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Abstract 

Leadership styles are widely acknowledged as a fundamental factor in determining organizational success, influencing the 

performance of employees and the overall organizational culture. How leaders manage their teams can greatly impact employee 

attitudes, motivation, and behaviours, affecting productivity, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment. This quantitative 

study employed data collected from 373 staff members at a Manufacturing Company in Southeast Nigeria using an online survey. 

The data collected was analyzed using SPSS version 20. Correlation and regression analyzes were conducted to test the relationship 

and impact among the variables. The findings highlighted the positive influence of democratic, transactional, autocratic, and 

transformational leadership on employee attitude. Furthermore, significant values were obtained for the correlation and effect 

between the constructs (p < 0.05). Therefore, adopting a multiple approach is recommended in leadership, rather than a singular style 

when dealing with employees in an organization. 
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1. Introduction* 

Leadership styles are widely acknowledged as a fundamental factor in determining organizational success, influencing 

the performance of employees and the overall organizational culture. How leaders manage their teams can greatly 

impact employee attitudes, motivation, and behaviours, affecting productivity, job satisfaction, and organizational 

commitment (Cooper & Cartwright, 2018). In today’s rapidly evolving business landscape, where competition is fierce 

and market demands constantly change, especially in manufacturing industries, effective leadership is more critical than 

ever (Ezeador & Okpara 2023; Cote, 2017). Organizations with strong leadership are better positioned to achieve long-

term success, while those with weak leadership structures may struggle with low employee morale, high turnover, and 

decreased productivity (Paais & Pattiruhu, 2020). 

The concept of leadership encompasses various styles, each with distinct characteristics and effects on the workforce. 

Leadership styles range from autocratic, where leaders make decisions unilaterally, to more democratic and 

participatory styles that encourage input and collaboration from employees (Belkin et al., 2020).  Transformational 

leadership, which inspires and motivates employees by aligning their goals with the broader organizational vision, has 

gained prominence as an effective approach to fostering a positive work environment. These varying styles can have 

profound effects on employee attitudes and behaviour, determining how employees perceive their roles, how engaged 

they are with their work, and how committed they feel to the organization’s goals (Lussier, et al., 2017). Leadership is 

 

* Corresponding author. 

E-mail address: jayjalloh33@gmail.com 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0/


Jalloh et.al |  Quantitative Economics and Management Studies (QEMS), 2025, 6(1): 41–56 

42 

not merely a matter of authority but involves the ability to influence, inspire, and guide employees toward achieving 

collective objectives. 

In the manufacturing sector, where operational efficiency, innovation, and quality control are essential, leadership 

becomes even more significant (Malik and Azmat, 2019). In many emerging economies, including Nigeria, the 

manufacturing sector plays a vital role in driving economic growth and providing employment opportunities. However, 

the sector faces numerous challenges, including outdated leadership practices, poor communication between 

management and employees, and inconsistent organizational strategies. These challenges are exacerbated in regions 

such as South Eastern Nigeria, where manufacturing industries have historically been crucial to economic development 

but have faced ongoing struggles related to leadership and employee relations (Iszatt-White & Saunders, 2017). 

Employees are fundamental to achieving organizational goals, and their actions, whether positive or negative, directly 

impact business outcomes (Paais & Pattiruhu, 2020). Leadership behaviour, particularly how leaders communicate with 

their teams, significantly affects employee performance and attitude. Hannah et al. (2020) noted that leadership 

communication plays a critical role in shaping team behaviour. When leadership is ineffective, organizations may face 

challenges such as lack of innovation, poor service delivery, failure to meet financial obligations, and issues related to 

dishonesty. These problems can severely undermine organizational performance and sustainability. 

In the Nigerian business context, unethical practices and lack of transparency have weakened employee trust in 

management, often resulting in negative perceptions of leadership. This erosion of trust can lead to diminished 

employee engagement and reduced organizational effectiveness (Ibrahim and Daniel, 2019). In companies with poor 

leadership styles, employees may feel disconnected from organizational objectives, leading to suboptimal performance 

and lower levels of job satisfaction. Understanding how different leadership styles influence employee attitudes is 

essential to addressing these issues and fostering positive workplace environments. 

This study aims to evaluate the effects of various leadership styles on employee attitude, with a particular focus on the 

manufacturing sector. By investigating this relationship, the research seeks to provide insights that can inform leadership 

development and organizational strategies aimed at enhancing employee engagement, satisfaction, and overall 

performance. 

2. Literature Review 

A significant amount of empirical research has shown how leadership styles impact worker performance, with good 

leaders encouraging performance and bad leaders encouraging underperformance. The present business environment 

requires a kind of creative leadership to ensure the survival of the company and increase organizational performance; 

a style that empowers staff, inspires them, recognizes their contributions, and raises employee performance (Addin, 

2020). However, it has been shown through research from a variety of sources that when compared to transactional 

leaders, transformational leaders have a bigger impact on their team members, including the private, public, and 

nonprofit sectors as well as the armed forces of Germany, Canada, the United States, China, and India (Maritz, 2021). 

Transformative leadership exudes optimism and has high expectations for followers' performance and greatness. It also 

fosters teamwork, self-motivation, and result-oriented behaviour. Additionally, it is said that a transactional leadership 

style might help employees perform at a greater level than they typically would (DeArmond, 2018). According to recent 

studies from the world of business, transformational leadership and employee performance are positively correlated 

(Buil et al., 2019). Therefore, it is anticipated that both transactional and transformational leadership will directly 

improve employee performance. The association between transactional, laissez-faire, and authoritarian leadership styles 

and worker performance is demonstrated linearly by this. It does not, however, demonstrate the connection between 

the transactional, autocratic, laissez-faire, and transformational leadership styles. However, studies conducted by Ünler 

and Kılıç (2019) and Khuwaja, et al. (2020) included affective commitment as a means to measure employee attitude. 

Hence, the decision to include the construct in the present research. 

3. Methods 

3.1. Measures 

The quantitative study explores the evaluation of leadership styles and their effect on employee attitude. Transactional 

leadership style was measured using 8 items, transformational leadership style was measured using 8 items, democratic 

leadership style was measured using 8 items, autocratic leadership style was measured using 7 items, and laissez-faire 

leadership was also measured using 6 items. The survey instrument used was adopted from the Multi-Factor Leadership 
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Questionnaire (MLQ) which was developed by Avolio and Bass (1995) and then modified to suit the context of the 

study. Employee attitude was measured using 6 items adopted by Ünler and Kılıç (2019). The constructs were measured 

using a 5-point scoring scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). All items were reliable and valid 

after appropriate tests were conducted. 

3.2. Research Population 

The study population includes senior and junior staff aged 18 years and above who work at Innoson Vehicle 

Manufacturing Company Nnewi, Anambra State, Nigeria. At the time of the study, 373 employees were working at the 

organization which formed the research population.  

3.3. Data Collection  

The survey distribution and data collection were conducted online via Google Forms; the link was distributed to the 

participants. The survey link was distributed to all 373 participants through the assistance of the Human resource 

manager. After the data collection period (3 weeks) had elapsed, 270 responses were retrieved. However, 5 responses 

were deleted due to missing information (71.0% response rate). 

3.4. Data Analysis  

Data was analysed using SPSS version 20. Descriptive statistics was performed for all study variables including means, 

standard deviations, and percentages. Cronbach's alpha values were generated to determine the reliability of the 

questionnaire. Factor loading values were also generated to check the validity of items. A correlation analysis was 

performed to check the relationship among the constructs. A logistic regression analysis was performed to test the 

research hypotheses. 

3.5. Ethical Approach  

A description of the states of participation in the survey and the terms for withdrawal were provided towards the start 

of the survey instrument, along with an explanation of why the information was being gathered. Additionally, 

participants were notified that the responses provided will remain anonymous and that the data will only be used for 

research purposes. 

4. Result and Discussions 

4.1. Socio-demographic Characteristics of Respondents 

A total of 265 employees provided valid responses. Most of the respondents were between 46-55 years which accounted 

for 24.2% while those of 66 years and above (6%) accounted for the least. Over half of the participants were females 

while 41.1% were males. Most respondents were married (53.2%) while 7.9% were divorced/separated. Most 

participants had up to tertiary level of education (46.0%) with working experience between 0-5 years (67.5%). 

Table 1. Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Respondents 

Variables Frequency Percentage (%) 

Age groups 

18 – 25 years 

26 – 35 years 

36 – 45years 

46 – 55years 

56 – 65years 

66 years and above 

Total 

47 

45 

57 

64 

36 

16 

265 

 

17.7 

17.0 

21.5 

24.2 

13.6 

6.0 

100.0 
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Variables Frequency Percentage (%) 

Gender 

Male 

Female 

Total                                                 

 

109 

156 

265 

 

41.1 

58.9 

100.0 

Marital status 

Single 

Married 

Divorced/separated 

Widowed 

Total 

 

71 

141 

21 

32 

365 

 

26.8 

53.2 

7.9 

12.1 

100.0 

Educational level 
None 

Primary 

Middle 

Secondary 

Vocational 

Tertiary 

Total 

 

 

14 

16 

8 

30 

75 

122 

265 

 

179 

55 

31 

265 

 

5.3 

6.0 

3.0 

11.3 

28.3 

46.0 

100.0 

Work experience 

0 – 5 years 

6 – 10 years 

11 – 15 years 

Total  

 

67.5 

20.8 

11.7 

100.0 

4.2. Analysis of Factors Influencing Employee Attitude 

Table 2 revealed that the majority of the respondents were satisfied with the transactional leadership style. However, 

the minority of the respondents showed a negative attitude towards the leadership style. As seen in Table 3 positive 

responses were generally received towards the Transformational Leadership Style relating to motivation from 

supervisors in identifying organizational goals and interests., encouragement towards creativity and new ideas to solve 

problems, supervisor paying attention to the employees’ individual needs for growth and performance improvement. 

Table 4 shows that most respondents agreed that their supervisor has a good relationship with the employees (40.0%). 

Most of the respondents agreed that their supervisor's leadership style is based on participation (60.8%), while 19.6% 

of the respondents strongly disagreed, that their supervisor delegates authority to other employees and lets them make 

their own decisions. However, there was a generally positive response as regards the democratic leadership style. 

Responses were generally negative towards evaluating the autocratic leadership style and employee attitude as shown 

in Table 5. In addition, the Laissez-faire leadership style in Table 6, showed a general negative response from the 

respondents. The majority of respondents strongly disagreed that their manager provides freedom to people under his 

control in doing their tasks (53.2%). It was also found that the majority of participants (44.5%) strongly disagreed that 

their manager frees people to have job rotation and allows them to circulate in different occupations. Also, 48.3% of 

respondents strongly disagreed that their manager allows employees themselves adjust the speed of their work. The 

result of the evaluation based on the employee attitude as shown in Table 7 showed that the majority of the respondents 

when asked, revealed that they would be very happy to spend the rest of their career with this organization and feel as 

if the organization’s problems are theirs. However, there was a negative response (69.8%) from the respondents when 

asked if they felt a strong sense of belonging to the organization. Furthermore, the majority of participants strongly 

disagreed that they do not feel “emotionally attached” to the organization (61.5%). The Table also showed that 65.7% 

of the respondents strongly disagreed, that they do not feel like are part of the “family” at the organization.  

Table 2. Transactional Leadership Style 

Questions              Frequency Percentage (%) Mean  SD 

     

TRSAC1 8 3.0  

4.26 

 

.935 9 3.4 
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Questions              Frequency Percentage (%) Mean  SD 

15 5.7 

108 40.8 

125 47.2 

TRSAC2 2 .8  

 

4.35 

 

 

 

 

.739 

 

 

6 2.3 

12 4.5 

122 46.0 

123 46.4 

TRSAC3 3 1.1 4.25 

 

 

.882 

 

 

11 4.2 

27 10.2 

100 37.7 

124 46.8 

TRSAC4 6 2.3  

 

4.32 

 

 

.830 

1 .4 

23 8.7 

107 40.4 

128 48.3 

TRSAC5 4 1.5  

4.41 

 

 

 

.779 

 

 

2 .8 

18 6.8 

98 37.0 

143 54.0 

TRSAC6 3 1.1  

 

4.22 

 

 

 

.863 

 

11 4.2 

25 9.4 

113 42.6 

113 42.6 

TRSAC7 8 3.0  

 

4.31 

 

 

.851 
1 .4 

16 6.0 

115 43.4 

125 47.2 

TRSAC8 

67 25.3 

2.15 .796 

92 34.7 

106 40.0 

- - 

- - 

Table 3. Transformational Leadership Style 

Questions Frequency Percentage (%) Mean  SD 

TRF1 3 1.1 4.45 .717 

3 1.1 

8 3.0   

109 41.1   

142 53.6   

TRF2 1 .4 4.45 

 

 

 

.711 

 

 

 

5 1.9 

13 4.9 

102 38.5 

144 54.3 

TRF3 2 .8   
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Questions Frequency Percentage (%) Mean  SD 

2 .8 4.49 

 

.669 

 8 3.0 

104 39.2 

149 56.2 

TRF4 3 1.1  

 

4.43 

 

 

.751 

3 1.1 

15 5.7 

101 38.1 

143 54.0 

TRF5 1 .4  

 

4.44 

 

 

.705 
5 1.9 

12 4.5 

106 40.0 

141 53.2 

TRF6 2 .8  

 

 

4.42 

 

 

 

.755 

5 1.9 

16 6.0 

98 37.0 

144 54.3 

TRF7 2 .8  

 

4.40 

 

 

.732 
2 .8 

21 7.9 

103 38.9 

137 51.7 

TRF8 3 1.1 4.45 .748 

- - 

23 8.7 

88 33.2 

151 57.0 

 

Table 4. Democratic Leadership Style  

Questions Frequency Percentage (%) Mean  SD 

DEM1 13 4.9 4.26 .982 

3 1.1 

15 5.7 

106 40.0 

128 48.3 

DEM2 38 14.3  

4.00 

 

 

1.489 

 

18 6.8 

10 3.8 

38 14.3 

161 60.8 

DEM3 52 19.6  

 

3.20 

 

 

1.345 
27 10.2 

38 14.3 

113 42.6 

35 13.2 

DEM4 6 2.3  

 

4.18 

 

 

1.085 
21 7.9 

37 14.0 
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Questions Frequency Percentage (%) Mean  SD 

57 21.5 

144 54.3 

DEM5 6 2.3  

 

4.22 

 

 

 

1.101 

 

26 9.8 

23 8.7 

58 21.9 

152 57.4 

DEM6 5 1.9  

4.17 

 

 

 

1.121 

 

 

30 11.3 

27 10.2 

55 20.8 

148 55.8 

DEM7 2 .8  

 

4.20 

 

 

1.066 
29 10.9 

30 11.3 

58 21.9 

146 55.1 

DEM8 27 10.2 3.85 1.293 

18 6.8 

27 10.2 

88 33.2 

105 39.6 

18 6.8 

Table 5. Autocratic Leadership Style  

Questions Frequency Percentage (%) Mean  SD 

     

AUTO1 145 54.7 1.88 1.184 

53 20.0 

33 12.5 

22 8.3 

12 4.5 

AUTO2 113 42.6  

1.94 

 

 

 

 

1.052 

 

 

 

87 32.8 

40 15.1 

17 6.4 

8 3.0 

AUTO3 111 41.9  

2.06 

 

 

1.163 

 

73 27.5 

49 18.5 

18 6.8 

14 5.3 

AUTO4 125 47.2  

1.98 

 

 

1.143 

 

60 22.6 

50 18.9 

20 7.5 

10 3.8 

AUTO5 120 45.3  

 

 

1.98 

 

 

 

1.145 

73 27.5 

44 16.6 

14 5.3 
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Questions Frequency Percentage (%) Mean  SD 

14 5.3 

AUTO6 134 50.6  

 

1.90 

 

 

 

1.131 

 

63 23.8 

37 14.0 

22 8.3 

9 3.4 

AUTO7 130 49.1  

 

1.91 

 

 

1.092 
64 24.2 

44 16.6 

20 7.5 

7 2.6 

Table 6. Laissez Faire Leadership Style 

Questions Frequency Percentage (%) Mean  SD 

LF1 141 53.2 1.90 1.181 

56 21.1 

34 12.8 

22 8.3 

12 4.5 

LF2 113 42.6  

1.94 

 

 

 

1.056 

 

 

87 32.8 

41 15.5 

15 5.7 

9 3.4 

LF3 107 40.4  

2.08 

 

1.160 

 

76 28.7 

51 19.2 

16 6.0 

15 5.7 

LF4 118 44.5  

2.01 

 

1.121 65 24.5 

53 20.0 

20 7.5 

9 3.4 

LF5 115 43.4  

2.01 

 

1.146 

 

75 28.3 
46 17.4 

15 5.7 

14 5.3 

LF6 128 48.3  

1.93 

 

 

 

1.124 

 

 

68 25.7 

38 14.3 

22 8.3 

9 3.4 

12 4.4 

4.3. Validity and Reliability Test 

The results in Table 8 reveal the validity and reliability of the constructs under study. As recommended by Gupta and 

Falk (2017), a significant benchmark of 0.5 was established to acquire a significant value for the factor loadings. Until 

the suggested loadings were achieved, extraction values below 0.5 were eliminated one at a time. After calculating the 

internal consistency, the reliability values were found to be higher than the 0.5 criterion recommended by Khidzir et al. 

(2018). 
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4.4. Correlation Analysis 

The analysis represented in Table 9 showed the relationship among the constructs. The findings met the criteria for 

conducting regression analysis. 

Table 7. Employee Attitude 

Questions Frequency Percentage (%) Mean  SD 

EA1 6 2.3   

18 6.8 

29 10.9 4.15 1.014 

90 34.0   

122 46.0   

EA2 8 3.0  

4.14 

 

 

 

1.027 

 

 

15 5.7 

30 11.3 

90 34.0 

122 46.0 

EA3 185 69.8  

1.68 

 

1.208 

 

29 10.9 

14 5.3 

24 9.1 

13 4.9 

EA4 163 61.5  

1.74 

 

1.159 51 19.2 

20 7.5 

18 6.8 

13 4.9 

EA5 174 65.7  

1.74 

 

 

1.215 

 

 

38 14.3 

16 6.0 

23 8.7 

14 5.3 

EA6 5 1.9  

4.15 

 

 

 

1.124 

 

 

31 11.7 

27 10.2 

59 22.3 

143 54.0 

4.5. Hypothesis Testing 

For this study, regression analysis was conducted to test the research hypotheses. Regression is a method for 

determining the strength of the association between one dependent variable and independent variables (Schneider et 

al., 2010). It enables a researcher to predict the impact the independent variable has on the dependent variable. The 

items of each variable were computed to obtain the mean value. The values were employed for the analysis as seen in 

Table 8. 

Table 8. Validity and Reliability 

Variable Indicator Factor loadings Cronbach’s α 

Transactional Leadership style 

Transformational Leadership style  

TRSAC1 .547  

 

               .852 

        

 

              .941 

TRSAC2 .546 

TRSAC3 .722 

TRSAC4 .700 

TRSAC5 .588 

TRSAC6 .660 
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Variable Indicator Factor loadings Cronbach’s α 

TRSAC7 .675 

TRAC8 .880 

TRF 1 .750 
TRF 2 .814 

TRF 3 .858 

TRF 4 .857 

TRF 5 .747 

TRF 8 .636 

Democratic Leadership style DEM 3 .896  

                 

              .833 

DEM 4 .907 

DEM 5 .804 

DEM 6 .828 

DEM 7 .559 

Autocratic Leadership style AUTO 1 .637          

 

             .613 

AUTO 2 .778 

AUTO 3 .593 

AUTO 4 .661 

AUTO 5 .614 

AUTO 6 .720 

Laisse Faire Leadership style 

LF 1 .778 

             .890 

LF 2 .591 

LF 3 .619 

LF 4 .597 

LF 5 .599 

.695 LF 6 

Employee Attitude 

EA 1 .809 

.747 

EA 2 .815 

EA 3 .931 

EA 5 .880 

EA 6 .915 

4.6. Discussion 

Leaders are those who make significant contributions to developing accommodating and supportive working 

environments (Litano & Major, 2016). Optimal employee attitude can occur only if the leaders at an organization are 

able to manage its employees into reliable human resources (Waldan, 2020). The multifaceted nature of an 

organization operation necessitates efficient involvement from all levels of the organization. Besides having access to 

land, labour, and capital, human resource is a vital component of the organization, playing an essential part in ensuring 

the smooth operation of the organization and accomplishing its goals (Malik, 2019). According to Qolo (2018), a more 

human-oriented leadership style tends to boost employee work attitude. Employees are more satisfied with their jobs 

when their superiors support and recognize them. The findings of the study showed a significant relationship between 

transactional leadership and employee attitude which similar to the findings by Purwanto et al. (2020). 

The results obtained in the second hypothesis align with prior studies conducted across various cultures within both 

public and private sectors, indicating that transformative leadership positively influences engagement. It enhances 

aspects of employee performance, like latent rewards, contingencies, or disciplinary measures, resulting in improved 

emotional, continuous, and normative engagement (Shields & Johns, 2016; Shin et al., 2017; Thanh & Quang 2020; 

Gathungu et al., 2015). 

As expected, democratic leadership style was shown to have a significant effect on employees’ attitude. A study by 

Chukwusa (2019) reached similar conclusions and demonstrated that democratic leadership improves employee 

attitude. Also, other researchers concluded in their research that democratic leadership styles promote employee morale, 

and thus their voluntary behaviour improves the efficiency and effectiveness of the organization (Fiaz et al., 2017). 

Democratic leadership generates elevated employee contentment, collaboration, and dedication. It diminishes the 
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necessity for supervision, formal regulations, and protocols, thereby leading to decreased employee absenteeism and 

turnover (Hilton et al., 2021).  

Table 9. Correlation among Constructs 

Correlations 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 

TRA (1) 

Pearson Correlation 1 .721** .534** .264** -.280** .060 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 .000 .327 

N 265 265 265 265 265 265 

TRF (2) 

Pearson Correlation .721** 1 .516** .286** -.297** .108 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 .000 .079 

N 265 265 265 265 265 265 

DEM (3) 

Pearson Correlation .534** .516** 1 .356** -.401** -.017 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 .000 .783 

N 265 265 265 265 265 265 

AUT (4) 

Pearson Correlation .264** .286** .356** 1 -.929** -.645** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  .000 .000 

N 265 265 265 265 265 265 

LF (5) 

Pearson Correlation -.280** -.297** -.401** -.929** 1 .710** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000  .000 

N 265 265 265 265 265 265 

EA (6) 

Pearson Correlation .060 .108 -.017 -.645** .710** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .327 .079 .783 .000 .000  

N 265 265 265 265 265 265 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 

Table 10. Regression Analysis 

Path Coefficient p-value Decision 

Transactional leadership - employees’ attitude .371 .000 Supported 

Transformational leadership- employees’ attitude .400 .000 Supported 

Democratic leadership- employees’ attitude .530 .000 Supported 

Autocratic leadership- employees’ attitude .896 .000 Supported 

Laissez-faire leadership- employees’ attitude -.878 .000 Supported 

*Note:  p value is significant at p<0.05 

The result observed in the fourth hypothesis revealed a significant association. Findings by Caillier (2020) supported 

the findings of the present study. Contrary to the present findings, Luqman et al. (2020) revealed a significant but 

negative relationship between autocratic leadership style and employee commitment. The findings also showed that the 

decreased level of employee commitment increase the tendency of employees to engage in counterproductive working 

behaviours. Basit et al. (2017) revealed a negative and significant relationship between autocratic leadership style and 

employee performance among workers in private companies in Malaysia. Kalu and Okpokwasili (2018) also discovered 

that autocratic leadership had a negative substantial impact on employee attitude.  

The findings of the fifth hypothesis are consistent with that of Veliu et al. (2017) which showed that laissez-faire 

leadership style has a detrimental impact on employee attitude. Silva and Mendis (2017) also revealed a negative and 

significant impact of Laissez-faire leadership style and employee commitment. The absence of guidance, support, and 

direction from laissez-faire leaders results in employees feeling disconnected and unsure about their positions within 

the organization. When communication and feedback are unclear or lacking, employees face challenges in grasping 

what is expected, causing a decline in their drive and involvement (Al Rahbi et al., 2017). Laissez-faire leadership 

approach creates an atmosphere of uncertainty, potentially making employees feel marginalized and unrecognized, 

thereby diminishing their emotional connection and loyalty to the organization. The lack of active leadership 

participation obstructs the formation of a unified vision, diminishing employees' allegiance and commitment to the 

company's objectives and principles (Zill et al., 2020). 

Every organization has a specified set of targets and desires to achieve. To attain these goals, strong leadership 

demonstrated by management is critical in creating a positive working environment for employees. It is recommended 
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that executives select the most effective leadership style that relates with their staff and prioritize its implementation. 

This strategic strategy is critical for developing future strategies and accomplishing the organization's goals.  Leaders 

should also encourage transparency and open communication with their workforce. Emphasizing the importance of 

listening to employees' problems, providing constructive criticism, and incorporating them in decision-making 

processes fosters an inclusive environment that improves employee attitudes. Establishing systems for continuous 

feedback and assessing leadership performance is critical. Regular assessments, such as employee sentiment surveys 

and performance reviews, allow executives to fine-tune their strategies and address any shortcomings proactively. 

5. Conclusions 

Leadership has a tremendous impact on individual, group, and organizational work performance. Effective leadership 

necessitates everyday decisions based on many leadership techniques, emphasizing the significance of leaders' 

sensitivity and comprehension. The findings revealed that democratic, transactional, autocratic, and transformational 

leadership all had a positive impact on employee attitudes.  Each leadership style is a unique combination of 

behaviors and leadership characteristics. For quick responses and immediate actions, the autocratic style proves 

efficient, particularly in undisciplined or poorly organized groups; the democratic style thrives in well-organized and 

stable groups, supporting productivity through staff involvement in decision-making processes; transactional leadership 

emphasizes the communication between managers and subordinates, emphasizing the use of rewards, punishments, and 

clear structures to motivate and guide employees. 
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