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Orientation: Leadership styles influence knowledge workers’ job-stress-related presenteeism
(JSRP) and, ultimately, organisational performance. Knowledge workers generally work under
strict deadlines in fast-paced, stressful environments, and require organisational support.

Research purpose: The objective of this study was to examine empirically the effect of three
leadership styles, namely transformational, transactional and laissez-faire, on job-related-
stress presenteeism in knowledge workers across a number of industries in South Africa.

Motivation for the study: Absenteeism has been the subject of much investigation but more
research is required into the antecedents and consequences of presenteeism, the phenomenon
of employees being physically present at work, but not fully functional and therefore
unproductive. Illness as an antecedent to presenteeism has been studied, but limited attention
has been given to presenteeism caused by stress. There are very few studies that investigate
leadership styles as antecedents for JSRP and this study therefore sets out to provide quantitative
evidence of this relationship.

Research design, approach and method: The researchers used a cross-sectional quantitative
approach within the positivism research philosophy. Two questionnaires were administered:
the multifactor leadership questionnaire form 6S and the job-related-stress presenteeism
questionnaire. Descriptive statistics and Pearson’s product-moment correlation were used to
answer the research questions. The participants (N = 242) were knowledge workers,
representing 12 widely categorised industries. The researchers analysed job role descriptions
to ensure the respondents were all knowledge workers.

Main findings: Transformational leadership has a higher negative correlation with JSRP than
does transactional leadership, whereas laissez-faire leadership has no significant relationship
with job stress or JSRP.

Practical/managerial implications: The research provides a compelling case for investment
into transformational and transactional leadership development by showing the preventative
effect that transformational leadership and, to a lesser degree, transactional leadership, has on
stress-associated presenteeism.

Contribution/value-add: Presenteeism lowers organisational performance even more than
absenteeism does, and exists at huge cost to employees” quality of work-life. This empirical
study, the first to use valid, reliable questionnaires to investigate the relationship between
transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership on the one hand, and JSRP on the
other, suggests that transformational leadership development should be prioritised.

Introduction

Today’s dynamic and rapidly changing business environment creates severe challenges for
leaders (Cao & Ramesh, 2008). Many organisations are having to operate with lean labour forces,
and job demands place excessive pressure on employees (Hakanen, Schaufeli & Ahola, 2008).
Moreover, volatile market demands, leading to rising job uncertainty, are becoming a substantial
stressor for employees (Pohling, Buruck, Jungbauer & Leiter, 2016). It is therefore essential that
organisations create and manage favourable work environments (Cummings et al., 2010); failure
to do so negatively impacts long-term organisational performance (Schaufeli, Taris & Van Rhenen,
2008). An important trait in creating a favourable working environment is leadership behaviour

Note: This article is partially based on the author’s thesis of the degree of Doctor of Master of Business Administration at the Gordon
Institute of Business Science, University of Pretoria, South Africa, received November 2013, available here: http://repository.up.ac.za/
bitstream/handle/2263/40595/George_Effect_2013.pdf
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as leaders motivate, engage and satisfy the needs of their
employees (Bolden, Gosling, Marturano & Dennison, 2003).

One of the challenges for today’s leaders is presenteeism.
Whitehouse (2005) defines this phenomenon as reduced
productivity owing to events that distract employees from
full productivity. Gosselin, Lemyre and Corneil (2013)
contend that presenteeism is widespread, manifesting itself
indiscriminately across occupational groups. This contention
is taken into account in this study, which investigates the
prevalence of presenteeism across a number of industries.
Presenteeism is costly for organisations because of a lack of
added value to the product or services rendered, or a
decrement in employee performance (Hemp, 2004;
MacGregor, Cunningham & Caverley, 2008; Munro, 2007;
Prochaska & Prochaska, 2011). Organisations are therefore
becoming increasingly concerned about the phenomenon as
organisational performance is significantly impacted (Puig-
Ribera, McKenna, Gilson & Brown, 2008). A number of
scholars, specifically Zopiatis and Constanti (2010), Mathieu,
Neumann, Hare and Babiak (2014), Kara, Uysal, Sirgy and
Lee (2013), conclude that leadership behaviour impacts
followers” stress and burnout levels. The current research
therefore included leadership as an important variable.

Globalisation has forced organisations to develop competitive
advantage by employing competent, talented and dedicated
employees. Called ‘knowledge workers” by Drucker (1992)
(as cited in Joo, 2010, p. 70), they ‘... apply theoretical and
analytical knowledge that is acquired through formal
education in developing new products or services’. Yet, one
of the characteristics of knowledge workers is their high
turnover rate, with the resulting high costs to the organisations
that employ them (Scheepers & Shuping, 2011).

Nielsen, Randall, Yarker and Brenner (2008) concluded that a
relationship exists between a meaningful work environment,
leadership and employee well-being. Effective leadership
styles are therefore required to develop high-quality work
environments that are conducive to knowledge workers’
well-being and which ultimately contribute to achieving
organisational goals. Knowledge workers are the focus of
this study because of their importance to the success of
organisations. Schaufeli et al. (2008) show that employee
well-being is highly correlated with low levels of stress and
leads to increased employee productivity. Other studies
show that stress causes several negative outcomes, including
burnout, employee turnover, as well as reduced productivity
and well-being (Maslach & Leiter, 2008; Tarafdar, Tu, Ragu-
Nathan & Ragu-Nathan, 2007). These, in turn, lead to stress-
related presenteeism, an important construct under
investigation in this study.

Purpose

There was therefore strong justification for conducting
research in the field of presenteeism. This study set out to
add to the body of knowledge about reducing presenteeism,
particularly among knowledge workers, who play such an
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important role in achieving organisational competitive
advantage. Its purpose was to empirically examine the effect
of three leadership styles, namely transformational,
transactional and laissez-faire leadership, on job-related-
stress presenteeism in knowledge workers across a number
of industries in South Africa. Although leadership has been
extensively researched, it remains difficult to understand the
full extent of the complex interrelationships involved in
leadership processes (Zopiatis & Constanti, 2010). Leadership
style is of particular interest to researchers (Ogbonna &
Harris, 2000) as it impacts both employee and organisational
performance.

Literature review

As the main purpose of this study was to analyse the effect of
leadership styles on employee job-stress-related presenteeism
(JSRP), ‘job-stress-related presenteeism’ and ‘leadership” are
the constructs examined in this review.

Presenteeism

Until a few years ago, research focussed on absenteeism in
relation to employee efficiency and organisational
performance, while presenteeism was largely ignored
(Gosselin et al., 2013). This trend has changed over the last
3-5 years, however, and the concept of presenteeism has
gained credibility among academics and practitioners.
Munro (2007) suggests that presenteeism is another aspect of
absenteeism while Prater and Smith (2011) believe it is the
antithesis of absenteeism. Aronsson and Gustafson (2005)
state that work-related factors cause attendance pressure and
define presenteeism as ‘the phenomenon of people who,
despite complaints and ill health that should prompt rest and
absence from work, are still turning up at their jobs’
(Aronsson, Gustafsson & Dallner, 2000, p. 503). Gosselin et al.
(2013) advise organisations to manage absenteeism without
creating presenteeism.

The impact of absenteeism on the bottom line is well
documented. For example, MacGregor et al. (2008) state that
in Canada alone, billions of dollars are lost each year owing
to absenteeism. Baker-McClearn, Greasley, Dale and Griffith
(2010) report that absenteeism is the largest source of lost
productivity for businesses in the United Kingdom.
Absenteeism is trackable and it is possible to count its cost,
but it is often impossible to tell when, and to what extent,
employees are at work but simply not performing
(presenteeism). MacGregor et al. (2008) report that the cost of
sickness presenteeism may be even greater than that of
sickness absenteeism. A white paper by the Health
Enhancement Research Organisation (2014) suggests that
presenteeism accounts for three-quarters of the cost of lost
employee productivity, while absenteeism accounts for the
fourth quarter. Demerouti, Le Blanc, Bakker, Schaufeli and
Hox (2009) show that job demands placed on sick employees
increase presenteeism and eventually lead to burnout. They
say that ‘employees get trapped in a “loss spiral” as symptoms
of burnout lead to an accumulation of job demands and less
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energy to cope with these demands’ (p. 51). This is another
example of presenteeism. Likewise, Chatterji and Tilley
(2002) report that policies implemented by organisations to
reduce absenteeism, such as reductions in sick pay, are more
likely to increase presenteeism, which in turn, could lead to
more illness and lower productivity. A US survey reported
that 56% of employers experienced presenteeism because of
some perceived problem in their organisation. Presenteeism
in small organisations may be less when compared to
medium and large organisations, as managers are more likely
to regularly request feedback on tasks performed by
subordinates (Matlay, 1999). Employee burnout and lost
productivity were found to be 7.5 times greater in cases of
presenteeism than absenteeism (Baker-McClearn et al., 2010),
while McGregor, Iverson, Caputi, Magee and Ashbury (2014)
report that the cost of presenteeism could be fourfold that of
absenteeism.

Several studies focus on sickness as the antecedent for
presenteeism (Aronsson, Gustafsson & Dallner, 2000; Baker-
McClearn et al., 2010; Demerouti et al., 2009), and allergies,
rheumatoid arthritis and chronic back pain have been linked
to it (Munro, 2007). While valuable, these studies are too
narrow in approach for a full understanding of presenteeism
(Gilbreath & Karimi, 2012), rooted as they are solely in health-
associated matters.

Job-stress-related presenteeism
Gilbreath and Karimi (2012) assert that:

job-stress-related presenteeism is most closely the opposite of
Rothbard’s (2001, p. 656) conceptualisation of engagement,
which focusses on attention — the cognitive availability and the
amount of time one spends thinking about a role —and absorption
— the intensity of one’s focus on a role. (p. 116)

However, presenteeism is more than mere disengagement
from, or low engagement in, work. Most definitions of
engagement (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma & Bakker,
2002) characterise it as pervasive and role-based, whereas
presenteeism is considered to be more transitory and
situational.

The current study focusses on presenteeism as it relates to job
stress. JSRP is a construct developed by Gilbreath and
Karamini (2012) as a factor, other than illness, that causes
employees to be less focussed on tasks. Chae, Seo and Lee
(2011) provide empirical evidence of links between job stress,
organisational effectiveness and individual performance,
and show that increased job stress results in weaker
organisational performance.

While Karlin, Brondolo and Schwartz (2003) studied job
stress in relation to support from supervisors, their study did
not consider the leadership or supervisory styles that may
have played an important role in moderating or mediating
the relationship. This research, recognising that leadership
style is inextricably interwoven into the creation of conducive
working environments, sought to expand the work of
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Gilbreath and Karimi (2012) on JSRP by providing an
understanding of how it is impacted by leadership style.

Leadership style

The literature defines leadership in a number of ways, for
example, as the ability to guide followers towards shared
goals and as a form of influence (Madlock, 2008). Kouzes and
Posner (1987) define leadership as an observable set of skills
and abilities. Historically, leadership studies tended to focus
on characteristics and personality traits, but the focus has
shifted towards the perceptions of followers and the
contextual nature of leadership (Robbins & Coulter, 2005).
New leadership theories pay greater attention to leaders’
relationships with followers, as these contribute significantly
to organisational success. Kara et al. (2013) quote a number of
studies linking leadership styles to organisational
commitment, organisational learning and adaptation, job
satisfaction, employee motivation, as well as decreased
absenteeism, a phenomenon particularly important to this
study.

Bass’s (1999) ‘full range theory of leadership” suggests that
there are three leadership styles, namely transformational,
transactional and laissez-faire. According to Bodla and
Nawaz (2010), transformational leaders are charismatic and
motivate employees by inspiring them, considering them
individually and stimulating their intellectual needs. Bass
and Avolio (1993) suggest that transformational leadership is
close to the prototype of leadership people have in mind
when they describe their ideal leader, and that
transformational leaders are more likely to be role models
with whom subordinates want to identify. Transactional
leaders, by contrast, specify tasks, monitor performance and
provide a reward system. Laissez-faire leaders tend to avoid
any involvement with their subordinates. Numerous
researchers have investigated the relationship between these
leadership behaviours and various phenomena, such as
burnout, stress, job satisfaction and performance (Dale &
Fox, 2008; Danish & Usman, 2010; Failla & Stichler, 2008;
Yang, Huang & Wu, 2011; Zopiatis & Constanti, 2010).

Hetland, Sandal and Johnsen (2007) studied the effects of
leadership style on burnout in a Norwegian information
technology firm and concluded that each style impacted the
level of employee burnout differently. The study described
burnout, which results from job stress, as a syndrome
consisting of emotional exhaustion, depersonalisation and
lack of professional accomplishment, and which has
detrimental effects for both the individual employee and the
organisation. The researchers concluded that high
transformational leadership was linked to low levels of
burnout whereas high transactional leadership, although
also linked to low levels of burnout, had weaker associations
than did transformational leadership. High passive-avoidant
(laissez-faire) leadership was linked to high levels of burnout.
A summary of the results from previous research on
transformational leadership shows that it is positively
correlated to job satisfaction (Nielsen, Yarker, Randall &
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Munir, 2009; Wolfram & Mohr, 2009), less stress (Bono &
Meredith, 2007, Munir, Nielsen & Carneiro, 2010) and
employee well-being (Skakon, Nielsen, Borg & Guzman,
2010).

Transactional leadership theories are founded on the idea
that leader—follower relations are based on a series of
exchanges or implicit bargains between leaders and followers
(Zopiatis & Constanti, 2010). Research shows a relationship
between transactional leadership styles and higher levels of
stress in comparison with transformational leadership (Lyons
& Schneider, 2009). Other studies have found that
transactional leadership is related to lower levels of burnout
(Kanste, Kyngas & Nikkila, 2007) and high job satisfaction as
well as well-being (Morrison, Chappel & Ellis, 1997), but that
these relationships are weaker than those associated with
transformational leadership. The Skakon et al. (2010) study
shows similar results.

A laissez-faire leader is one who avoids decision-making or
supervisory responsibility and believes in freedom of choice
for employees, leaving them alone to do as they want
(Goodnight, 2004). This leadership style implies failure on
the part of the manager to take responsibility for managing.
In some studies, laissez-faire leadership was found to be
associated with increased psychological distress, a lack of
social support and job strain (Nyberg et al., 2009). Early
research by Sosik and Godschalk (2000), however, found no
relationship between laissez-faire leadership on the one hand
and stress and burnout on the other.

While the above studies provide insight into the effects of
leadership style onjob stress, they offer limited understanding
of how leadership styles affect presenteeism, a particular
dimension of job stress. If organisations understood the
influence of these leadership styles on JSRP, they could
maximise their employees’ potential and performance, which
in turn could lead to greater organisational performance.

Research questions
This study addresses the following research questions:

e Research question 1: What is the relationship between
transformational leadership and JSRP?

e Research question 2: What is the relationship between
transactional leadership and JSRP?

e Research question 3: What is the relationship between
laissez-faire leadership and JSRP?

Research design
Research approach

The researchers used cross-sectional, descriptive and
quantitative research to collect primary data to answer the
research questions. This approach enabled them to
understand whether employees suffered from JSRP and to
ascertain employee perceptions of their managers’ leadership
styles. This study built on the work of Gilbreath and Karimi
(2012) and therefore adopted a similar approach. Instead of
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investigating positive and negative behaviour, however, it
sought to understand the effects of different leadership
styles.

Research participants

The sample frame initially consisted of final-year Executive
Masters in Business Administration (MBA) participants
registered at a business school in Johannesburg, South Africa.
The researchers deemed this frame appropriate as the focus
of the study was on knowledge workers representing a
variety of industries and at different levels within
organisations. The researchers deemed the characteristics of
the initial sample frame appropriate for these criteria. A dual-
sampling technique was used. Purposive sampling was
employed for the initial request for participation, followed
by snow-ball sampling when the initial participants
forwarded the link to others (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill,
2012; Zikmund, Babin, Carr & Griffin, 2009). These non-
probability sampling techniques led to a sample of N = 242
knowledge workers in South Africa. Their job role
descriptions provided information about their work context.
They all had direct, face-to-face interaction with their
managers. The dual-sampling technique ensured that the
three different leadership styles described above were
represented in the sample. The participants represented a
variety of sectors. A total of 35.1% worked in the financial
and insurance sector, 23.6% in the information technology
sector and 17.8% in the energy sector. The remaining 23.5%
worked in the general consulting services, education,
engineering, FMCG, healthcare, law and public sectors.

Measuring instruments

Leadership styles

To understand participants’ perceptions of their managers’
leadership styles, the multifactor leadership questionnaire
(MLQ form 6S) adapted from Vinger and Cilliers (2006) was
used. The MLQ form 6S is a self-reporting scale consisting of
21 items and three sub-scales: transformational leadership
style (12 items, e.g., ‘I feel good to be around my manager’),
transactional leadership style (six items, e.g., ‘My manager
helps me find meaning in my work’) and laissez-faire
leadership style (three items, e.g., ‘My manager does not ask
more of me than what is absolutely essential’). A five-point
Likert scale was used to evaluate the leadership styles. The
scale anchors were: 0 — not at all; 1 — once in a while; 2 —
sometimes; 3 — fairly often and 4 — frequently. The Cronbach’s
alpha for MLQ form 6S was o = 0.86, greater than the
acceptable limit of 0.70 (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson &
Tatham, 2006).

Job stress and job-stress-related presenteeism

To understand job stress, the researchers adapted the
Gilbreath and Karimi (2012) JSRP scale. The researchers
defined job stress in the questionnaire for participants as
‘work-related activities caused by the demands placed on
you by your leader’, and it was measured using a two-item
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scale, for example, ‘My job has been extremely stressful’. A
four-point Likert scale was used to evaluate job stress, with
the scale anchors being: 1 — strongly disagree; 2 — disagree;
3 —agree and 4 — strongly agree. The reliability and validity of
the construct job stress were established by Gilbreath and
Karimi (2012), and it is thus an adequate measure to
understand job stress. The Cronbach’s alpha for job stress
was o = 0.909, greater than the acceptable limit of 0.70 (Hair
et al., 2006).

To understand JSRP, the researchers again adapted Gilbreath
and Karimi’s (2012) scale. This construct was measured using
a six-item scale, for example, ‘Mental energy I'd otherwise
devote to my work is wasted on work stressors’. A three-
point Likert scale was used to evaluate JSRP, with the
following scale anchors: 1 — all the time; 2 — sometimes and
3 —never. The reliability and validity of the construct for JSRP
were established by Gilbreath and Karimi (2012). The
Cronbach’s alpha for JSRP was a = 0.828, greater than the
acceptable limit of 0.70 (Hair et al., 2006).

The reliability and validity of the instrument used to measure
job stress were established by Gilbreath and Karimi (2012)
and were acceptable. As the current study builds on their
study, the instrument they used to measure job stress was
employed in this research. Gilbreath and Karimi (2012) report
a Cronbach’s a = 0.80 for job stress.

Three open-ended questions were included in the
questionnaire to understand what employees would like to
change in their managers’ leadership styles so that they could
be more productive and not engage in presenteeism, for
example, “‘What changes in your manager would assist in
alleviating stress and improve your performance?’

The instrument was pre-tested prior to the study, to ensure
there were no problems in the design (Zikmund, 2003). It was
administered to 20 randomly selected individuals, as well as
an experienced researcher in the field of leadership, to ensure
face and content validity. No significant changes were noted.

Procedure and ethical considerations

The questionnaire was distributed, via a link to an online
survey, to 160 employees from different service-orientated
industries, selected using purposive sampling. Snow-ball
sampling was then used to gain more respondents as the
initial participants were asked to forward the link to
individuals within their networks. The exact response rate to
the snow-balling sampling was difficult to ascertain; it did,
however, allow for the collection of a greater number of
respondents than were initially targeted, over the period
from June to October 2013. A total of N = 272 responses was
received, of which N = 242 responses were complete and
retained for the final analysis. Ethical clearance was obtained
from the University of Pretoria’s Gordon Institute of Business
Science Research Ethics Committee. All respondents were
assured of confidentiality and anonymity, with participation
being voluntary.
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Data analysis

Several steps were taken to analyse the data gathered by this
study using Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS)
version 22. The descriptive statistics (mean, median, mode
and standard deviation), as well as skewness and kurtosis,
were measured to indicate variation in the sample data
collected, which allowed for a thorough study to be conducted
on the topic, for example, percentage of males and females
that took part in the survey; different respondent age groups;
size of the organisation; and respondents’ interactions with
their managers.

Factor analysis using the principle component analysis (PCA)
method was used to reduce the number of variables that
need to be analysed, thus allowing for the grouping of
variables to create a single value (Field, 2005). The Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) index and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity
ensured that factor analysis was appropriate in this study as
a data reduction tool. KMO indices greater than 0.5 and the
Bartlett’s test of sphericity significant at p < 0.05 are suggested
for an acceptable factor analysis (Field, 2005). Cronbach’s
alpha test was conducted to establish reliability of the
research instrument in the South African setting. The
generally agreed and accepted lower limit for Cronbach’s
alpha is 0.70 (Hair et al., 2006).

Each of the leadership styles was evaluated according to
factors. Upon completion of the data-coding process, the
numerical value for the questions under each factor was
aggregated to create a score for that factor. Once the score for
each factor was calculated, the final score for the perceived
leadership style was the average of the factors, relevant to the
leadership style. The same process was followed for all the
variables so that each variable had a final score based on the
participant’s response.

Final scores for each of the variables needed to be calculated
to evaluate whether a relationship existed between leadership
style and JSRP. For example: if a respondent selected option
‘3" for all the questions in the questionnaire, each factor in the
leadership section of the questionnaire had three questions,
jobs stress had two and JSRP had six. The score for each factor
was aggregated to give a score of 9 (3 for leadership selecting
option 3 for all three questions, + 3 for job stress selecting
option 3 across both questions, + 3 for JSRP selecting 3 for all
six questions) = 9:

e Factor 1 (idealised influence): score 9.

¢ Factor 2 (inspirational motivation): score 9.

e Factor 3 (intellectual stimulation): score 9.

e Factor 4 (individualised consideration): score 9.
e TFactor 5 (contingent reward): score 9.

e Factor 6 (management by exception): score 9.

e Factor 7 (laissez-faire): score 9.

Factors 1-4 are related to transformational leadership
and hence the final score for transformational leadership
would be the average of Factors 1-4 (Factor 1 + Factor 2 +
Factor 3 + Factor4)/4=(9+9+9+9)/4=36/4=9. Thus, the
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respondent’s score for transformational leadership would
be 9. Similarly, Factors 5 and 6 are related to transactional
leadership, hence the final score for transactional leadership
would be the average of Factors 5 and 6 (Factor 5 + Factor
6)/2 = (9 + 9)/2 = 9. Factor 7 is related to laissez-faire
leadership, hence the final score would be the average of
Factor 7 (Factor 7)/1 = 9/1 = 9. The final score for job stress
would be the average between the two questions measuring
job stress, and if a participant scored 3 for each of the
questions, the final score would be (3 + 3)/2 = 3. Similarly,
JSRP has six questions, and if a participant scored 3 for each
question, the final score would be the average of the scores
for each question 3+3+3+3+3+3)/6=3.

The same process was followed for all respondents and the
overall average was calculated for each of the factors. If the
overall average calculated was 2.5 for all the variables, then a
score < 2.5 would be categorised as ‘low” and a > 2.5 would be
categorised as high. From the example, the respondent’s
score was categorised as high for all the variables to test for
associations between them.

Once the final scores for each respondent for each of the
variables were calculated, descriptive statistics were used to
categorise the data. The mean for the final score of the three
variables was calculated by adding the values of the scores
and then dividing them by the number of observations. Based
on the mean, each respondent’s score on the three constructs
was then categorised as ‘high” or ‘low’. The low and high
categories for each variable were compared against each other.

To understand if there were differences between the high and
low categories, the one-sample #-test was employed. The test
also ensured that the sample was representative of the
population (Field, 2005). The test was applied to each factor to
determine if the responses were significantly different, rather
than based only on percentage splits. Once the researchers
were confident that the difference between the high and low
categories was significant, they subjected the data to
correlational analysis. To answer the research questions,
Pearson’s correlation tests, chi-square and cross-tabulations
were used to establish if there were any associations between
factors. The chi-square test is used to find relationships
between two variables, while cross-tabulation shows the
frequency of joint occurrences between the two variables. For
cross-tabulations, two categorical variables were used. The
variables were categorised as ‘low” or ‘high’ based on their
final score, as described above. The observed counts and
percentages in a cross-tabulation describe the relationship.
A2 x 2 cross-tabulation was performed between two variables
and the same two-step process was followed to understand
the associations between all the variables. All statistical
analyses were performed at a 95% confidence interval, p = 0.05.

Results

A total of 272 responses were received, of which 242 were
complete. The sample consisted of 108 female and 134 male
respondents. A total of 44 respondents were in the age group
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of 20-29 years, 124 were aged between 30 and 39 years,
62 were aged between 40 and 49 years and 12 were aged
50 years and above. The sample comprised 12 sectors of the
economy, with the largest responses from the finance and
insurance (35.1%), information technology (23.6%) and
energy (17.8%) sectors. The remaining respondents (23.5%)
worked in consulting services, education, engineering,
FMCG, healthcare, law, the public sector and “others’. A total
of 221 respondents were employed in organisations with
more than 50 employees and 21 in organisations with less
than 50 employees. A total of 138 respondents met with their
managers more than once a week, 67 once a week and 37 very
rarely.

Table 1 indicates that PCA was appropriate, based on the
KMO measures and Bartlett’s test of sphericity.

While the Cronbach’s alpha results for laissez-faire leadership
were weak, the researchers retained the factor, as this may not
show uni-dimensionality of the construct, see Table 2. All other
measures of reliability were acceptable (Hair et al., 2006).

A total of seven sub-factors were analysed within the
three leadership styles. Transformational leadership: four
sub-factors (idealised influence, inspirational motivation,
intellectual stimulation and individualised consideration);
transactional leadership: two sub-factors (contingent reward
and management by exception) and laissez-faire: one sub-
factor (no formal structure). Table 3 reports on the mean and
standard deviation of the leadership sub-scales from the
responses.

There is a good spread of data based on the options selected
by the respondents that provide great value in understanding
the relationship between leadership styles and JSRP.

The summary of the sub-constructs is displayed in Table 4.
Leadership styles
The #-test indicated that, with regard to the sub-scales.

TABLE 1: Results of principle component analysis, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin index,
Bartlett’s test of sphericity, Cronbach’s alpha and average score for factors.

Dimension KMO

Bartlett’s test of sphericity

Chi-square Degrees of Significance
freedom
Transformational 0.952 2210.567 66 0.000
Transactional 0.785 495.939 15 0.000
Laissez-faire 0.568 61.441 3 0.000
Job stress 0.500 284.803 1 0.000
JSRP 0.841 502.725 15 0.000

JSRP, job-stress-related presenteeism; KMO, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin.

TABLE 2: Cronbach’s alpha coefficients.

Dimension Cronbach’s alpha Number of items
Transformational 0.936 Q1-12
Transactional 0.696 Q13-18
Laissez-faire 0.532 Q19-21
Job stress 0.909 Q22-23
Job-stress-related 0.828 Q24-29

presenteeism
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TABLE 3: Descriptive statistics of the leadership style sub-factors.
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Questions Mean Median Mode Std. deviation Skewness Kurtosis
Question 1 2.64 3 3 1.08 -0.43 -0.63
Question 2 2.46 3 3 1.30 -0.56 -0.70
Question 3 2.54 3 3 1.27 -0.59 -0.68
Question 4 231 2 3 1.21 -0.25 -0.87
Question 5 1.84 2 1 1.22 0.12 -0.96
Question 6 1.83 2 2 1.34 0.09 -1.12
Question 7 2.08 2 3 1.30 -0.11 -1.13
Question 8 1.98 2 1 1.25 0.01 -1.02
Question 9 1.87 2 2 1.20 0.03 -0.97
Question 10 1.90 2 1 1.36 0.15 -1.15
Question 11 1.95 2 1 1.24 0.05 -1.08
Question 12 1.59 1 0 1.35 0.38 -1.08
Question 13 1.48 1 0 1.34 0.46 -0.97
Question 14 1.67 2 1 1.30 0.31 -0.98
Question 15 1.53 1 0 1.32 0.36 -1.10
Question 16 2.95 3 4 1.06 -0.90 0.23
Question 17 2.63 3 3 1.18 -0.63 -0.45
Question 18 1.90 2 3 1.26 0.03 -1.04
Question 19 2.58 3 3 1.12 -0.77 0.14
Question 20 2.34 3 3 1.19 -0.44 -0.66
Question 21 1.69 2 2 1.25 0.11 -1.10

TABLE 4: Sub-construct means, standard deviations and ¢-values.

Leadership style Mean Std. deviation t
Transformational leadership 6.25 3.028 -
Idealised influence 7.64 3.309 2.03*
Inspirational motivation 5.98 3.167 1.46%*
Intellectual stimulation 5.93 3.332 1.67%*
Individualised consideration 5.43 3.419 2.86*
Transactional leadership 6.08 2.600 -
Contingent reward 4.68 3.435 2.95%
Management by exception 7.48 2.419 3.37%
Laissez-faire leadership 6.61 2.560 il 3

* p<0.05; ** p>0.05

Idealised influence

Respondents reported that they had faith and trust in their
managers and perceived them as role models. There was a
significant difference between respondents that reported
they had faith and trust in their managers and perceived
them as role models and those that did not. The differences
in responses were therefore not owing to chance but owing
to real differences that could be expected in the population
as well.

Inspirational motivation

Respondents reported that their managers do not provide a
vision for their employees to find meaning in their work.
There were no significant differences between respondents
who reported that their managers provide a vision for their
employees to find meaning in their work, and those who did
not. This indicates that the differences observed in response
to inspirational motivation were not ‘real’ but owing to
chance.

Intellectual stimulation

Managers do not provide intellectual stimulation for their
employees to find meaning in their work. There was
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no significant difference between those respondents
who reported that their managers provide intellectual
stimulation to find meaning in their work, and those who
did not. This indicates that the differences observed in
response to intellectual stimulation were not ‘real” but
owing to chance.

Individualised consideration

Managers show little interest in their well-being. There was a
significant difference between respondents who reported
that their managers show little interest in their well-being
and those who did not. These differences were therefore not
owing to chance but reflected real differences that can be
expected in the population as well.

Contingent reward

There was a significant difference between respondents
who reported that their managers emphasise what is
expected from them and recognise their accomplishments,
and those who did not. The difference is real and not owing
to chance and can be expected in the population as well.

Management by exception

There was also a significant difference between the
respondents who reported that their managers inform them
about their job requirements and are content with standard
performance, and those who did not. These differences are
therefore not owing to chance.

No formal structure

There was no significant difference between respondents
reporting that their managers are content with subordinates
doing their own thing, and those who reported they were
not. Therefore, what was observed is not ‘real’ and not
applicable to the population.
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Leadership style was considered as a factor contributing
to job stress, which in turn caused JSRP. There was a positive
moderate correlation between job stress and JSRP, r (240) =
0.529, p < 0.05.

Once job stress and JSRP were categorised as low or high, a
cross-tabulation was conducted to evaluate if low job stress
is related to low JSRP, and vice versa. All expected cell
frequencies were greater than five, and there was a significant
association between high and low job stress and high and
low JSRP, X*(1) = 37.614, p = 0.000.

Gilbreath and Karimi (2012) established that job stress
caused by positive or negative supervisor behaviour results
in JSRP. In this study, leadership style was considered to be
the main factor that causes job stress, which in turn causes
JSRP. For both the job stress and JSRP sections in the
questionnaire, the final scores were calculated using the
process defined above. Pearson’s r correlation test was
conducted to assess significant associations between the
variables of leadership, job stress and JSRP. Cross-tabulation
and chi-square tests were also performed to establish if a
significant relationship existed between these two variables.

As Table 5 indicates, there is a moderate positive association
between job stress and JSRP, indicating that an increase in job
stress increases JSRP. Transformational leadership and
transactional leadership are significantly associated with
JSRP, while laissez-faire leadership is not significantly
associated with JSRP, at a 95% confidence interval. For
transformational leadership, results indicate a weak negative

TABLE 5: Pearson’s correlation and associated chi-square values between
leadership styles and job stress and job-stress-related presenteeism.

Dimension Pearson’s correlation Chi-square
Transformational leadership and JSRP -0.271%* 8.939**
Transactional leadership and JSRP -0.196** 6.537%*
Laissez-faire leadership and job stress 0.106 0.130
Laissez-faire leadership and JSRP 0.121 0.110
Job stress and JSRP 0.529%** 37.614%*
JSRP, job-stress-related presenteeism.
** p<0.05
TABLE 6: Cross-tabulation table.
Dimensions Job-stress-re]ated Job stress
presenteeism

High Low High Low
Transformational leadership
High 54.0 60.0
% within transform 47.4 52.6
Low 85.0 43.0
% within transform 66.4 33.6
Transactional leadership
High 50.0 54.0
% within transact 48.1 51.9
Low 89.0 49.0
% within transact 64.5 35.5
Laissez-faire leadership
High 78.0 60.0 83.0 55.0
% within Laissez 56.5 43.5 60.1 39.9
Low 61.0 43.0 65.0 39.0
% within Laissez 58.7 41.3 62.5 37.5
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correlation; JSRP decreases as ‘level’ of transformational
leadership increases. For transactional leadership, there is a
weak positive relationship; JSRP increases with an increase in
the “level” of transactional leadership.

Table 5 also shows the chi-square results. There is a significant
positive relationship between job stress and JSRP. It is therefore
possible to evaluate the relationship between the leadership
styles under study and JSRP, as both tests demonstrate a strong
association between job stress and JSRP.

Cross-tabulation tests (Table 6) were also performed to
establish if there was a significant relationship between the
two variables.

Results for research question 1 (What is
the relationship between transformational
leadership and job-stress-related
presenteeism?)

There is a negative relationship between transformational
leadership and JSRP. The cross-tabulation below indicates that
60 (52.6%) of the respondents who perceived their managers as
having high transformational leadership style exhibited low
JSRP and 85 (66.4%) respondents, whose managers had low
transformational leadership style, exhibited high JSRP. In both
instances (low and high categories), the results point towards
an association between transformational leadership style and
JSRP; there is a strong positive association between low
transformational leadership style and high JSRP. The Pearson’s
r statistic for correlation between transformational leadership
and JSRP is -0.271. The correlation value is close to 0, indicating
that there is a relationship between the two variables, although
it is weak. However, it is still significant and thus important.
As transformational leadership style value increases, the JSRP
value decreases.

Results for research question 2 (What is the
relationship between transactional leadership
and job-stress-related presenteeism?)

There is a negative relationship between transactional
leadership and JSRP. The results from the cross-tabulation
indicate that 54 (51.9%) of the respondents who perceived
their managers as having high transactional leadership styles
exhibited low JSRP. In both instances (low and high
categories), the results point towards an association between
transactional leadership style and JSRP. The chi-square test
results indicate that there is a strong relationship between the
two variables, statistically significant at significance level
0.05 (p < 0.05).

The Pearson’s correlation shows that the correlation is
statically significantat 1% significance level as the significance
value is 0.002. The Pearson’s r statistic for correlation between
job stress and JSRP is -0.196. The correlation value shows a
weak relationship (close to 0) between the two variables.
However, it is still significant and thus important: the change
in one variable is correlated with changes in the other
variable, in this case transactional leadership style and JSRP.
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The relationship is negative, which means as transactional
leadership style increases, JSRP decreases. Both these tests
demonstrate an association between the two variables
(transactional leadership style and JSRP), but this association
is weaker than that between transformation leadership style
and JSRP. The transactional leadership style is negatively
correlated with JSRP, while transformational leadership style
results in lower JSRP.

Results for research question 3 (What is the
relationship between laissez-faire leadership
and job-stress-related presenteeism?)

There is no relationship between laissez-faire leadership and
JSRP. The cross-tabulation results indicate that both high and
low laissez-faire leadership styles cause high job stress. There
is therefore no relationship between these two variables.
The chi-square test result also indicates the lack of a
relationship between the two variables as they are statistically
insignificant, even at p < 0.05. In addition, the Pearson’s
correlation shows no correlation between the two variables.

Figure 1 depicts the findings of the study. Overall, a multiple
regression was computed to predict job stress from JSRP,
transformational leadership, transactional leadership and
laissez-faire leadership styles. There was linearity as assessed
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through partial regression plots and plots against the
studentised residuals against predicated values. The Durbin-
Watson was 2118, therefore independent of residuals. No
evidence of multicollinearity was noted as tolerance values
were less than 0.1. The multiple regression statistically
predicted job stress, F(4237) = 3886, p < 0.05, adjusted
R*= 0.046. Only JSRP added statistically to the prediction,
p < 0.05. Regression coefficients and standard errors are
presented in Table 7.

Discussion
Outline of the results

Presenteeism is a growing concern for organisations (Hemp,
2004; MacGregor et al., 2008; Prochaska & Prochaska, 2011).
Managing stress has become an acutely important skill for
leaders today, as increasing job demands burden knowledge
workers even further. If not properly managed, knowledge
workers could withhold their intellectual capital and take it
with them, if and when they choose to leave (Pearce, 2007).
Studies have also revealed the negative impact job stress has
on productivity and organisational effectiveness (Cummings
et al., 2010). The objective of this study was to build on
Gilbreath and Karimi’s (2012) research; to understand the
impact and influence of leadership style on presenteeism,

Chi X?=37.61

4
A

Job stress
p =0.000*
Pearson:

0.529*

Job-stress-
related
presenteeism

Reduced
productivity &
performance

A
A\ 4

H1
Pearson: -0.271*

Transformational leadership: t-values

Idealised influence: 2.03
Inspirational motivation: 1.46*
Intellectual stimulation: 1.67*
Individualised consideration: 2.86

Pearson: -0.196*

H2

Transactional leadership: t-values

Contingent reward: 2.95
Management by exception: 3.37

Pearson:
-0.106

Pearson: -0.121

H3

Laissez faire leadership: t-value: 1.32*

* significant at p < 0.05

FIGURE 1: lllustration of Pearson correlation coefficients, #-values and chi-square of stress, job-stress-related-presenteeism and leadership style.
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TABLE 7: Summary of multiple regression analysis.
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Variable B SEB t
Constant 5.243 0.607 8.643*
JSRP -0.551 0.160 -3.443%
Transformational -0.042 0.077 0.585
leadership

Transactional -0.046 0.092 0.615
leadership

Laissez-faire -0.008 -0.100 0.881
leadership

B, unstandardised regression co-efficient; SE B, Standard error of the co-efficient; JSRP, job-
stress-related presenteeism.

* p<0.05

thus adding to the body of knowledge on the topic and
helping organisations to deal with presenteeism more
effectively. In Gilbreath and Karimi’s (2012) study on JSRP,
the sample was drawn from Australian hospital employees.
The current study took a more holistic approach by focussing
on several industries, in the belief that presenteeism is likely
to be found in all sectors.

This study aimed to provide a thorough analysis of
presenteeism, based on leadership styles, across all types of
organisations and industries. Interactions with managers
were measured to ensure that the three leadership styles
were covered. The data on interaction was well scattered,
from ‘more than once a week’ to ‘rarely meeting with
managers’. The demographics of the sample population
meant that the data gathered for the study were appropriate
to answer the research questions.

Job stress and job-stress-related presenteeism

Several researchers (Phillips, Sen & McNamee, 2007; Schaufeli
et al., 2008; Skakon et al., 2010) have shown that knowledge
workers are subjected to work-related stress on a daily basis
owing to leadership behaviour, workload, work-life balance
and performance, as well as job security pressures. According
to the Gilbreath and Karimi (2012) study, job stress results
in JSRP. To analyse the impact of leadership style on JSRP,
the association between job stress and JSRP needed to be
validated, and the researchers discovered a strong association.

The cross-tabulation also indicates that a high percentage
of respondents who experience job stress engage in
presenteeism. This suggests that as knowledge worker stress
reduces, presenteeism will also be reduced. The results show
that job stress causes presenteeism. The results of the tests
successfully validated Gilbreath and Karimi’s (2012) claim
that presenteeism is a much broader concept than previously
thought, with numerous possible causes. The results also
verified the utility and validity of their tool and may prove
very useful for further research on understanding the
effects of job stress on employees. The results may benefit
organisations considerably as they allow them to focus on
factors other than sickness to reduce presenteeism.

Transformational leadership style and job-stress-related
presenteeism

Research on leadership style and job stress by Munir et al.
(2010) showed that transformational leaders cause less job
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stress among subordinates. As job stress is significantly
associated with presenteeism, measurements of the impact of
transformational leadership style on presenteeism are
discussed here. The results indicate that 66.4% of the
respondents who rated their managers as exhibiting low
transformational leadership style engage in high levels of
presenteeism. This is a significant result and indicates that
transformational leadership style is effective in reducing
presenteeism.

The average score for idealised influence was noticeably
higher than that for the remaining three factors associated
with transformational leadership. Bass (1999) states that a
leader is most likely to be strong on some factors but not all,
which was confirmed by the results of this study. However,
the results should encourage transformational leaders to
develop themselves on all factors. The higher the score for
each factor, the better the overall average score for the leader,
which may result in reduced presenteeism. Associations
between the individual factors and presenteeism were not
tested, as the variable evaluated was leadership style (derived
from the average score of the four factors). The result provides
motivation for further research to understand the impact of
each factor on presenteeism.

Although numerous studies (Bono & Meredith, 2007; Munir
etal., 2010) have been conducted on the relationship between
transformational leadership style and organisational
outcomes, the current study is the first to investigate the
impact of leadership styles on JSRP. The results suggest that
leaders who adopt transformational leadership styles reduce
employee presenteeism. Organisations may therefore benefit
by developing transformational leaders, who are already
known to significantly increase organisational effectiveness
(Nielsen et al., 2008; Zopiatis & Constanti, 2010).

Transactional leadership style and job-stress-related
presenteeism

Studies by Lyons and Schneider (2009) show that transactional
leaders cause job stress, as their relationship is based on a
series of exchanges or implicit bargains between them and
their followers (Zopiatis & Constanti, 2010). The current
study found that 64.5% of respondents who rated their
managers as exhibiting low transactional leadership style
engage in high levels of presenteeism.

The average score for ‘management by exception’
was considerably higher than that for ‘contingent reward’.
This means that respondents feel they are not being rewarded
for good work, which could be a reason for subordinates to
engage in presenteeism. Rewards and recognition are
important as they motivate subordinates to perform better
(Danish & Usman, 2010). The higher the score for each factor,
the better the overall average score for the leader, which may
result in reduced presenteeism. This is the first study to
measure transactional leadership style in conjunction with
JSRP. The systematic review by Skakon et al. (2010) on
leadership and employee well-being shows that transactional
leadership style has positive associations with employee
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well-being and negative associations with job stress. The
results from this study indicate that transactional leadership
style is negatively correlated to JSRP. They complement
previous studies and suggest that leaders who adopt
transactional leadership style reduce employee presenteeism.
However, the association is weaker than that found between
transformational leadership and reduced presenteeism, a
result similar to those of previous studies on other employee
outcomes (Skakon et al, 2010). Leaders that adopt
transactional leadership styles can reduce presenteeism
but there is incentive to develop the characteristics of
transformational leadership style as it has more influence
on presenteeism. The combination of both leadership styles
may allow organisations to reduce presenteeism significantly.

Laissez-faire leadership style and job-stress-related
presenteeism

Skakon et al. (2010), in their systematic review of leadership
styles of the last three decades, report that Skogstad, Einarsen,
Torsheim, Assland and Hetland (2007) found laissez-faire
leadership style and job stress to be related. However,
Skogstad et al. (2007) also reported that Sosik and Godschalk
(2000) found no relationship between them. The Cronbach’s
alpha score for the current study did not meet the benchmark
score of 0.70. The internal validity of the data for this
leadership style is therefore questionable and it might be
necessary to revalidate the questions on the MLQ form 65
instrument used to measure laissez-faire leadership style. It
could be a reason why previous research has not shown
conclusive results. The results of this study are similar to the
results of the Sosik and Godschalk’s (2000) study on laissez-
faire leadership style and job stress.

This study found no statistically significant relationship between
laissez-faire leadership style and JSRP. Some researchers
(Lyons & Schneider, 2009) mention that laissez-faire leadership
style is not actual leadership, which may be true.

Managerial implications

Results show the significant influence of transformational
leadership style on JSRP. There is evidence to suggest
that transformational leaders are more likely to find less
presenteeism among their subordinates. Furthermore,
the results provide evidence that transactional leadership
style is also negatively associated with JSRP but that these
associations are weaker than those between transformational
leadership styles and JSRP. This is consistent with the
theories (Lyons & Schneider, 2009; Munir et al., 2010)
mentioned earlier about leadership style and job stress. The
test results for laissez-faire leadership style and job stress
show that there is no relationship between these variables,
and similarly between laissez-faire leadership style and
JSRP. As there has been only one reported study (Gilbreath
& Karimi, 2012) to measure JSRP, the results of this study
add to this body of knowledge. The results confirm that
leadership style can be used as a predictor of JSRP and that
certain leadership styles may affect the degree to which
employees experience JSRP.
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Limitations of the study and directions for
future research

Previous research has focussed mainly on ‘sickness
presenteeism’ (Demerouti et al., 2009; Hansen & Andersen,
2008; Johns, 2010). It is hoped that the new conceptualisation
of presenteeism presented in this study will encourage
further research in this field. The objective was to evaluate
the effect of leadership style on stress-related presenteeism
using the ‘full range theory of leadership” (Bass, 1999; Bass
& Avolio, 2004); future studies into the impact on stress-
related presenteeism of other kinds of leadership, such as
authentic, situational or servant leadership styles, would be
beneficial.

One limitation of this study is the lack of industry-specific
analysis on stress presenteeism. Valuable information could
be drawn from the nature, size and type of industry. It will
also be important for future studies to focus on the
relationship between gender and stress-related presenteeism.
Prater and Smith (2011) show that presenteeism is the
antithesis of absenteeism. In future research, it will be
important to evaluate if the factors that cause absenteeism
also contribute to presenteeism.

The study confirmed the relation between job stress and
presenteeism, supporting Gilbreath and Karimi’s (2012) view
that presenteeism can have numerous possible causes. It will
be important for future research to consider presenteeism as
an outcome with a variety of antecedents, and to discover
which antecedents are most prevalent and have the strongest
effects.

Conclusion

In conclusion, presenteeism has become an important subject
of investigation as it has been shown to be even more costly
than absenteeism. This study sought to advance the research
into this phenomenon by analysing the effect of three
leadership styles on employee JSRP. Specifically, it attempted
to expand the research of Gilbreath and Karimi (2012) by
providing an understanding of how JSRP is impacted by
leadership style. This was felt to be vital, as if organisations
understood the influence of leadership on JSRP they could
maximise their employees’ potential and performance, which
in turn could lead to greater organisational performance.

The results provide a compelling case for investment into
transformational and, to a lesser extent, transactional leadership
development. They show the preventative effect that both styles
of leadership have on stress-associated presenteeism. Laissez-
faire leadership, on the contrary, was shown to have no
significant relationship with job stress or JSRP.

The study suggests that leaders who adopt transformational
leadership styles are most successful in reducing employee
presenteeism and therefore that this type of leadership
development should be prioritised.
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Leaders that adopt transactional leadership styles can also
reduce presenteeism, but there is incentive to develop the
characteristics of transformational leadership style as it has
more influence on presenteeism. The combination of both
leadership styles, however, may allow organisations to
reduce presenteeism significantly.

It is hoped that these findings will prompt organisations to
focus their efforts on developing leaders capable of reducing
presenteeism which in turn will increase their competitive
advantage.
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