14 of the 18 items
correlated at least 0.3 with at least one other factor.
Secondly, the KMO was 0.853, above the commonly
recommended value of 0.6, and Bartlett’s test of
sphericity was significant (χ2 (91, N) = 2146.74, p <0.05).
Finally, the commonalities were all above 0.3 (Table 4),
further confirming each item shared some common
variance with other elements. Given these overall
indicators, factor analysis was deemed suitable with 14
items.

PCA was employed to identify and compute
composite scores for the factors underlying the OCOM.
Initial eigenvalues revealed the first three factors
explained 25.05, 21.27 and 15.75% of the variance,
respectively. The fourth, fifth and sixth factors had
eigenvalues just over one and each explained 16.12% of
the variance. Solutions for 4-6 factors were each
examined using varimax rotations of the factor loading
matrix. The three-factor solution which explained 62.08%
of the variance was preferred because of its previous
theoretical support, the levelling off of eigenvalues on the
scree  plot  after  three  factors  and  the  insufficient
number  of  primary  loadings  and difficulty of
interpreting the fourth factor and subsequent factors. Little 
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Table 5: Factor loadings and communalities based on a principal components analysis with varimax rotation for 14 items from the Organizational
commitments Scale (OCOM) (N =125)

Components
--------------------------------

Items AC NC CC Communalities 
I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career in this organization 0.764 - -  0.481
I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own 0.762 - - 0.644
I do not feel like 'part of my family' at this organization 0.714 - - 0.568
I do not feel 'emotionally attached' to this organization 0.674 - - 0.627
This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me 0.563 - - 0.732
I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to this organization 0.555 - - 0.625
I would feel guilty if I left my organisation now - 0.766 - 0.699
Even if it were to my advantage, i do not feel it would be right to leave my organisation now - 0.742 - 0.669
I would not leave my organisation right now because i have a sense of obligation - 0.713 - 0.488
to the people in it
This organisation deserves my loyalty - 0.696 - 0.651
I do not feel like ‘part of the family’ at my organisation - - 0.819 0.663
I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organisation - - 0.806 0.586
I do not feel ‘emotionally attached’ to this organisation - - 0.779 0.467
I do not feel any obligation to remain with my current employer - - 0.613 0.460
Factor loadings <0.4 are suppressed

Table 6: Descriptive Statistics for Organisational Commitment (N =125)
Variables Items M(SD) Skewness Kurtosis Cronbach’s α
AF 6 4.63(0.443) -0.316 1.005 0.779
NC 4 4.60(0.454) 0.657 0.233 0.826
CC 4 3.64(.751) 0.703 0.711 0.734

difference emerged between the three-factor varimax and
varimax solutions. Thus, both plots were examined in
subsequent analyses before deciding to use varimax
rotation for the final solution.

Four items were eliminated because they did not
contribute to a simple factor structure and failed to meet
a minimum criterion of having a primary factor loading of
0.4  or  above  and  no  cross-loading  of 0.3 or above.
The 14 factors yielded factor loadings above 0.4 on
Affective commitment (AF), Normative Commitment
(NC) and Continuance Commitment (CC).

“I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career
in this organization,” “I feel as if this organization’s
problems are my own,” “I do not feel like ‘part of my
family’ at this organization,” “I do not feel ‘emotionally
attached’ to this organization,” “This organization has a
great  deal  of  personal  meaning  for  me”  and  “I  do
not  feel  a  strong  sense  of  belonging  to  this
organization” yielded a primary factor loadings >0.5 on
AF (0.764, 0.762, 0.714, 0.674, 0.563, and 0.555,
respectively).

“I would feel guilty if I left my organisation now,”
“Even if it were to my advantage, I do not feel it would be
right to leave my organisation now,” “I would not leave
my organisation right now because I have a sense of
obligation to the people in it,” and “This organisation
deserves my loyalty” yielded a primary factor loadings
>0.5 on NC (0.766, 0.742, 0.713 and 0.696, respectively.

“I do not feel like ‘part of the family’ at my
organisation,” “I do not feel a strong sense of belonging

to my organisation,” “I do not feel ‘emotionally attached'
to this organisation” and “I do not feel any obligation to
remain with my current employer” yielded a primary
factor loadings >0.5 on CC (0.819, 0.806, 0.779 and
0.613, respectively).

For the final stage, a PCA of the remaining 14 items,
using varimax rotation was conducted with three factors
explaining 62.08% of the variance. A varimax rotation
provided the best-defined factor structure. All items in
this analysis had primary loadings over 0.5.

Internal consistency for each of the scales was
examined using Cronbach’s alpha. The alphas were
meritorious: 0.779 for AF (6 items), middling 0.826 for
NC (4 items) and 0.734 for CC (4 items). Eliminating
more  items  did  not  yield  any  substantial  increases  in
alpha for any of the scales. Overall, these analyses
indicated three distinct factors (AF, NC, CC) were
underlying  manager  responses  to  the  OCOM  where
AF,  NC,  CC  were meritorious  internally  consistent
(Table 5).

Composite scores were created for each of the three
factors, based on the mean of the items with primary
loadings on each factor. Higher scores indicated greater
organizational commitment. AF was the most reported
organizational commitment with a negatively skewed
distribution while NC and CCwere used considerably less
and had positively skewed distributions. Descriptive
statistics are presented in Table 6. The skewness and
kurtosis were well within a tolerable range for assuming
a normal distribution. Although, a varimax rotation was
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used only small correlations between each of the
composite scores existed: 0.167 between affective
commitment and normative; 0.132 between AF and CC;
and 0.141 between NC and CC.

The researcher scrutinized the questionnaires results
with Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS)
Version 23. The relationship between leadership styles
and organisationalcommitment was analyzed using simple
regression.

Literature review: Leadership encompasses the most
important variable affectingan employee’s relationship
with their job in institutional life. Huber[17] defined
leadership   as   the  process  of  working  with 
individuals, groups  and   other   resources   to   achieve 
the  entity goals[18]. Erkutlu[19] suggested managers use
diverse  leadership  styles  in  various  work
environments.

Northouse[20] illustrated laissez-faire as a hands-off
approach to leadership where leaders abandon their
responsibilities and avoid making decisions[10, 21]. The
leader gives full freedom to the group and exercises
minimal or no authority on its members[22]. According to
Avolio and Bass[10], it represents the absence of leadership
and employees working under this leadership seek
assistance  and  supervision  from  alternative  sources,
since, they are left to their own devices to execute their
jobs[23].

Laissez-faire leadership presents a quandary that must
be approached with extreme caution. On the one hand, it
permitsemployeesthe freedomconcerning the completion
of their work, encourages personal growth innovation and
allows for fasterdecisionmaking. On the other hand, this
leadership style is not appropriate for situations where
employees lack the knowledge or are not good at
managing projects, setting deadlines and solving
problems.  The  laissez-faire  leader  deserts 
responsibility, and sometimes they answer questions but
avoid feedback and  make  little  effort  to satisfy
employee needs[24]. Well-known business leaders have
adopted laissez-faire leadership. Steve Jobs, for example,
gave instructions to his groups about what he would like
to see, then left them to figure out how to fulfill his
wishes[25].

According to Nijhof et al. [26] company success does
not  depend  only  on  the  human  factor  but  also
depends  on  how  the  institution  motivates  its
commitment to  the  enterprise.  Employees  with  OCOM
aremore willing to accept change and less likely to engage
in withdrawal[27]. According to Kouzes and Posner[28],
since, no unified leadership approach exists, leaders
mustselect the way of directingbased on various situations
and circumstances. They  need  to  motivate  employees 

to  participate  in making  decisions  and  solving 
problems  to  increase team  and  entire  institutional 
efficiency[18].

Yousef [29] defined organisational commitment as the
individual’s psychological attachment to an organisation.
It portrays a state of being and remaining a member of a
company. Moreover, it involves feeling like a member of
a family[30]. Although, no universally accepted definition
of OCOM exists, a common theme has emerged as a
binding of the individual to an enterprise[31].
Organisational commitment entails three forms: affective
commitment, employee emotional attachment and
organisational involvement and CC, such thatthe
employee wants to remain employed by a business,
weighing  the  costs  of  leaving  the  organization
againstNC, where employees feel obligated to stay with
the firm[32, 33].

Mavens have purported laissez-faire leadership harms
employee performance and organisational commitment.
Amgheib[4] revealed laissez-faire leaders do not seem to
influence their follower work outcomes, Chaudhry and
Javed[34] professed transformational leadership had a
positive, strong and significant association with
organisational commitment. The laissez-faire style does
not boost the motivation of workers compared to other
leadership techniques. A study conducted by Alhamadi[35]

revealed school leaders in Abu Dhabi used both
transformational and transactional leadership and rarely
employed the laissez-faire approach Bass ans Stogdill[36]

and Dubinsky et al.[23] reported a negative effect of
laissez-faire leadership on salesperson job satisfaction and
organisational commitment. Goh et al.[37] revealed
registered nurse leaders exhibited both transformational
and transactional leadership behaviors and to a lesser
extent, laissez-faire. Scholars have not explored the
impact of laissez-faire leadership on organisational
commitment in the healthcare sector in Qatar. Thus, this
study aims to fill this gap with an empirical investigation
into the implications of laissez-faire leadership on
organisational commitment.

As defined in this approach, the leaders normally do
not interfere in the decision making process. A supervisor
allowingemployees to make work choices makes them
feel free to direct their work and they feel responsible for
their choices. Hence, the researcher formulated these
hypothesis:

C H1: Laissez-faire leadership positively affects
affective commitment

C H2: Laissez-faire leadership positively affects
normative commitment

C H3: Laissez-faire leadership positively affects
continuance commitment
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Findings and analysis: In this study, correlation
andsimple linear regression were performed to answer the
research questions and hypothesis.

Simple   linear   regression:   After   conducting   the 
factor analysis and determining the components, simple
regression  analysis  was  performed  to  uncover  the
effect  of  laissez-faire  leadership  on  these  elements 
and   examine   the   first,   second   and   third 
hypothesis.

Simple regression assumptions: To examine the
hypothesis, the researcher applied simple regression.
However,   prior   conditions   and    requirements  must
be   met   to   ensure   the   test   integrity   and
correctness:

Assumption 1: A linear relationship exists between the
independent variables and the dependent variables. 
Scatterplots  showed  this  assumption  was met. 
Appendix 1.

Assumption 2: The values of the residuals remained
independent. The Durbin-Watson tested the residuals
from linear regression or multiple regression were
independent. Test statistic values in the range of 1.5-2.5
are relatively normal and residuals remained independent.
Values outside of this range could be a cause for concern.
The Durbin-Watson results are included in the simple
regression tables.

Assumption 3: The variance of the residuals remained
constant. The plot of standardized residuals versus
standardized  predicted  values  indicated  no apparent
signs of   funneling,   suggesting   homoscedasticity
(Appendix 1-3).

Assumption 4: The values of the residuals were normally
distributed. The histogram and p-p plot for the model
supported that the assumption was met (Appendix 1-3).
After checking the assumptions of linear regression, all
assumptions were satisfied.

Laissez-faire leadership and organisational
commitment: The researcher conducted simple linear
regression using SPSS V23 to test the hypotheses related
to laissez-faire leadership and organisational commitment.
Since the variables were measured on three organisational
commitment dimensions, the relationship between
organisational commitment and laissez-faire leadership
was divided into three sections.

Laissez-faire leadership and affective commitment:
Simple linear regression was carried out to inspect the
relationship between laissez-faire leadership and AF. The
scatterplot showed a moderate positive linear relationship
between the variables as confirmed with a Pearson’s
correlation coefficient of 0.20. Simple linear regression
revealed a significant relationship between laissez-faire
leadership and AF(F (1, 333) = 11.652, p<0.001, R2 =
0.040). The slope coefficient for laissez-faire leadership
was 0.266 (β1 = 0.266, p<0.001), so the AF increased by
0.266 unit for each extra one unit of laissez-faire
leadership. The R2 = 0.040, so, 0.04% of the variation in
Affective Commitment can be explained by the model
containing only laissez-faire leadership. The final
predictive model was:

(1) AF level 3.431+ 0.266*laissez-faire leadership

Laissez-faire leadership and normative commitment:
A simple linear regression was carried out to test if
laissez-faire leadership style predicted NC. The results of
the regression indicated the model explained 17.8% of the
variance and the model was significant, F (1,333) = 72.07,
p<0.001. Laissez-faire leadership significantly predicted
NC (β1 = 0.47, p<0.001). The final predictive model
entailed:

(2) NC' 1.885+ 0.47*laissez-faire leadership

Laissez-faire leadership and continuance commitment:
A simple linear regression was carried out to investigate
the relationship between laissez-faire leadership and CC.
The scatterplot showed a moderate positive linear
relationship existed between the variables, confirmed with
a Pearson’s correlation coefficient of 0.28. Simple linear
regression showed a significant relationship between
laissez-faire leadership and CC(F (1, 333) = 28.423,
p<0.001,  R2  =  0.079).  The  slope  coefficient  for
laissez-faire leadership was 0.489 (β1 = 0.489, p<0.001),
so the CC increased  0.489  units  for  each  extra  one 
unit of laissez-faire leadership. The R2 value was 0.076,
so 0.1% of the variation in CC can be explained by the
model containing only laissez-faire leadership. The final
predictive model was:

(3) CC' 2.464+ 0.489*laissez-faire leadership

CONCLUSION

Laissez-faire leadership augmented organizational
commitment as measured in terms of affective, normative,
and continuance commitment.
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APPENDIXES

Appendix 1: Affactive commitment charts; Histogram dependent variable: CC; Normal P-P plot of regression
standardized residual dependent variable: AC; Scatterplot dependent variable

Appendix 2: Affactive commitment charts; Histogram dependent variable: CC; Normal P-P plot of regression
standardized residual dependent variable: AC; Scatterplot dependent variable
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Appendix 3: Affactive commitment charts; Histogram dependent variable: CC; Normal P-P plot of regression
standardized residual dependent variable: Scatterplot dependent variable
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