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The Mediator Effect of Empowerment in Relationship between Transformational
Leadership and Organizational Commitment

Lee, Yun-Mi' - Kim, Bok-Mi2

!Assistant Professor, Department of Nursing, Research Institute of Gertiatric Health, Inje University

’Head Nurse, Inje University Pusan Paik Hospital, Busan, Korea

Purpose: This study was to determine the mediator or moderator role of empowerment in the relationship between the
head nurse’s transformational leadership and organizational commitment as perceived by staff nurses. Methods: Data was
collected from 451 nurses in a tertiary hospital located in B city by means of structured questionnaires. Data was analyzed
with descriptive statistics, Pearson’s correlation coefficient and hierarchial multiple regression using the SPSS program. Results:
Empowerment showed mediating effects between the head nurse’s transformational leadership and organizational com-
mitment as perceived by staff nurses. However, empowerment did not show moderating effects. Conclusion: Nurses’ per-
ception of empowerment, the head nurse’s transformational leadership and organizational commitment have a strong
relationship. This finding suggests the importance of empowering nurses to increase organizational commitment.
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework (moderating effect).
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Figure 2. Conceptual framework (mediating effect).
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Table 1. General Characteristics of Subjects (N=451)
Variable Classification n(%) Mean (SD)
Age (yr) 21-25 96 (21.3) 29.1(4.6)

26-30 227 (50.3)
31-35 89 (19.7)
Not less than 36 39(8.7)
Marital status Single 307 (68.1)
Married 144 (31.9)
Education 3-year nursing school 188 (41.7)
Bachelor or higher 263 (58.3)
Total period of Less than 1 21(4.7) 6.2 (4.9)
clinical career 1-less than 3 126 (27.8)
(yr) 3-less than 5 90 (20.0)
5-less than 10 124 (27.5)
Not less than 10 90 (20.0)
Total period of Less than 1 24 (5.3)
current ward (unit) 1-less than 3 230 (51.0)
(yr) 3-less than 5 118 (26.2)
Not less than 5 79 (17.5)
Nursing unit Medical generalward 111 (24.6)
Surgical generalward 192 (42.6)
Special ward 148 (32.8)

o, YuFHE o] 3t FEHA= Table 29F 2t

A3 el o] g 4.30 (L0274l shaslel
7hel2nt 416 (0,953, 7Ha3kE vz 4.48 (1133, A &=}
=443 1LIDA, B33 4,25 1L16)H L2 71| Aup7} 7%
i paskE w7t 7P = debstth 245U 53 v
el 3.08 (0.50)4, Yot HE= 57 vl 3.65 (0.45)% 2
2 UERgT,

3. G Zio| AT

—

2 AolA ASE WSE 1] AR BAG Aite
Table 37} Zth, o170 L3tEl HE HAEO X7 9 olal A}
PAE B} Wgd 2y 4—3 ESE o
B ek on], deIHEG- 159k el A
£ yehllth 22E= %‘HH HE (r=.26)2 231 A3k
AE UER

= 2|l ZEBO| BAUIM UTHYHEC]
=
2 ejel At 222)9] BAoIA] QmteRES] 28t

(moderating effect)& A5t Aol AAA 3| H=E4 (hier—

archial regression analysis)= A A|8F3ATE,

AAH FARAL B4l WFEL TAHOR EQlsl
Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables (N=451)
Variable Mean (SD)  Minimum Maximum
Transformational leadership 4.30(1.02) 1.00 6.71
Charisma 4.16 (0.95) 1.00 7.00
Individualized consideration 4.48 (1.13) 1.00 7.00
Intellectual stimulation 4.43(1.17) 1.00 7.00
Exertional inspiration 4.25(1.16) 1.08 6.83
Organizational commitment 3.08 (0.50) 1.40 4.53
Empowerment 3.65 (0.45) 1.00 5.00
Meaning 4.01(0.54) 1.00 5.00
Self-determinant 3.78 (0.55) 1.00 5.00
Competence 3.55(0.61) 1.00 5.00
Impact 3.28 (0.59) 1.00 5.00
Table 3. Correlations among Study Variables (N=451)
Transformational ~ Organizational
leadership commitment
Organizational commitment 0.46**
Empowerment 0.15 0.26**
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2R 250 FRGS ol e WA

2 Aol A Hlolal gt A BT el whet Yty
HEQ] 2HaulE 53 Aik= Table 49k 2t} A DA
A SEESQ HEA i 5 242U IR
At A AR SR fofshA| LERETH(A=.49, p<.001).
gL wA A4 2R JJEHES FUT A
A2 eiis FANE B9 YuhIHETL 22E0l
FOJBHAl UERETHE=.19, p<.00D). Al WA 3|75 Aol

A WEE ey YN YEAERS TS
T

Table 4. Moderating Effect of Empowerment on the Relationship
between Transformational Leadership and Organizational Com-
mitment

Adjust- Addition-

i
B edr ar = P
Step 1
Transformational leadership 4921 118.9 .000
Step 2
Transformational leadership 43
Empowerment A9 24 03 731 .000
Step 3
Transformational leadership 43
Empowerment 19
Transformational -.02 .24 .00 48.7 .000

leadership x Empowerment

**p<.001; 'Significience of model.
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7HAE, SHHaeo] 2yt 39 o Sl EA o A Ko} ot
S| FEA A B Aok gt T12|al 39A Y] St
ko] TAlO A [oJehA] ek ehduffolar, f-ofst
F-5 o7 98kS 3chBennett, 2000).
2 Aol A QlollA] gt 3TkA| 9] |4 of whet Jute
HES] iy a3t A53H A= Table 59 2t 19HA41Q] =
4 2r4o] w72l datYHE Ao v

RO 2o x© 30 Hrodo

&= A3l A EA4A

ES A
ol W 24l AR Aol Al ui A Qlut
ARk 1908 FAHCE {of8ktHp<.001). ou
Table 5. Mediating Effect of Empowerment on the Relationship

between Transformational Leadership and Organizational Com-
mitment

. Adjust- Addi-
Predictors B F cd R tional B¢
1. TL —empowerment 15™ 98 .02 -

2. TL —organizational commitment .46™ 118.87 .20 -
3. Step 1 19
Empowerment — organizational
commitment
Step 2 427 7309 25 .05

TL — organizational commitment

*p<.001.
TL=transformational leadership.
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Equation 2 3 =.46 (R*=.20)

Transformational leadership ————»  Organizational commitment

Equation 1 Empowerment Equation 3
p=15 (RZ:.OV N‘:Jg (Re=25)
Transformational leadership ————————»  Organizational commitment

B=42 (Add. R=.05)

Figure 3. Mediating effect of empowerment in the relationship be-
tween transformational leadership and organizational commitment.
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