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ABSTRACT The paper examined the effect of participative and directive leadership style on team effectiveness
among administrative employees in a South African tertiary institution. The paper employed a quantitative design,
and a self-administered questionnaire was used to collect data. The respondents were selected using a non-probability
sampling method to achieve a sample size of 246 out of the population size of 676 administrative employees of
the university. The paper employed descriptive and inferential statistics in the form of Pearson’s correlations and
multiple regression methods in analysing data. The results showed that participative and directive leadership
individually have a significant effect on team effectiveness among administrative employees of the university.
They also revealed that a participative and directive leadership additively has a significant impact on team
effectiveness among administrative employees of the university. The paper recommended that South African
organisations should employ these leadership strategies in their quest for team excellence.

INTRODUCTION

The value of teams and their operations in
organisations have been examined since the
1920s. However, the forces exerted by the global
economy have heightened the need for differ-
ent organisations to optimise the use of their
teams (Shuffler et al. 2011). Effective function-
ing of organisations is strongly contingent on
the teamwork (Emmerik et al. 2011). A team is
comprised of two or more people working to-
gether to enable performance and attainment of
the main goals of the organisation (Sarkar and
Ray 2017). Different scholars have observed a
significant increase in the use of team structures
in today’s organisations (Hajro et al. 2017). Such
developments have come because of high lev-
els of competition in the current dynamic busi-
ness environment which has forced organisa-
tions to be more adaptable than ever before
(Daspit et al. 2013). The advances in uses of
technology have also heightened the level of
competition. Furthermore, globalisation of the
business world has contributed to this challeng-
ing environment which has also increased the
value of team structures (Chou et al. 2008). Or-
ganisations have, therefore, adopted a team
strategy to combine different experiences and

knowledge of people to achieve a competitive
advantage (Verma et al. 2016). Managers of dif-
ferent organisations employ teams as a strategy
to establish highly responsive organisations. As
such, they use teams to transform organisations
and increase their capabilities. Team structures
enable team members to provide unique skills
which could help to develop an innovative or-
ganisation which is ready to deal with today’s
organisational challenges (Daspit et al. 2013).
Teams are regarded as highly effective vehicles
which operate effectively in contemporary or-
ganisations. Effective team members possess
adequate skill resources to achieve the impor-
tant goals of the organisation (Sarkar and Ray
2017). These researchers, therefore, argue that
team effectiveness is the behaviour that is ori-
ented towards the goal of performing organisa-
tion-specific responsibilities using effective
communication, cohesion, collaboration and
cooperation.

The mission of the University of Fort Hare is
“to produce high quality education of interna-
tional standards contributing to the advance-
ment of knowledge that is socially and ethically
relevant, and applying that knowledge to the
scientific, technological and social-economic
development of the nation, continent and glo-

 J Soc Sci, 55(1-3): 81-91 (2018)
DOI: 10.31901/24566756.2018/55.1-3.1716

© Kamla-Raj 2018



82 CLEMENT BELL, NICOLE DODD AND THEMBA MJOLI

bal world” (Student Guide 2018: 3). To strategi-
cally position and invent itself so that it can
attain the international educational standards,
the university has organised its operations
around team structures because they produce
higher levels of organizational effectiveness as
compared to traditional and bureaucratic struc-
tures that were common at the university. This
development resulted in restructuring, re-engi-
neering and downsizing within the university.
The work environment has become very com-
plex and sophisticated. This change of the struc-
ture of the organisation has caused problems
between administrative managers and their sub-
ordinates. As such, there is high turnover and
poor performance among the administrative em-
ployees. It was found that high administrative
employee turnover of eighteen percent at Fort
Hare University was caused by job dissatisfac-
tion and poor employee morale. This prevailing
situation has led to a perpetual loss of highly
qualified and experienced administrative em-
ployees within the institution of higher learning
(Ngabase 2012).

The problems that the university is experi-
encing are caused by ineffective leadership. Poor
relations between leaders and their subordinates
compromise the quality of service of the univer-
sity. Thus, poor leadership has destroyed the
human spirit that is critical to ensuring the effec-
tiveness of the university in delivering service
excellence (Bell and Murugan 2013). It has threat-
ened the survival of the university. The outcomes
of such poor leadership include employee stress,
disenchantment, lack of creativity, cynicism, high
employee turnover and poor performance (Bell
and Murugan 2013). The loss of many compe-
tent administrative employees has resulted in
the loss of competitive advantage for the uni-
versity (Nyengane 2007). The uses of team struc-
tures are highly effective in achieving organisa-
tional goals when the team members are led ef-
fectively (Polychroniou 2009). Scholars argue
that there are various empirical studies on the
success of different leadership styles that refer
to the association between styles and different
measures of performance such as the effective-
ness and efficiency of organisations (Richter
2018). Other researchers argue that different lead-
ership styles produce unique motivational forc-
es that also affect team functioning differently
(Bell et al. 2014). Furthermore, other researchers
specifically argued that directive and participa-

tive leadership behaviours are conducive to team
performance (Ceri-Booms et al. 2017). Therefore,
based on the background given above, the pa-
per sought to assess the effect of participative
and directive leadership style on team effective-
ness among administrative employees of a South
African tertiary institution.

Objectives

The objectives of this research paper are to
determine the effect of participative and direc-
tive leadership on team effectiveness and to
determine the additive effect of participative and
directive leadership on team effectiveness
among administrative employees in a South Af-
rican tertiary institution. In the same manner,
several hypotheses were formulated in this re-
search paper, which indicates that participative
leadership has a significant effect on team effec-
tiveness, directive leadership has a significant
impact on team effectiveness, and participative
and directive leadership styles combined have a
significant additive effect on team effectiveness
among administrative employees of a South Af-
rican tertiary institution.

Literature Review

The Effect of Participative Leadership on Team
Effectiveness

Participative leadership is defined as the pro-
cess of jointly making decisions or having a
shared influence in decision-making by a leader
and his or her subordinates (Benoliel and So-
mech 2014). Other researchers perceive this style
as entailing perceiving employees as critical
knowledge resources who make up the hub of
an organisation. Participative leaders focus on
interpersonal interactions and socialisation. As
such, it is the same as an empowering leader-
ship paradigm (Mroz et al. 2018). It is a very
significant concept in research, strategy devel-
opment, and organisation management (Chen
and Tjosvold 2006; Fatima et al. 2017). However,
there is a deficit of empirical studies that have
been entirely devoted to assessing the effect of
this style on team effectiveness (Sagie et al. 2002).
Researchers have argued that using a participa-
tive leadership style is effective in team situa-
tions. It has indispensable benefits (Somech and
Wenderow 2006; Richter 2018). As such, using
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such a leadership strategy is very crucial for
managing teams effectively (Somech 2005; New-
man et al. 2016). Such a leader’s behaviour af-
fects the effective reactions of team members
(Somech 2010). This leadership style produces
high levels of team outputs (Bell and Mjoli 2014).
As such, it helps to solicit for new ideas from
team members and this produces high perfor-
mance levels in work teams. It also provides a
basis for understanding complex leadership be-
haviours in team circumstances. Furthermore, it
motivates team members to develop more effec-
tive work systems and processes (Bouwmans et
al. 2017).

The more consistent merits of participative
leadership behaviour are found in decision-mak-
ing processes (Sagie et al. 2002). It reduces prob-
lems among diverse team members in heteroge-
neous team functions by creating an environ-
ment of open exchange of ideas (Lewis et al.
2002; M¹czyñski and Su³kowski 2017). Partici-
pative leadership, therefore, facilitates diverse
perspectives to be put forward and thereafter
help to achieve a consensus among team mem-
bers (Heller et al. 2007). It also promotes knowl-
edge sharing and the development of team mem-
bers’ competencies (Somech 2010; Buengeler et
al. 2016). This leadership style motivates team
members to rethink and reflect on their ideas
and consider other ideas that may not be known
to them previously. This, therefore, creates a
good team environment where ideas are openly
given, discussed, thoroughly analysed, and re-
flected on (Fatima et al. 2017). Furthermore, it
encourages team members to find new opportu-
nities and challenges and, therefore, to get knowl-
edge through acquiring, sharing, and integrat-
ing ideas (Somech 2005; Fatima et al. 2017).

Participative leadership has a strong poten-
tial for achieving team performances that organ-
isations cannot attain using traditional bureau-
cratic structures (Somech 2010; Kim and Beehr
2018). As such, it is very critical today when
organisations are struggling to adjust and in-
vent their structures to respond to a growing
demand for flexibility, concern for quality, and
the requirement for a high level of commitment
among team members to their work (Ceri-Booms
et al. 2017). Scholars have also argued that the
problems facing organisations today are too
heavy for any leader to solve alone. As a result,
allowing team members to participate in the de-
cision-making process provides many indispens-

able benefits. It can generate the social capacity
necessary for effective organisations and improv-
ing the quality of the decisions, enhancing team
members’ motivation, and contributing to the quality
of their work-life (Bell and Mjoli 2014; Fatima et al.
2017). Participative leadership, therefore, provides
the best strategy in contemporary organizational
environments (Somech 2010). It increases team
members’ commitment and work satisfaction. And
in times of organizational change, it promotes higher
levels of change acceptance and effectiveness (Fa-
tima et al. 2017). The cognitive variables of infor-
mation sharing and quality of ideas, as well as
motivational ones, facilitate the effect of this style
of leadership on team performance (Bouwmans et
al. 2017; Fatima et al. 2017).

Participative leadership also stimulates think-
ing processes that promote quality decisions
leading to task performance. These processes
include clarification of problems, information
seeking, knowledge sharing, quality of ideas,
and synthesis of ideas (Bouwmans et al. 2017).
Furthermore, it promotes team goal commitment,
self-efficacy, leader–subordinate mutual trust,
and ownership of decisions (Sagie et al. 2002;
Lee et al. 2017). It is also very effective for deci-
sion initiation and continuous development of
team members (Somech 2005). Lastly, but not
least, it leads to improved team innovation and
team members’ attitudes towards work (Bouw-
mans et al. 2017). These extant arguments, there-
fore, yield to the following hypothesis:

H1: Participative leadership has a significant
effect on team effectiveness

The Effect of Directive Leadership on Team
Effectiveness

Directive leadership is defined as the pro-
cess of providing the subordinates with a frame-
work for decision-making and action that is in
agreement with a leader’s perspective (Sagie et
al. 2002; Somech 2006). It entails the leader who
is taking the ultimate power and control over all
decision-making processes. This type of leader
does not see any value in allowing subordinates
to participate in the process of making decisions
and expects them to follow instructions given
by the leader (Mroz et al. 2018). It is also com-
monly perceived as a task-oriented behaviour
with a strong tendency to control discussions,
dominate interactions, and personally direct task
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completion (Clark and Waldron 2016; Haar et al.
2017). Researchers have also argued that using
a directive leadership style has crucial and in-
dispensable benefits in team circumstances (So-
mech and Wenderow 2006). As such, it produc-
es high levels of team performances. It also helps
to develop clear rules of conduct in work teams,
and this helps to produce high levels of perfor-
mance. Furthermore, it stimulates team members
to develop effective work processes and sys-
tems (Sagie et al. 2002; Ceri-Booms et al. 2017).
Directive leaders show a strong sense of inner
purpose and direction (Nobile 2015; Haar et al.
2017). As such, they motivate team members to
take actions that support the leader’s strategy
for the organisation. Their strategies are, there-
fore, transformational.

Directive leadership encourages team mem-
bers to transcend challenging goals and achieve
high levels of performances (Nobile 2015; Ceri-
Booms et al. 2017). It also provides clear goals,
which turn organisational objectives into short-
term goals and serve as a standard guide for
team members (Sagie et al. 2002; Abecassis-
Moedas and Gilson 2017). Other researchers ar-
gue that it stimulates reflection processes (Burke
et al. 2006). As such, this leadership style also
helps to improve the exchange and processing
of knowledge, which in turn, leads to perfor-
mance improvement. Directive leadership behav-
iours further increase the work commitment and
involvement of the team members (Ceri-Booms
et al. 2017).

The organisational knowledge and intellec-
tual abilities of directive leaders help to improve
team performance (Burke et al. 2006; Nobile
2015). The strategies of these leaders assist in
the acquisition and diffusion of knowledge
among team members, which in turn, also pro-
motes team efficiency. The motivation factors
associated with this style also facilitate the in-
fluence of the directive leadership on team per-
formance (Sagie et al. 2002; Iqbal et al. 2015).
The most critical motivation factor induced by a
directive leadership style is the willingness of
team members to expend more effort on work. It
promotes goal attainment by serving as a source
of feedback for team members (Somech 2005;
Gelfand et al. 2007). As such, the evaluation and
control of team members’ work are the behav-
ioural qualities of this leadership style. Direc-
tive control allows the leader to adapt team re-
sources and goals when required. These stated

qualities contribute to increasing team members’
work performances. As such, highly directive
leaders promote the highest level of team mem-
bers’ work performance (Nobile 2015).

Furthermore, directive leadership strength-
ens the behaviours of adherence to rules and
procedure and attention to details, which also
promotes team members’ work performances
(Nobile 2015; Mohiuddin 2017). It helps to im-
prove team member’s competences. As such, in
functionally diverse teams, team members are
capable of giving back the inputs their leaders
have guided them to provide. Directive leader-
ship, therefore, encourages team members to
offer highly critical inputs, suggestions and so-
lutions, which improves the processes of team
reflection (Somech 2006). As such, the follow-
ing hypothesis has been proposed:

H2: Directive leadership has a significant
effect on team effectiveness

The Additive Effect of Participative and
Directive Leadership on Team Effectiveness

Researchers have regarded participative and
directive leadership as the contrasting styles at
the opposite ends of a single continuum (Green-
berg 2011). But although these two leadership
styles were first considered as terminal points
of a leadership style continuum, which meant
that an increase in the focus on directive would
come at the expense of employee participation
and the opposite, the notion that leaders can
serve both spheres largely independent of one
another took a strong stance later (Richter 2018).
These styles are not regarded as mutually exclu-
sive (Hansen and Villadsen 2010). Investigating
these two leadership styles simultaneously is a
crucial response to a call by researchers and
practitioners to leave the traditional perspective
and then adopt an inclusive strategy (Bell et al.
2014). This makes it easy to perceive leadership
behaviour in genuinely new and different ways.
Moreover, leaders can choose between the two
seemingly opposite styles of leader behaviours
(Bell et al. 2014). Both leadership styles help in
increasing team effectiveness (Somech 2006).
The perceived contradiction between participa-
tive and directive behaviours is not visible and
both are effective in improving team performanc-
es (Sagie et al. 2002).

Each leadership style promotes motivation-
al processes, which in turn, promote teams’ work
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performance and innovation (Bell et al. 2014; Ceri-
Booms et al. 2017). Building on the seemingly
conflicting demands of the two leadership styles,
researchers argue that team members led by a
directive leader cannot fully contribute to task
accomplishment. And competent team members
are more likely to participate in the task if their
leader is participative than if the leader is direc-
tive (Sagie et al. 2002). Another scholar argues
that participative and directive leadership are
compatible with each other (Somech 2005). As
such, transformational leaders use both practic-
es. They show a strong sense of inner purpose
and direction, and they also motivate team mem-
bers to take actions that support the leader’s
strategy (Somech 2006). Further, they show par-
ticipative orientation by giving autonomy to team
members and thereby developing their capaci-
ties to achieve broad organizational goals. The
two key qualities are perceived as communicat-
ing a strategy and empowering the team mem-
bers to achieve the strategy (Somech 2006).

Other researchers also see a leader as some-
one who uses either loose or tight leadership
practice according to the prevailing team circum-
stances (Bell et al. 2014). These scholars argue
that the perception that participative and direc-
tive leadership practices can be integrated is
uncommon in South African organisational team
contexts. As such, there is knowledge deficien-
cy in these areas. The Japanese managers have
fully accepted the workers’ innovative ideas and
are willing to adopt and implement their sugges-
tions and recommendations for the improvement
of team performances. The two leadership styles
complement each other. This perspective is sup-
ported by the loose–tight leadership theory,
which suggests an amalgamation of directive
and participative leadership practices (Sagie et
al. 2002).

Researchers, however, argue that the inte-
gration of these leadership styles does not nec-
essarily produce a coherent and stable leader’s
style. It produces a dynamic one in which either
participative or directive leadership becomes
more potent, depending on the prevailing team
situational factors (Bell et al. 2014). However,
participative leadership is more favoured than
directive leadership (Richter 2018). Other re-
searchers further perceive it as more warm and
competent compared to directive ones (Mroz et
al. 2018). Leaders tend to be participative when
a high technical quality strategy is required or

when team members’ commitment is needed for
decisions to be accomplished. And they tend to
be directive when they have enough knowledge
required for making a decision. They also em-
ploy more directive practices when they sus-
pect a conflict among team members (Sagie et al.
2002). Furthermore, researchers argue that when
the organizational strategy is articulated leaders
are directive, and when operational decisions
are critical, they employ a more participative lead-
ership practice (Sagie at al. 2002). These extant
arguments, therefore, lead to the following
hypothesis:

H3: Participative and directive leadership has
a significant additive effect on team
effectiveness

MATERIAL  AND  METHODS

The current paper adopted a quantitative
research design. The quantitative research ap-
proach strongly makes use of empirical analysis
to reach conclusions, and it enables the re-
searcher to test hypotheses (Hair et al. 2008).
The research population for the present study
included administrative employees working at
Fort Hare University in the Eastern Cape Prov-
ince in South Africa. The administrative depart-
ments that were included in the study are the
Human Resources, Finance, Registrar, Student
Administration, Communications and Market-
ing, Examinations, Payroll, Library, Information
Technology, Accommodation, Maintenance, and
Institutional Support. The present study em-
ployed a non-probability sampling method to
select respondents from the population. As
such, a convenience sampling technique was
used. The sample size that was used in the
present study was calculated using Raosoft Sam-
ple Size Calculator. Raosoft sample size calcula-
tor is web-based software used to calculate the
sample size when the population is given. It also
computes the critical value for the normal distri-
bution (Raosoft Inc. 2004). The sample size n
and margin of error E are given by the following
formula:

Where N is the population size, r is the frac-
tion of responses that one is interested in, and

n=Nx/((N-1)E2+x

x = Z              2 r (100-r)  c
100( )

E = Sqrt
(N-n)x

n (N-1)[ ]
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Z(c/100) is the critical value for the confidence
level c. Using a population size of 676, five per-
cent margin of error, ninety-five percent confi-
dence level and an expected response distribu-
tion of fifty percent, the recommended minimum
sample size is (n= 246). The margin of error is the
amount of error that can be tolerated. However,
the researchers distributed 286 questionnaires
to the respondents and 246 questionnaires were
fully completed. Hence, the response rate was
66.7 percent. This paper used a structured ques-
tionnaire because of its ability to provide the
most satisfactory range of reliable data.

Data Collection Method

The data collection method which was em-
ployed for this paper was only the primary data
collection method. The primary data was col-
lected using the administration of survey ques-
tionnaires to the administrative employees of
Fort Hare University. Permission was obtained
from the Human Resources Management Depart-
ment of the University to collect data from the
employees, and thereafter the questionnaires
were distributed by the researchers to the re-
spondents. The researchers continued visiting
the respondents to motivate them to complete
the questionnaires and to collect those ques-
tionnaires that were fully completed. Thus, such
a procedure continued until a required sample
size was achieved.

Research Instruments

Participative Leadership

To assess the extent to which a leader dis-
played participative leadership behaviour, a scale
adopted from Arnold et al. (2000) was used. Par-
ticipative leadership questionnaire included six
items that measure the extent of involvement in
various decisions. The sample items are, “my
supervisor encourages team members to express
their ideas or suggestions”, and “my supervisor
uses our team member’s suggestions to make
decisions that affect us”. The reliability level of
alpha was 877. The respondents used a 5-point
Likert-type scale ranging from strongly disagree
(1) to strongly agree (5).

Directive Leadership

To assess the extent to which a leader dis-
played directive leadership behaviour, a scale

adopted from Litwin and Stringer (1968) was
used. Directive leadership questionnaire includ-
ed seven items that measure the extent to which
a leader provides the subordinates with a frame-
work for decision-making and action that is in
favour with the leader’s vision. The sample items
are, “my supervisor expects team members to
follow his or her instructions precisely”, “my
supervisor makes most decisions for team mem-
bers”, and “my supervisor supervises team mem-
bers very closely”. The reliability level of alpha
was .809. The respondents used bi-polar (six-
point) scales, with two opposing responses on
both ends ranging from extremely disagree (1)
to extremely agree (6).

Team Effectiveness

To measure the extent to which teams dis-
played team effectiveness behaviours and pro-
cesses, the researchers used the LaFasto and
Larson (2001) team effectiveness scale. It has
eleven items that measure team effectiveness.
This scale clusters behaviours into two dimen-
sions of team effectiveness. These dimensions
are leader and team effectiveness (Mahembe
2010). Sample items are, “achieving the team goal
is a higher priority than any individual objective”,
“team members trust each other sufficiently to
accurately share information, perceptions, and
feedback”, and “our team leader is willing to con-
front and resolve issues associated with inade-
quate performance by team members”. The reli-
ability level of alpha was 929. The respondents
used a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from
strongly disagree (1) to 7 strongly agree (7).

Data Capturing and Analysis

Data was captured and coded in Microsoft
Excel. To test and analyse all the proposed hy-
potheses, descriptive and inferential statistics
were used. Statistical Package for the Social Sci-
ences (SPSS) was, therefore, used to test alpha
reliability coefficients of the research scales and
to compile descriptive and inferential statistics
in the form of Pearson’s correlations and multi-
ple regressions when hypotheses were tested.

RESULTS

This section will discuss the key findings of
the present study. As such, the demographic
profile of the sample will be presented. Thereaf-
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ter, the main findings and the relationships be-
tween the relevant variables will be presented.

Demographic Profile of the Sample

A total of two hundred and forty-six admin-
istrative employees of the university participat-
ed in this research paper. Among the sample
group, 59.4 percent were females and 40.7 per-
cent were males. With regards to age, 33.3 per-
cent were between the age group of 20-29; 26.8
percent were between the age group of 30-39;
21.9 percent were between the age group of 40-
49; 15.9 percent were between the age group of
50-59, and 2.03 percent were between the age
group of 60 and above. Also, with regards to
education levels, 6.9 percent had a high school
qualification; thirteen percent had a certificate;
15.5 percent had a diploma; 36.2 percent had a
degree, and 28.5 percent had a post-graduate
degree. Lastly, but not least, with regards to
home languages, 70.3 percent spoke Xhosa; 6.9
percent spoke Zulu; 10.6 percent spoke Afri-
kaans; 6.9 percent spoke English, and 5.3 per-
cent spoke Sepedi. The demographic profile of
the sample is presented in Table 1.

Results from Tested Hypotheses

The first hypothesis proposed that partici-
pative leadership has a significant effect on team
effectiveness among administrative employees
of the university. The results shown in Table 2,
therefore, demonstrate that participative leader-
ship has a significant effect on team effective-
ness among administrative employees of the
university (Leader team effectiveness: r=0.57;
p=0.000; Team effectiveness: r=0.45; p=0.000;
Total team effectiveness: r=0.59; p=0.000). The
p-values (probability) were significant at both
00.5 and 0.01. The null hypothesis was, there-
fore, rejected and the alternative one accepted.
The second hypothesis proposed that directive

leadership has a significant effect on team effec-
tiveness among administrative employees of the
university. The results shown in Table 2, there-
fore, also demonstrate that directive leadership
has a significant effect on team effectiveness
among administrative employees of the univer-
sity (Leader team effectiveness: r=0.22; p=0.000;
Team effectiveness: r=0.14; p=0.029; Total team
effectiveness: r=0.27; p=0.000). The p-values
(probability) were also significant at both 00.5
and 0.01. The null hypothesis was, therefore,
rejected and the alternative one favoured. The
third and last hypotheses proposed that partic-
ipative and directive leadership put together
have an additive effect on team effectiveness
among administrative employees of the univer-
sity. The results in Table 3, therefore, also dem-
onstrate that the multiple correlation values are
0.591, 0.908 and 0.869 with the R-squared values
being 0.350, 0.824 and 0.755. The results also
show Beta weights of (Total team effectiveness:
β = 0.250; p<0.000; leader team effectiveness:
β = 0.797; p<0.000; team effectiveness: β  = 0.646;

Table 2: Descriptive statistics and inter-correlation matrix of study variables (individual level) (N = 246)

Variables Mean   SD         1       2           3     4  5

Participative leadership 23.1 4.8 0.000**

Directive leadership 30.3 5.4 0.029* 0.000**

Leader team effectiveness 20.7 5.10 0.000** 0.029* 0.000**

Team effectiveness 38.10 7.10 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000**

Total team effectiveness 59.7 12.9 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000** 0.000**

*p < .05; **p < .01.

 Table 1: Demographic characteristics of the par-
ticipants (n=246)

Variable Participant Frequency Percent
characteristics  (%)

Gender Female 146 59.4
Male 100 40.7

Age (in years) 20-29 82 33.3
30-39 66 26.8
40-49 54 21.9
50-59 39 15.9
>60 5 2.0

Education High school 17 6.9
Level    Certificate 32 13.0

Diploma 38 15.5
Degree 89 36.2
Postgraduate degree 70 28.5

Home Xhosa 173 70.3
Language Zulu 17 6.9

Afrikaans 26 10.6
English 17 6.9
Sepedi 13 5.3
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p<0.000) for the relationship between participa-
tive leadership and team effectiveness. The same
results show Beta weights of (Total team effec-
tiveness: β = 0.148; p<0.005; leader team effec-
tiveness: β = 0. 163; p<0.012; team effective-
ness: β = 0.111; p<0.001) for the relationship
between directive leadership and team effective-
ness. The results, moreover, show that R-
squared values are (R2 = 0.350, 0.824 and 0.755)
for participative and directive leadership, respec-
tively. The p-values (probability) were signifi-
cant at both 00.5 and 0.01. The null hypothesis
was, therefore, also rejected and the alternative
one adopted.

DISCUSSION

Hypothesis One

Having tested the first hypothesis, which
states that participative leadership has a signif-
icant effect on team effectiveness, the null hy-
pothesis was rejected in favour of the alterna-
tive one. This shows that participative leader-
ship significantly affects team effectiveness
among administrative employees of the univer-
sity. This finding was reinforced by Bouwmans
et al. (2017) who argued that participative lead-
ership motivates team members to develop more
effective work systems and processes. They ar-
gued that it stimulates reflective processes such
as the clarification of problems, information seek-
ing, knowledge sharing, quality of ideas, and
synthesis of ideas that promote quality deci-
sions leading to the performance of tasks (Bou-
wmans et al. 2017). This implies that participa-
tive leadership style enhances the motivation to
establish more effective work structures and

cognitive processes related to decision-making
among university administrative employees.
Other researchers also argued that participative
leadership has a strong potential for promoting
team performances that organisations cannot
attain using traditional top-down structures (Kim
and Beehr 2018). This, therefore, implies that it
has the capacity to enhance performance among
the university’s administrative employee teams
compared to bureaucratic structures. Participa-
tive leadership was regarded as a very critical
leadership strategy when organisations are
struggling to adjust and invent their structures
to respond to a growing demand for adaptabili-
ty, management of quality, and the requirement
for a high level of commitment among team mem-
bers to their work (Ceri-Booms et al. 2017; Kim
and Beehr 2018). This argument, therefore, im-
plies that this style of leadership could enable
the administrative employees of the university
to be highly adaptable, quality conscious and
achieve high work commitment levels. Further-
more, other researchers suggested that partici-
pative leadership generates the social capacity
that is critical for improving the quality of the
decisions and for contributing to the quality of
employees’ work-life (Bell and Mjoli 2014; Fati-
ma et al. 2017). As such, the extant argument
means that this leadership style has the power
to improve the quality of decisions and work-
life among the administrative employees of the
university.

Hypothesis Two

In testing the second hypothesis, which
states that directive leadership has a significant
effect of team effectiveness, the null hypothesis

Table 3: Multiple regression between participative and directive leadership, on the one hand, and
team leader effectiveness, team effectiveness, and total team effectiveness on the other (N = 246)

Variables Multiple      R2      A R2   Standard  F   Sign      Beta          t         Sig t
     R    error   F

Total T Effectiveness (dep-) 0.591 0.350 0.344 4.679 65.312 0.000b

  Participative (indep-) 0. 250 6.570 0.000
  Directive (indep-) 0.148 2.831 0.005
Leader T Effectiveness 0.908 0.824 0.822 0.43434567.442 0.000b

  (dep-)
  Participative (indep-) 0.797 567.442 0.000
  Directive (indep-) 0.163 2.310 0.012
Team Effectiveness (dep-) 0.869 0.755 0.753 0.4901374.615 0.000b

  Participative (indep-) 0.646 26.400 0.000
  Directive (indep-) 0.111 3.447 0.001
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was also rejected and the alternative one adopt-
ed. This implies that directive leadership has a
significant impact on team effectiveness among
administrative employees of the university. This
finding was also supported by Ceri-Booms et al.
(2017) who argued that directive leaders encour-
age team members to transcend challenging
goals and achieve high levels of performances.
As such, their directive control allows the lead-
er to adapt team resources and goals when re-
quired to enhance the highest level of team mem-
bers’ work performances (Nobile 2015). These
extant arguments, therefore, suggest that this
leadership style helps to empower the adminis-
trative employees of the university to achieve
difficult goals and high levels of performances.
Other researchers further argued that directive
leadership style strengthens the behaviours of
adherence to rules and procedure as well as at-
tention to details, which also promotes team
members’ work performances (Mohiuddin 2017).
Reinforcing the same argument, other research-
ers argued that it stimulates team members to
develop effective work processes and systems
(Sagie et al. 2002). This implies that this style of
leadership can enforce the rules and provide the
work culture that promotes effective performance
among the administrative employees of the uni-
versity. Furthermore, it was suggested that di-
rective leaders show a strong sense of inner
purpose and direction. As such, they motivate
team members to take actions that support the
leader’s strategy for the organisation (Haar et al.
2017). This suggests that this style of leader-
ship has the power to foster a direction and there-
by promote alignment with the leader’s strategy
among the university’s administrative employ-
ees’ behaviours.

Hypothesis Three

In the third hypothesis, the null hypothesis
was rejected after some statistical testing was
performed. The hypothesis stated that partici-
pative and directive leadership styles combined
have a significant additive effect on team effec-
tiveness. The results showed that the two lead-
ership styles combined have an additive effect
on team effectiveness among administrative
employees of the university. However, the re-
sults also showed that participative leadership
has a stronger impact than directive leadership
on team effectiveness among administrative

employees of the university. Supporting this find-
ing, a researcher argued that both leadership
styles could help increase team effectiveness
(Somech 2006). As such, the perceived contra-
diction between their behaviours is not visible
and both are effective in improving team perfor-
mances (Sagie et al. 2002). Each leadership style
promotes motivational processes, which in turn,
boost teams’ work performance and innovation
(Bell et al. 2014; Ceri-Booms et al. 2017). Howev-
er, in support of the finding that participative
leadership has a stronger effect than directive
leadership on team effectiveness, a researcher
argued that participative leadership is more
favoured than directive leadership (Richter
2018). These extant arguments, therefore, sug-
gest that these two leadership styles put together
could help to increase team effectiveness by
improving motivational processes, team perfor-
mance and innovation among administrative
employees of the university. But a participative
style has more power than directive style in pro-
moting team effectiveness among administrative
employees of the university. Furthermore, re-
searchers argued that a leader is someone who
uses either loose or tight leadership practice ac-
cording to the prevailing team circumstances (Bell
et al. 2014). As such, the two leadership styles
could complement each other (Sagie et al. 2002).
This implies that participative and directive lead-
ership integrated could enhance team effective-
ness among administrative employees of the uni-
versity by supporting each other depending on
their prevailing team circumstances.

CONCLUSION

Participative and directive leadership styles
are a very significant concept in research, strat-
egy development and organisation management.
There is a deficit of empirical studies that have
been fully devoted to examining the effect of
these styles on team effectiveness among ad-
ministrative employees of the university. Re-
searchers argued that using these leadership
styles is of utmost importance in team situations.
As such, the objective of this paper was to as-
sess the individual and additive effect of partic-
ipative and directive leadership on team effec-
tiveness among administrative employees of the
university. These objectives of this paper were,
therefore, achieved. It was, therefore, conclud-
ed that participative and directive leadership
have a significant effect on team effectiveness
among the administrative employees of a uni-
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versity. Furthermore, it was also concluded that
participative and directive leadership combined
have a positive and significant additive effect
on team effectiveness among administrative
employees. However, it was also concluded that
while participative leadership accounts for higher
amounts of variances in team effectiveness than
directive leadership, both account for highly sig-
nificant proportions of variances in team effec-
tiveness among the administrative employees
of the university.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Some critical recommendations have been
provided to different organisations including the
institutions of higher learning in South Africa.
The paper recommends that different South Af-
rican organisations should employ the individ-
ual approaches of participative and directive
leadership in their quest to promote team effec-
tiveness, depending on their specific team cir-
cumstances. This paper also recommends that
organisations should adopt a relatively new par-
adigm of leadership in South African organisa-
tions in pursuit of team effectiveness, which
embraces the complementary power of both par-
ticipative and directive leadership. Thus, they
should perceive these leadership styles as mu-
tually inclusive and convergent instead of di-
vergent ones. Furthermore, the paper recom-
mends that more research should be conducted
on these variables in different organisational con-
texts to confirm the validity of these findings.
This will then enable the generalisability of these
findings in other organisational contexts.

LIMITATIONS

The major limitation of the study was the
shortage of funding for transportation and oth-
er logistics of conducting research. The study
was, therefore, only carried out in one institu-
tion of higher learning. Furthermore, the non-
probability sampling method used in this re-
search paper was not effective enough to pro-
duce results that could be generalised in other
organisational situations.
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