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Research topic: The relationship between leadership styles and subordinates’ job satisfaction

I. Overall Abstract

This research report attempts to examine the relationship between leadership styles and employee job satisfaction, focusing on three primary leadership models: democratic, autocratic and laissez-faire.  Based on the fundamental theories of Kurt Lewin, the study seeks to identify how different leadership styles, such as the democratic leadership style, which is characterised by participative decision-making, significantly increases employee engagement and satisfaction by fostering a sense of ownership and responsibility.  In contrast, autocratic leadership is shown to create a rigid environment that can be detrimental to morale and creativity, while laissez-faire leadership is empowering but risks inefficiency without adequate team skills.  The study utilises a quantitative research methodology and employs modified questionnaires from another research to assess the leadership styles and job satisfaction of participants in Hong Kong.  Due to the limited sample size, time and resources, the findings are unable to underscore the importance of leadership style in shaping a motivated workforce and suggest that democratic practises are critical in fostering a harmonious and productive organisational culture.  Through this research, the report emphasises the need for strategic leadership that strikes a balance between control and employee autonomy in order to achieve long-term organisational success.

II. Introduction

An academic exploration into the realm of leadership theories reveals a complex interconnection between leadership styles and employee engagement, productivity, and satisfaction.  This report seeks to examine the intricate dynamics of democratic, autocratic, and Laissez-faire leadership styles and their respective impacts on job satisfaction.  Leadership styles are largely based upon the work of German-American psychologist, Kurt Lewin. His seminal work in the 1930’s found there to be three basic styles, which still influence discussions on leadership styles today (CPA Center of Excellence, n.d.).  



III. Literature Review on Leadership Theories

Democratic leadership style 

The democratic leadership style is progressively recognized for its substantial impact on employee job satisfaction by incorporating participative decision-making processes that resonate well with subordinates. This approach allows leaders to foster a sense of responsibility among employees, as participation in decision-making fosters a sense of responsibility in subordinates. The findings of a recent research demonstrated a link between democratic leadership and job satisfaction (Saeed, Ali & Rashid, 2023).  By actively involving team members in the decision-making process, democratic leaders build a sense of ownership and commitment that enhances morale and job satisfaction. The democratic leader is the one who makes the final decisions, however, he invites the subordinates to contribute to making those decisions, and this is reflected positively in increasing employee satisfaction and developing their skills.  These inclusive practices not only empower employees but also cultivate an environment of mutual respect and trust, leading to a more motivated and creative workforce (Belias, 2014).

Furthermore, the democratic leadership style is lauded for its ability to engender a harmonious workplace, benefitting both the organisation's culture and its productivity levels. Empirical evidence suggests that a democratic leadership style is more effective in creating a harmonious and happy environment where the employees are satisfied (Alkhasawneh, 2019).  This leadership model serves as a conduit for open communication and collaboration, allowing for a synergy that maximizes collective potential and throughput.  In stark contrast to laissez-faire leadership, which negatively impacts employee satisfaction and productivity, democratic leadership provides a structure and clarity while promoting freedom and creativity within predefined boundaries (Saeed, Ali & Rashid, 2023).  By balancing control with autonomy, democratic leaders create an atmosphere conducive to innovation and personal growth, essential components of a thriving organisational culture.

In application, democratic leadership's influence extends beyond immediate job satisfaction, promoting long-term personal and professional development among employees.  This style inherently encourages skill enhancement as employees learn from their contributions to decisions, leading to improved competencies and career progression.  This characteristic is particularly significant in adapting to dynamic market conditions where agility and skill adaptability remain crucial.  Democratic leadership thus not only enhances the current workplace experience but also invests in the future capabilities of the workforce, aligning with strategic organisational goals of sustainability and growth.  Through these mechanisms, democratic leadership asserts itself as a pivotal driver in shaping an adaptive, satisfied workforce ready to tackle contemporary business challenges.

A comprehensive exploration of leadership styles demonstrates that the democratic leadership style is notably influential in enhancing employee job satisfaction.  This style operates on the principle of participative decision-making, where leaders encourage subordinates to actively engage in the decision-making process.  This involvement empowers employees, fostering a sense of ownership and responsibility that is instrumental in increasing job satisfaction. As previously noted, "participation in decision-making fosters a sense of responsibility in subordinates" and "the findings of his research demonstrated a link between democratic leadership and job satisfaction" (Al-Owaidi, Saleh & Benmechirah, 2023).  Such inclusive practices not only enhance satisfaction but also cultivate an environment of mutual respect and trust within the workplace.

In addition to enhancing responsibility, democratic leadership is lauded for its ability to create a harmonious and productive workplace culture.  Research reinforces that "a democratic leadership style is more effective in creating a harmonious and happy environment where the employees are satisfied" (Alkhasawneh, 2019).  This leadership approach facilitates open communication and encourages collaboration, leading to a synergetic environment that maximizes collective efficiency and productivity.  It contrasts sharply with laissez-faire leadership, which reportedly diminishes employee satisfaction and productivity due to a lack of structure and direction.  In this context, democratic leadership strikes an optimal balance between control and autonomy, providing structure while nurturing creativity and innovation within the confines of a supportive organisational framework.

Moreover, democratic leadership plays a critical role in personal and professional development, fostering the long-term growth of employees.  By involving subordinates in decision-making, employees not only enhance their responsibility but also develop essential skills, as "the democratic leader is the one who takes the final decisions, however, he invites the subordinates to contribute to making those decisions, and this is reflected positively in increasing employee satisfaction and developing their skills" (Al-Owaidi, Saleh & Benmechirah, 2023). This approach is crucial in preparing employees for future challenges in a dynamic business environment by promoting skill adaptability and agility.  As democratic leadership encourages continuous learning and improvement, it aligns with strategic organisational goals, asserting itself as a critical driver for cultivating a satisfied and capable workforce ready to meet the demands of contemporary business landscapes.

Autocratic leadership style 

Autocratic leadership is a traditional style characterized by centralized decision-making and authoritative control, where the leader holds absolute power.  This leadership model is efficient for rapid decision-making, especially in crisis scenarios or environments with unskilled workers especially.  However, it faces criticism for its rigidity, which can stifle creativity and reduce employee engagement.  Understanding the historical significance and definition of autocratic leadership helps illustrate its effectiveness and role in various organisational contexts.

Autocratic leadership is distinctly task-oriented, emphasizing the completion of tasks through strict control.  The leader makes all decisions, directs subordinates, and delegates tasks without seeking input.  This hierarchical structure facilitates quick decision-making and compliance, which are critical in specific scenarios.  However, this approach often leads to employee disengagement, as subordinates may feel undervalued and that their contributions are overlooked.

Communication dynamics within autocratic leadership are predominantly top-down, resulting in limited feedback and dialogue.  This one-way communication can diminish morale and motivation, particularly when employees feel their input is unnecessary.  While autocratic leadership can be effective in ensuring compliance and efficiency, it raises concerns about sustainability in fostering a productive organisational culture.

Autocratic leadership thrives in high-pressure environments requiring immediate responses, such as crisis management.  The clear directives and centralized decision-making can enhance productivity, particularly in sectors like manufacturing or the military, where precision is crucial. In such situations, the ability of the leader to make swift decisions without awaiting consensus is invaluable.

However, this leadership style can stifle creativity and innovation, as employees are expected to follow orders without question.  The exclusion of subordinates from decision-making processes leads to low morale and disengagement, which can have long-term implications for organisational culture.  Research indicates that while some argue that autocratic leadership can be effective during emergencies, it often impedes the creative processes necessary for long-term growth.

Despite its utility in specific contexts, the long-term efficacy of autocratic leadership is debated. Organisations that rely heavily on this style may struggle to cultivate an innovative and supportive work environment. While the immediate benefits of clarity and direction are apparent, the inability to adapt to changing organisational needs can limit growth and competitive edge.

The organisational culture under autocratic leadership is often characterized by a lack of inclusivity and employee engagement.  The leader’s authority overshadows subordinate contributions, stifling innovation and creativity.  Employees may feel undervalued, leading to passive compliance rather than active engagement in their work.  This disengagement can manifest in high turnover rates and reduced job satisfaction, as employees do not feel invested in the organisation or its goals.

In environments requiring strict adherence to rules, such as manufacturing or the military, autocratic leadership can enhance operational efficiency.  Here, the clarity of directives and focus on task completion may yield positive results.  Conversely, in sectors that rely on creativity and collaboration, this leadership style can be detrimental. The suppression of employee input can hinder adaptability and ultimately affect the organisation’s competitiveness.

Moreover, the rigid hierarchical structure reinforces power dynamics that diminish employee morale.  When employees feel their contributions are undervalued, it can lead to a culture of compliance rather than innovation.  The expectation of failure among subordinates can create a passive work environment, where individuals focus more on following orders than on proactive problem-solving or contributing ideas.

While autocratic leadership can deliver immediate results in specific scenarios, its long-term impact on organisational culture and employee motivation is contentious.  Organisations must carefully consider the context and potential consequences of adopting this leadership style.  Balancing the efficiency of autocratic leadership with the need for innovation and employee engagement is crucial for fostering a dynamic and competitive workplace.

In summary, while autocratic leadership can provide swift decision-making and clear direction, it is essential for organisations to recognize its limitations.  The potential for stifled creativity, low morale, and disengagement among employees necessitates a more balanced approach that combines authoritative direction with opportunities for employee involvement.  Embracing a more participative leadership style may ultimately lead to a healthier organisational culture and improved long-term performance.

Laissez-faire leadership style

Laissez-faire leadership, often referred to as a hands-off approach, is distinguished by its minimalistic intervention from the leader, granting team members substantial autonomy. This leadership style empowers individuals to take ownership of their work and make independent decisions, fostering a sense of accountability and responsibility.  By sponsoring others to make decisions and allowing them a lot of freedom to operate, leaders in this style lend their knowledge, skills, and experience to the decision-making process only when requested (CPA Center of Excellence, n.d.).  This method not only encourages empowerment but also instills a sense of ownership in addressing problems or decisions.  However, the absence of direct oversight can result in inefficiencies, particularly if team members lack confidence or the ability to manage their time effectively.

The laissez-faire leadership style is often celebrated for its ability to foster creativity and autonomy within teams.  As noted, "laissez-faire leaders are those who allow their team to be creative and autonomous, giving them the freedom to make decisions and take action" (Kostiainen, 2023).  This freedom is crucial in environments that thrive on innovation and independent thought, allowing team members to explore their potential without the constraints of authoritative oversight.  However, the success of this approach hinges on the team's ability to function independently.  In situations where team members lack the necessary skills or experience, the absence of guidance can lead to confusion and a decrease in productivity.

While laissez-faire leadership has its advantages, it is not without its challenges.  The empowerment and autonomy it provides can lead to a relaxed and innovative workplace, but these benefits may be overshadowed by potential drawbacks.  The "level of accountability can lead to lower levels of efficiency and/or effectiveness if team members do not feel confident in their own knowledge, skills and experience and/or they do not manage their time well" (CPA Center of Excellence, n.d.).  Therefore, the effectiveness of this leadership style is contingent upon the team's preparedness to handle the autonomy granted.  Leaders must carefully assess their team's capabilities and provide the necessary support to ensure that the freedom and creativity encouraged by laissez-faire leadership do not devolve into chaos and inefficiency.  In exploring the characteristics of laissez-faire leadership, it is essential to understand its foundation in granting autonomy and minimal intervention from leaders. This approach allows team members to exercise significant control over their work, fostering an environment where they can "take ownership" of decisions and problems. By adopting a "hands-off" stance, leaders create a framework where their "knowledge, skills, and experience" are available upon request, yet they do not dominate the decision-making process.  However, it is generally less effective compared to other leadership styles such as democratic one, which are associated with higher levels of motivation and effectiveness (Eagly, Johannesen-Schmidt & Van Engen, 2003). 

Sometimes the empowerment offered by laissez-faire leadership is particularly beneficial in environments that thrive on creativity and innovation. By allowing team members to explore their potential without constant oversight, leaders enable them to "be creative and autonomous," encouraging independent thought and action (Kostiainen, 2023).   This freedom is crucial in settings where innovation is key to success, such as creative industries or roles requiring significant problem-solving.  However, the effectiveness of this leadership style largely depends on the team's ability to function independently.  Without the necessary skills or experience, the absence of guidance can lead to confusion and decreased productivity, highlighting the importance of assessing team readiness before implementing a laissez-faire approach.

Despite its advantages, laissez-faire leadership is not without challenges.  The "level of accountability" inherent in this style can "lead to lower levels of efficiency and/or effectiveness" if team members lack confidence in their "knowledge, skills, and experience" or fail to manage their time effectively (CPA Center of Excellence, n.d.).  This potential for inefficiency underscores the importance of strategic oversight and support from leaders, ensuring that the autonomy granted does not devolve into disorder.  Leaders must remain vigilant, ready to provide guidance when necessary, to maintain the balance between freedom and accountability, thereby optimizing the benefits of laissez-faire leadership while mitigating its drawbacks.

IV. Research Methodology 

The report is solely based on a quantitative research method and the questionnaires are based on another research (Alkhasawneh, 2019), being modified to suit the real life and Hong Kong context.   Based on the nature and purpose of the research, which is to determine the relationship between leadership styles and employee job satisfaction in Hong Kong, a descriptive method with a quantitative approach (questionnaire) was selected as the most appropriate scientific method to achieve the research objectives.  This questionnaire intends to identify the leadership styles of the participants’ supervisors and their job satisfaction.  

Reliability and validity 

Reliability and validity are among the most crucial and fundamental domains in the evaluation of any data-collection methodology employed in scientific research.  They indicate how well a method, technique or test measures something. Reliability is about the consistency of a measure, and validity is about the accuracy of a measure.  According to (Chiang et al., 2015), reliability refers to the consistency of a measure, while validity is the extent to which the scores from a measure represent the variable they are intended to.   A kind of reliability is internal consistency, which is the consistency of people’s responses across the items on a multiple-item measure. In general, all the items on such measures are supposed to reflect the same underlying construct, so people’s scores on those items should be correlated with each other.  The most common measure of internal consistency used by researchers could be a statistic called Cronbach’s α.  Conceptually, α is the mean of all possible split-half correlations for a set of items.  According to (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011), Cronbach Alpha was developed by Lee Cronbach in 1951 as a means of providing a measure of the internal consistency of a test or scale. It is expressed as a number between 0 and 1. Internal consistency describes the extent to which all the items in a test measure the same concept or construct, and thus is connected to the inter-relatedness of the items within the test. Internal consistency must be determined prior to employing a test for research or examination purposes, as this ensures the test's validity. Moreover, reliability estimates indicate the extent of measurement error in a test. In essence, this interpretation of reliability is the correlation between the test and itself. The correlation is squared and subtracted from 1.00, resulting in the index of measurement error.  Research (Taber, 2018) states that Cronbach alpha values of 0.7 or higher indicate acceptable internal consistency, therefore, this research report is seeking to achieve that to ensure the reliability of the method.    

Pilot Study

A pilot study was conducted to assess the validity and reliability of the questionnaire (total of 29 Questions, 5 questions on demographic information and 24 questions on the Likert Scale about leadership styles and job satisfaction) on 5 conveniently selected managerial-level participants. The results of the pilot study are as below in Table 1: 
 

Table 1: Cronbach Alpha and N of items 
	Cronbach's α
	N of items

	0.974
	29



Table 2: Item Reliability Statistics
	

	
	If item dropped

	 
	Cronbach's α

	Democratic Leadership Style Questions
	
	
	

	1. I have the opportunity to contribute to decisions that affect my career 
	
	0.973
	

	2. My supervisor doesn't take credit for my achievements and contributions for himself/herself 
	
	0.972
	

	3. My supervisor encourages me to be my best 
	
	0.973
	

	4. I am rewarded for the quality of my efforts 
	
	0.972
	

	5. I am valued by my supervisor 
	
	0.973
	

	Autocratic Leadership Style Questions
	
	
	

	6. My supervisor embarrasses me in front of others 
	
	0.975
	

	7. My supervisor puts corporational benefits above personal benefits 
	
	0.974
	

	8. My supervisor models subordinates must always follow his/her advice 
	
	0.973
	

	9. My supervisor never reveals information to us
	
	0.974
	

	10. My supervisor belittles our working contributions 
	
	0.974
	

	Laissez-Faire Leadership Style Questions
	
	
	

	11. My supervisor gives me the freedom to take decisions related to my task 
	
	0.973
	

	12. My supervisor looks to me for suggestions and leadership 
	
	0.975
	

	Job Satisfaction Questions
	
	
	

	13. I feel valued as an employee 
	
	0.972
	

	14. My job requirements are clear
	
	0.972
	

	15. My job makes good use of my skills and abilities 
	
	0.972
	

	16. I have the tools and resources to do my job well 
	
	0.973
	

	17. I have a clear path for career advancement 
	
	0.972
	

	18. The organisation cares about the safety of its employees 
	
	0.973
	

	19. I am satisfied with my current work schedule 
	
	0.971
	

	20. The organisation clearly communicates its goals and strategies to me 
	
	0.974
	

	21. I am satisfied with the information I received from management on what is going on in the organisation 
	
	0.974
	

	22. I experience personal growth such as updating skills and learning different jobs 
	
	0.973
	

	23. I believe my salary reflects my experience and efforts  
	
	0.972
	

	24. I would advise a friend to apply for a job at this organisation 
	
	0.972
	

	

	


As shown in Table 1 above, the Cronbach alpha value of 0.974 indicates an acceptable internal consistency, therefore, the researcher has ensured the reliability of the method.  This figure represented the study population sample with some degree of accuracy and was deemed to be suitable for the study objectives.    

V. Data Analysis 

In addition to the 24 questions of the questionnaire, as listed in Table 2 above, 5 questions regarding demographic information were placed at the beginning.  5 experts have reviewed it to check the suitability of the questions.  Then the Google Form questionnaires were distributed by email and mobile phone communication applications.  Therefore, it is a snowball sampling method. In the period from 5 October to 20 October 2024 (approximately 2 weeks), 33 people submitted their responses.  The researcher uses Jamovi statistical software to analyse the data.  The demographic results are shown in the following Tables (3, 4, 5, 6, 7):

Table 3: Age range of the participants
	Q1. What is your age range?
	Frequency
	% of Total
	Cumulative %

	20-30
	
	6
	
	18%
	
	18%
	

	31-40
	
	7
	
	21%
	
	39%
	

	41-50
	
	15
	
	46%
	
	85%
	

	51-60
	
	2
	
	6%
	
	91%
	

	61 or over
	
	3
	
	9%
	
	100%
	

	


 
	Table 4: Education level of the participants

	Q2. What is your education level?
	Frequency
	% of Total
	Cumulative %

	High school 
	
	1
	
	3%
	
	3%
	

	Undergraduate 
	
	12
	
	36%
	
	39%
	

	Master's degree or above 
	
	20
	
	61%
	
	100%
	


 
	Table 5: Year(s) of work experience of the participants

	Q3. What is your total year(s) of work experience?
	Frequency
	% of Total
	Cumulative %

	0-5
	
	2
	
	6%
	
	6%
	

	6-10
	
	5
	
	15%
	
	21 %
	

	11-20
	
	9
	
	27%
	
	48%
	

	Over 20
	
	17
	
	52%
	
	100%
	

	



	Table 6: The current/highest staff level of the participants

	Q4. What staff level are you at (or the highest staff level you used to have)?
	Frequency
	% of Total
	Cumulative %

	Frontline staff
	
	2
	
	6%
	
	6%
	

	Junior Management
	
	5
	
	15%
	
	21%
	

	Middle Management
	
	10
	
	30%
	
	51%
	

	Senior Management
	
	9
	
	27%
	
	78%
	

	Top Management
	
	7
	
	21%
	
	100%
	

	



	Table 7: The type of industry the participants work at

	Q5. What type of industry are you working at?
	Frequency
	% of Total
	Cumulative %

	Commercial organisation
	
	4
	
	12%
	
	12%
	

	Financial Institution
	
	7
	
	21%
	
	33%
	

	Government
	
	2
	
	6%
	
	39%
	

	Non-Government Organisation (NGO)
	
	17
	
	52%
	
	91%
	

	Others
	
	3
	
	9%
	
	100%
	

	


 
The questionnaire is divided into four different dimensions: Democratic, Autocratic, Laissez-faire leadership styles and Job Satisfaction.  The leadership styles of the participants’ supervisors are identified based on the highest average score obtained in the question set under respective leadership styles (Q1 to 5, 6 to 10 and 11 to 12 as shown in Table 2), also, the level of job satisfaction for each participant is classified based on the average score obtained in the question set under job satisfaction (Q13 to 24 in Table 2).  Therefore, the analysis of variance and standard deviation was calculated for each leadership style and detailed in the following Tables (8, 9, 10, 12).  The maximum and minimum scores represent strongly agree and strongly disagree respectively in the questionnaire.  
  
Table 8: Employees' analysis of variance for democratic leadership style
	Democratic Leadership Style
	N Statistic
	Minimum Statistic
	Maximum Statistic
	Mean Statistic
	Mean Standard Error
	Standard Deviation Statistic
	Variance Statistic

	1. I have the opportunity to contribute to decisions that affect my career  
	33
	1
	5
	3.45
	0.205
	1.175
	1.381

	2. My supervisor doesn't take credit for my achievements and contributions for himself/herself  
	33
	2
	5
	3.39
	0.15
	0.864
	0.746

	3. My supervisor encourages me to be my best  
	33
	2
	5
	4.09
	0.133
	0.765
	0.585

	4. I am rewarded for the quality of my efforts  
	33
	2
	5
	3.45
	0.157
	0.905
	0.818

	5. I am valued by my supervisor  
	33
	2
	5
	3.42
	0.174
	1.001
	1.002



Table 9: Employees' analysis of variance for autocratic leadership style
	Autocratic Leadership Style
	N
	Minimum Statistic
	Maximum Statistic
	Mean Statistic
	Mean Standard Error
	Standard Deviation Statistic
	Variance Statistic

	1. My supervisor embarrasses me in front of others  
	33
	1
	4
	2.18
	0.197
	1.131
	1.278

	2. My supervisor puts corporational benefits above personal benefits
	33
	1
	5
	2.94
	0.184
	1.059
	1.121

	3. My supervisor models subordinates must always follow his/her advice  
	33
	1
	5
	3.15
	0.169
	0.972
	0.945

	4. My supervisor never reveals information to us 
	33
	1
	5
	2.94
	0.189
	1.088
	1.184

	5. My supervisor belittles our working contributions  
	33
	1
	5
	2.33
	0.193
	1.109
	1.229



Table 10: Employees' analysis of variance for laissez-faire leadership style
	Laissez-Faire Leadership Style
	N
	Minimum Statistic
	Maximum Statistic
	Mean Statistic
	Mean Standard Error
	Standard Deviation Statistic
	Variance Statistic

	1. My supervisor gives me the freedom to take decisions related to my task 
	33
	1
	5
	3.3
	0.171
	0.984
	0.968

	2. My supervisor looks to me for suggestions and leadership  
	33
	2
	5
	3.27
	0.176
	1.008
	1.017



The Independent Variable of Participants
The independent variable here is the dimensions of leadership styles as determined by the employees (i.e., the participants), whether this leadership style is Autocratic, Democratic or Laissez-Faire.  The participants perception about leadership styles within this research was found to be as follows: Democratic 52%, Autocratic 24% and Laisezz-faire 24%.  Details are shown in Table 12. 

Figure 1: Employee’s perception about leadership styles within the organisation

The Main Dependent Variable 
The first main dependent variable in this study is job satisfaction and it was measured and evaluated using Q13 to 24 in the questionnaire as shown in Table 2 above.  The questionnaire took into consideration job-satisfaction factors as well as leadership styles to properly evaluate employee satisfaction.  The percentage of satisfied employees was 58%, while the percentage of dissatisfied employees was 3%, and 39% were neutral neither satisfied nor unsatisfied.  The below diagram shows the percentage of employee job satisfaction.


Figure 2: Employees’ job satisfaction

The analysis of variance and standard deviation was calculated for Employee Job Satisfaction and detailed in Table 11. 

Table 11: Employees’ Analysis of Variance for Employee Job Satisfaction

	Job Satisfaction
	N
	Minimum Statistic
	Maximum Statistic
	Mean Statistic
	Mean Standard Error
	Standard Deviation Statistic
	Variance Statistic

	I feel valued as an employee  
	33
	1
	5
	3.48
	0.175
	1.004
	1.008

	My job requirements are clear 
	33
	2
	5
	3.73
	0.139
	0.801
	0.642

	My job makes good use of my skills and abilities  
	33
	2
	5
	3.3
	0.177
	1.015
	1.03

	I have the tools and resources to do my job well  
	33
	2
	5
	3.67
	0.142
	0.816
	0.667

	I have a clear path for career advancement 
	33
	1
	5
	3.15
	0.2
	1.149
	1.32

	The organisation cares about the safety of its employees 
	33
	2
	5
	4.21
	0.136
	0.781
	0.61

	I am satisfied with my current work schedule  
	33
	1
	5
	3.27
	0.17
	0.977
	0.955

	The organisation clearly communicates its goals and strategies
	33
	2
	5
	3.48
	0.145
	0.834
	0.695

	I am satisfied with the information I received from management
	33
	1
	5
	3.03
	0.187
	1.075
	1.155

	I experience personal growth such as updating skills and learning
	33
	1
	5
	3.27
	0.181
	1.039
	1.08

	I believe my salary reflects my experience and efforts 
	33
	2
	5
	3.3
	0.147
	0.847
	0.718

	I would advise a friend to apply for a job at this organisation
	33
	1
	5
	3.33
	0.193
	1.109
	1.229



The Mediator Variable
The mediator variable here is the type of organisation, since it might directly affect the leadership styles and hence affect the employee job satisfaction. With regards to the employees’ responses, it was found that 42% of satisfied employees work for an NGO type of organisation, while 26% of satisfied employees work for a Financial institution type of organisation, 16% of satisfied employees work for a Commercial type of organisation, 11% of satisfied employees work in the Government and finally only 5% of satisfied employees work for a type of organisation not categorized as aforementioned.  The organisation types with satisfied employees are shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3: Organisation types with satisfied employees

When evaluating these results, it seems that the type of organisation does not affect the leadership styles and employee job satisfaction.  The leadership style percentages in the type of organisation that has the most job-satisfied employees are NGO type (8 out of 19 satisfied employees) and the leadership style percentages in the NGO type of organisation are similar (6 Democratic, 6 Autocratic and 5 Laissez-faire out of the total of 17 NGO participants).   


Figure 4: Employees’ Organisation Type with Democratic Leadership Style

One other interesting piece of information found is that the autocratic style of leadership appears in both NGOs (75%) and Government (25%) only in this research among the population of NGOs and Government participants (Figure 5), which is 8 samples.

Figure 5: Employees’ Organisation Type with Autocratic Leadership Style

Although it seems there are a lot of NGO type of organisations that have autocratic leadership style, the amount of Laisezz-faire leadership style among the organisation types are mostly NGO type (63%).  There are zero participants from the Government who have laissez-faire leadership style supervisors.  

Figure 6: Employees’ Organisation Type with Laissez-faire Leadership Style

Table 12: Results of various styles of leadership, types of organisation and job satisfaction
	
	D
	A
	L
	Total
	
	
	Satisfied
	Neutral
	Unsatisfied
	Total
	

	Financial Institution
	6
	0
	1
	7
	21%
	
	5
	2
	0
	7
	21%

	Commercial organisation
	3
	0
	1
	4
	12%
	
	3
	1
	0
	4
	12%

	NGO
	6
	6
	5
	17
	52%
	
	8
	8
	1
	17
	52%

	Government
	0
	2
	0
	2
	6%
	
	2
	0
	0
	2
	6%

	Others
	2
	0
	1
	3
	9%
	
	1
	2
	0
	3
	9%

	Total
	17
	8
	8
	33
	100%
	
	19
	13
	1
	33
	100%

	
	52%
	24%
	24%
	100%
	
	
	58%
	39%
	3%
	100%
	


D = Democratic,  A = Autocratic,  L = Laissez-faire

Discussion and Interpretation of Findings
The main research findings that were of significance to this study were as follows (based on the responses of the 33 participants):

i. There is a strong presence of Democratic leadership style (52% as shown in Figure 1) in the population under this research.   
ii. Most (58%) of the participants are satisfied with their job as shown in Figure 2.  Only 1 sample (3%) who works in an NGO-type organisation is unsatisfied with his/her job.  The leadership style of this sample is the Autocratic leadership style.  However, as the population base is small, the researcher cannot conclude that Autocratic leadership style leads to job satisfaction.  
iii. Most job-satisfied participants are working at NGOs (42%) and Financial institutions (26%), as shown in Figure 3.
iv. It appears that the type of organisation does not affect the leadership styles and employee job satisfaction.  However, this was difficult to prove and find significance since organisation type is a non-numerical value.

Limitations

· Spatial Limitations: The study was limited to organisations in Hong Kong.
· Temporal Limitations: The study was conducted during the two weeks period in October 2024.
· Methodological and Researcher Limitations:
· Limited timeframe
· Samples are all snowballed from the researcher’s personal network, therefore the convenience sampling technique (a non-probability sampling technique), was applied which might have biased the results
· Limited access to all industries in Hong Kong
· Unwillingness for some people to conduct the survey

VI. Conclusion

This study explored and evaluated the impact of the different types of management on employees by investigating the following questions:

i. What are the different leadership styles identified in various industries in Hong Kong? Is there a preferred type? And which is the most effective?

The different leadership styles identified within the population of 33 in this research were Democratic, Autocratic and Laissez-Faire.  The most recognised type according to the employees was Democratic with 52%.  While Autocratic and Laissez-Faire leadership styles were found having similar recognized level by employees with a 24% and 24% respectively.

Based on the results, the numbers of participants with satisfied job feelings under all three leadership styles are found to be similar (6 Democratic, 6 Autocratic and 5 Laissez-faire, out of the total 17 job-satisfied participants).  Therefore, the research cannot conclude if any specific type of leadership leads to job satisfaction. 
  
ii. What is the role of the management as perceived by the employees?

The role of management encompasses the following responsibilities:
a. Providing employees with the necessary support (e.g., accommodation, tools and resources, etc.) to enable them to perform their roles effectively.
b. To deploy employees' skills, knowledge and abilities in suitable situations.
c. To provide suitable and appropriate work schedules.
d. To provide a space for personal growth and to present appropriate training for updating employees' knowledge, skills, mindset and visions.
e. To promote job rotation programmes when appropriate.
f. To allow employees to contribute to the decision-making process when appropriate.
g. To give credit to employees whenever possible.
h. To encourage employees to perform at their best effort.
i. To reward employees for the quality of their efforts and to promote a healthier working environment.

iii. How to go about changing the employees and organisations’ perceptions towards the employee-management relationship?

It is our belief that employees should demonstrate initiative in assuming responsibility when needed, and that they should also show a passion for personal improvement and growth. This will encourage managers to place more trust in their employees, entrusting them with more responsibility and give them the opportunity for personal development.

Managers should facilitate employee participation in key decision-making processes and encourage the expression of ideas to improve loyalty and performance. It is also important to recognise and reward employees for their contributions.

Organisations should promote a democratic leadership style among their managers and provide appropriate training to improve their management and leadership skills. They should introduce a competency development programme to improve employees' personal and professional skills. They should provide a clear mission and vision to their employees and managers so that they understand their goals and how they contribute to the success of the organisation.

iv. Management theory in addition to the three management styles as aforementioned:

In addition to democratic, autocratic and laissez-faire leadership styles. It is worth introducing the 3H theory in this report. The 3H framework for holistic management is an approach to the holistic management of people and organisations (Yu, 2021). The metaphorical expressions of the 3Hs – Heart, Head and Hand - represent the strategic alignment of the framework's key areas, including purpose, people, culture, strategy, structure, function, systems and competence, etc. The timing, sequencing and application of the precise elements of the 3Hs will depend on the circumstances and will be specific to individual organisations. In theory, a good decision-making process in an organisation should be a structured, deliberative process guided by the collective wisdom of the leadership group to achieve the common goals of the organisation. Managers too often focus on one or two H domains and usually only partially solve problems. A holistic management solution means that leaders must effectively apply all 3H domains through collaboration and influencing their colleagues and efficiently manage the implementation of 3H to achieve and maintain the best performance of the organisation. Holistic management is a combination of the art and science of managing the performance of an organisation through the synergistic alignment of people, organisational elements and competencies.

The conceptual framework - 3H’s metaphorical expression 
Yu denotes that:
Organisation Performance (“OP”), the dependent variable, is a function of the leader’s driving force to integrate among Heart (H1), Head (H2) and Hand (H3) independent variables of that organisation.

OP = f (H1∩H2 ∩H3) 

OP = Organisational Performance

∩ = Intersection of each H domain, level of synthesis among 3-H domains is hypothesised positively correlated with the organisational performance.

H1 = Heart domain and its related constructs: people and value related: stewardship, emotional, moral and ethical appeals, leading, motivating and engaging people, building teams abilities, etc.

H2 = Head domain and its related constructs – strategic, organisation and business model related: vision, pathfinding, logical & strategic appeal, the hierarchy of strategy, planning & controlling, organisational design (structure & systems), etc.

H3 = Hand domain and its related constructs - task-oriented issues and competence related: supporting, coaching and training to ensure people possessed required operational/functional skills and abilities required to execute programs and activities, etc.

As “Job satisfaction” can be classified as one of the Organisational Performance, it is important to note the causes from the start, i.e., Heart, Head and Hand. 






[image: A diagram of a heart and hand

Description automatically generated]The 3H framework can be further explained by placing each domain in a Venn diagram according to Yu, a 4-case scenario is shown below: The Synthesis created from the effective coordination among the three domains of H1, H2 and H3 shall secure the necessary and sufficient conditions for effective and efficient organisational performance.  Case 1 in the diagram above illustrates the conditions.  The level of holistic management hinges on the level of synthesis created among the integration of the H1, H2 and H3 domains.

	1
	Case 1 – Committed & Capable of managing the right thing:

(H1∩H2 ∩H3)

	2
	Case 2 – Uncommitted but capable of managing the right thing: 

(H2 ∩H3) - H1

	3
	Case 3 – Committed & capable, but not sure managing the right thing:

(H1 ∩H3) - H2

	4
	Case 4 – Committed and well planned but don’t know how to execute it right:

(H1 ∩H2) - H3

	Effective coordination between H domains is assumed in the above cases. 



The necessary and sufficient conditions (independent/moderating variables) contributing to effective and efficient organisational performance (dependent variable):
1. Effective leadership (H1), which motivates and engages employees, is a necessary but not sufficient condition for effective and efficient organisational performance.
2. Effective strategy (H2) is a necessary but not sufficient condition for effective and efficient organisational performance.
3. Workforce competence (H3) is a necessary but not sufficient condition for effective and efficient organisational performance.
4. Synthesis among the three domains of H1, H2 and H3 seamlessly shall secure the necessary and sufficient conditions for effective and efficient organisational performance.  Case 1 in the diagram below illustrates the conditions. The greater the congruence area the better. 

The 3H theory went on to explain that the individual H-domains can be weighted differently by managers when making decisions. This is believed to depend on the circumstances at a given time, e.g. available resources, i.e. finance, labour, skills, expertise, timeframe, strategic or even political considerations, etc.  Other factors such as the industry, the size of the organisation, the history and culture of the company, etc. can also play a role.  In addition, there are always uncertainties, especially in the business environment, so the weighting must vary.  In many cases, H1 is weighted more heavily than H2 and H3, while H2 has a relatively stronger weight than H3.  It has been argued that an organisation can have the most advanced strategy, systems and competencies, but if the leader is not able to unite and motivate employees to achieve the strategic goals of the organisation, the organisation will fail sooner or later.  The definition of effectiveness means the extent of the outcome of the organisation’s strategic and goal-oriented activities, while efficiency means that the organisational or project-specific activities are carried out with minimal resources. The underlying principle of the 3H framework aims to create a people-centred culture where everyone wins and is accountable – from leaders to employees, from organisation to organisation, from industry to industry, from community to community and from nation to nation.

v. If more time and resources are available, the research can be refined by:

a. Questionnaires can be designed for participants to answer as a supervisor and as a subordinate.  Because the management style perspective can be different, i.e., as a supervisor, a person can believe himself as a democratic manager, but his subordinate may think differently. 
b. [bookmark: _Hlk180828384]A larger sample size to be reached, so that the research results can be further analysed and interpreted rather than very limited information.  More quantitative techniques such as hypothesis testing and correlation can be performed in order to obtain more meaningful results.   
c. Qualitative information can also be obtained in the questionnaire, i.e., allowing the participants to put their comments on some open-ended questions.     
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Employees' job satisfaction


Satisfied	Neutral	Unsatisfied	0.5757575757575758	0.39393939393939392	3.0303030303030304E-2	

Organisation Types with Satisfied Employees


Financial Institution	Commerial organisation	NGO	Government	Others	5	3	8	2	1	

Organisation Type with Democratic Leadership Style


Financial Institution	Commerial organisation	NGO	Others	Government	6	3	6	2	0	

Organisation Type with Autocratic Leaderhip Style


Financial Institution	Commerial organisation	NGO	Others	Government	0	0	6	0	2	

Organisation Type with Laissez-faire Leadership Style


Financial Institution	Commerial organisation	NGO	Others	Government	1	1	5	1	0	

Employees' Perception about Leadership Styles within the Organisation


Democratic	Autocratic	Laissez-faire	0.51515151515151514	0.24242424242424243	0.24242424242424243	
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