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Introduction 

Employees are the pioneers of future growth and development. 

The autocratic style of leadership is fading. To adapt to today's 

accelerated change and high global competition, organizations 

need to foster a culture that is flexible, innovative, and 

participative. The idea of individual corporate islands have been 

smoothed over by team-orientated environments. Management 

and labor need to create, and maintain a high working relationship 

that is based on trust, respect, and support. Organizations today 

cannot afford to lose key individuals because employee needs are 

going unmet. Yet, it is these very same key individuals who are 

offered incentives by competitors that their organization either has 

overlooked or are out of touch with. Organizations today have to 

turn inward to the employees of their companies—to the culture 

that drives them. 
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Today, businesses are trying to squeeze more and more 

productivity from employees. They are trying continuous 

improvement, reward and recognition programs, empowerment 

programs, incentive programs, and team-building programs. 

Although with pure motives, these lures to motivate employees to 

contribute extra energy are of limited value, especially if 

management's concern is more on productivity requirements 

rather than on employee requirements. 

As in the past, employees search an organization to satisfy 

specific needs such as challenging and meaningful work, long-

term involvement, worthwhile contributions, and fair wages 

coupled with the treatment of trust, support, and respect. Some 

employees may also seek autonomy, which includes self-

directing, freedom, autonomy, and independence toward idea 

implementation, decision-making, and problem-solving. However, 

for a business to remain profitable in a change-orientated, 

competitive world, management has the challenge and 

responsibility to discover and utilize hidden employee potential. 

 

The style of leadership determines the amount and quality of employee 

contributions and involvements in organizational environments. 
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Therefore, the style of leadership practiced determines 

employee's degree of involvement and contributions toward 

organizational goals. 

 

 

 

 

To tap into employee’s hidden potential such as creativity, 

innovation, and support calls for a certain organizational climate 

where trust, support, and respect are values that management 

deems significant. Trust exists because management perceives 

employees as competent to carry out assignments, and likewise, 

employees perceive management as honest in business 

endeavors. Support continues because when employees make 

mistakes, management interprets it as an educational experience. 

And, respect remains because management continuously seeks 

to prove employees are important, valuable, significant, and 

worthwhile, and at the same time, providing support and 

encouragement. Clearly, the needs that bond management and 

labor together will be satisfied only through a continuous practice 

of participative style of leadership.   

 

What I propose in this report is a continuous practice of participative 

leadership on normal day-to-day business operations, where situations do 

not call for the autocratic leadership style. 
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Definition of Needs 

What needs are most important to employees, and how do they 

try to satisfy them in the work environment? And, if employee 

needs are satisfied, are they more productive? As Harry Pickens, 

a marketing seminar leader, once said, "People are constantly 

tuned into one station: WIFM. And those call letters stand for 

"What's in it for Me?" (Jones 9). As mentioned earlier, employees 

will seek organizational environments that most effectively satisfy 

their needs most important to them. On the other hand, 

employees will leave organizations that do not effectively satisfy 

their needs. An interesting model that helps explain what needs 

are most important to employees in work environments has been 

developed by American psychologist Abraham Maslow (Mathis 

95). This model is constructed like a pyramid consisting of five 

levels, each having a separate need. According to Maslow, once 
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a need has been satisfied, other needs take precedents. 

Employees, however, will never completely satisfy a need, and 

therefore, they will fluctuate throughout the levels in response to 

satisfied and unsatisfied needs.   

Starting at the bottom of the pyramid, the first level is 

physiological needs (water, food, and shelter) because they tend 

to have the highest motivational force, and therefore, employees 

will seek their environment to satisfy this level first. Once level 

one becomes satisfied, the second need level (safety and 

security) become active until they are satisfied. After level two has 

been fulfilled, the third need level (social affiliation) becomes more 

intense. At this level, employees experience the discomfort and 

strong desire for acceptance, and validation from peers. They 

also feel the pull to experience a sense of belonging, and love 

from self and others.  

Once the social level has been established, employees will 

attempt to satisfy the forth need level of self-esteem. For them to 

be successful in this level, they will need to feel a sense of 

importance, and a sense of worth. In other words, they need to 

periodically experience that they are adequate, significant, and 

worthwhile inside the organizational environment. These 

predominant feelings will push employees to influence behaviors 
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from self and others in search for recognition, validation, and 

appreciation. Once employees feel comfortable at the forth level, 

the last need level becomes extremely influential in deciding what 

employees will pursue. 

 

 

 

 

 

It is at this time when they seek to become as much as they can 

be (Frunzi 96). Or, in other words, maximizing one's potential to 

the fullest. Maslow's theory is a foundational model toward 

understanding employee behaviors. The use of his theories on 

each level can aid leaders to develop behaviors, systems, and 

programs in the organization, so employees will have the greatest 

opportunities to become all that they want to become. The model, 

then, serves as an effective focal point in the development of 

leadership behavior in maximizing employee productivity.   

 

 

It is in this fifth level that feelings of acute awareness and deep 

understanding drive them to rely on the organizational environment to 

continuously experience a sense of competence, a sense of meaning, and a 

sense of purpose. 
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Definitions of Productivity 

Productivity is defined as the measurement of the amount of input 

needed to generate any given amount of output. It is the basic 

measurement of the efficiency of businesses (Plunkett 656). This 

definition is, by no doubt, referring to the measurements of hard 

issues to produce a product, or a service such as the cost of 

labor, the cost of materials, and the cost of utilities. The definition 

does, however, overlook two concepts of inputs, which have even 

greater power and influence toward increased levels of outputs.  

These concepts are morale and self-esteem. Ultimately, they both 

have the power and authority to build the soft issues such as 

business relationships, interpersonal communications, and 

customer service. They are both intangible, subjective concepts. 

They are like the heat from the sun, which can't be seen, but felt. 
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If morale and self-esteem are so important to increases in 

productivity toward both hard and soft issues, how are the two 

concepts developed in the organizational environment? Before an 

in-depth discussion proceeds into that question, it is important to 

explore the definitions of both concepts, and see how they are 

derived in the work environment. 

Definition of Morale and Self-esteem 

Morale is an individual mind state that governs our feelings, 

perceptions, and judgments, which all affects and influences our 

decisions. Morale is employee's feelings and beliefs about their 

jobs, their supervisors and co-workers, and the organization and 

its policies and practices (Mathis 576). Morale is linked to 

attitudes. An example of the concept of an attitude is the sun. To 

some people, the sun is a form of cosmetic enrichment, known as 

the suntan. People will spend large amounts of time and money 

developing the "perfect" tan. To others, however, the sun is a 

form of cancer, and they too will spend time and money protecting 

themselves from the harmful rays. But, in all actuality, it is just the 

sun—our attitudes add the rest.  

Though employees may not always be able to choose the 

circumstances, they can, however, choose how they respond to 

them. Yet, somehow, some organizational leaders seem to ignore 
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the fact that the company's performance is linked directly to the 

attitudes of its people (Oakley 49). And, some are even blind to 

the immense influential power they have over attitudes.  

 

 

 

 

How we perceive ourselves and how we believe others perceive 

us defines our self-image (Oakley 62). Jerry Minchinton in his 

book entitled Maximum Self-Esteem says that self-esteem is the 

value we place on ourselves (20). Or, as The Academy of 

Management Journal defines self-esteem as a general feeling of 

self-worth (Spreitzer 1446). And Robert S. McGee states in his 

book entitled The Search for Significance that our need for self-

worth is our desire to be loved and accepted (11). Self-esteem is, 

therefore, a feeling system that is based on experiencing three 

senses, which are a sense of competence, a sense of belonging, 

and a sense of worth. These senses become "needs" that 

employees try to satisfy daily. Once they discover what objects or 

experiences satisfy these internal senses, they will become 

"sources." According to Harvard professor and American 

 

By understanding how employees respond to circumstances, leaders can 

influence attitudes and morale. 
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psychologist B.F. Skinner, behaviors become repeated and 

reinforced from the experiences we receive from an object (33). 

For example, for some people, driving a brand new, black 

Porsche with a turbo-charged engine will experience a feeling of 

high exhilaration and an elevated sense of enthusiasm. To re-

experience the feelings, a drive in the Porsche is all that is 

required. The Porsche, then, becomes the "source." 

If employees receive positive experiences from a leader that 

satisfy any, or all of the three senses, their attitude toward the 

leader, others, and the organization will be positive, which will 

ultimately boost levels of performance. According to Gretchen 

Spreitzer, most generally, intrinsic task motivation contributes to 

innovative behaviors (1449). And, individuals who hold 

themselves in high esteem are likely to extend their feelings of 

self-worth to a work-specific sense of competence (Spreitzer 

1446). It is for this reason that leaders understand what prevents 

employees from choosing, or maintaining an attitude that would 

best serve them, and their organization. 

   

 

 

 

It is essential that leaders focus on developing leadership skills, and 

organizational procedures that enhance the three senses toward building 

high morale, and healthy self-esteem in employees 
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Correlation between 

High Morale and Employee Productivity 
 

High energy is the result of a high morale work environment. 

Employees could describe it as an energy that does not 

discriminate and sets no work boundaries. It is an outward 

expression, which shows itself through behaviors such as quality 

work, company loyalty, and high levels of motivation. High morale 

also protects, and supports the attitudes of each individual in a 

group toward the group's purpose and goals (Frunzi 20). Morale 

can also be an employees' attitude toward the work experience in 

four important areas: the job itself, the work group, management 

practices, and economic rewards (Manning 17).   

Attitudes formed from past events greatly influence individual 

actions in the future (Rush 178). For example, an employee, for 
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suggests willingly an idea to improve production output. If the idea 

landed on management's deaf ears, that employee may register 

that experience as negative, thinking, "Management really isn't 

interested in my ideas." Unfortunately, the employee's sense of 

importance goes unsatisfied. And, as a result, if management 

later ask for input, the employee will most likely remain silent. 

Ultimately, decreases in productivity from the employee, 

management, and production are greatly affected. 

Morale, therefore, is closely linked to attitudes and related to 

productivity and the attainment of work objectives (Frunzi 20). 

Since employees look to the organization, or management, to 

satisfy the three senses, management has a tremendous 

influence over the attitudes of the employees. In reality, 

management can control the levels of output through employees’ 

attitudes by implementing leadership practices expressed through 

forming positive relationships, policies, procedures, environmental 

conditions, and rewards.  

For example, if an employee completes a painstakingly project on 

time and is recognized and rewarded sufficiently, the employee 

will perform in the same like manner, or better, on the next 

project. As a result, management has discovered the correlation 

between an employee's need to feel important and productivity.   
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However, if the employee is not appreciated, the employee's 

future performance will decrease according to negative attitudes. 

According to management consultant Myron Rush, negative 

thinking always produces negative assumptions and conclusions 

(171). The employee imagines, "Since management doesn't care 

about me, I don't care about them." Literally, the thoughts become 

a self-fulfilling prophecy. The employee's sense of worth has gone 

unsatisfied, and as a result, management has discovered the 

powerful influence of hard work gone unrecognized and 

unnoticed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Clearly, it would have been nice if management practiced what General 

Napoleon so eloquently states, "An army's success depends on its size, 

equipment, experience, and morale . . . and morale is worth more than all of 

the other elements combined" (Manning preface). 
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Correlation between 

Self-esteem and Employee Productivity 
 

As stated earlier, when employees have a high self-esteem, they 

are most productive because they are likely to extend their 

feelings of self-worth to a work-specific sense of competence 

(Spreitzer 1446). Employees who experience a sense of 

competence, a sense belonging, and a sense of worth from the 

organizational environment will excel in productivity because 

employees with a high self-esteem will think more about their 

positive strengths (Oakley 62). In other words, they see 

themselves able to influence their jobs by embracing risk, exciting 

creativity, and stimulating innovation. Myron Rush states that 

tapping human creativity is the most effective means to increasing 

individual and organizational productivity (22).  
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Another way high-esteem employees are most productive is that 

they do not fear failure. Interestingly, innovation, creativity, and 

change involve risk, which is defined as exposing oneself to the 

possibility of loss or harm (Rush 40). When employees think and 

believe that they are important and of value, the unwanted 

consequences of risk-taking will be interpreted as learning 

experiences. 

Employees will experience an environment that is liberating rather 

than constraining. According to Oakley and Krug, many 

employees are inclined to look for what is wrong or what is not 

working rather than for what is right or what is working. The 

authors refer to this theory as the "whats wrong perspective" (67). 

This theory results from an environment that punishes mistakes, 

criticizes risk-taking, and stifles employee growth. Obviously, 

employees of this environment will soon seek other organizations 

that support and encourage participation.     

 

 

 

 

 

A visionary leader provides clarity, direction, discipline, and structure—team 

members know exactly ‘where and how’ to contribute and engage their 

behaviors—they are laser-focused and aligned on the highest-impact 

actions that will drive the organization's most important outcomes 
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Definitions of Autocratic Leadership 
 

There are as many styles of autocratic leadership as there are 

managers and leaders. There are also many titles such as 

dictatorship, directive, authoritative, head honcho, and big 

cheese. These labels do not mean precisely the same thing; they 

are, however, used interchangeably. The autocratic style can be 

described as a one-way street in which a leader makes a decision 

and announces it to the work group, which means that there is no 

opportunity for an employee to personally input into the decision 

making process. In other words, the autocrat does not solicit 

employee input (Plunkett 394).  

According to a study completed by social psychologist Kurt Lewin, 

autocratic leadership is characterized by a leader, acting as boss, 

is to make ALL decisions and work assignments but not 

participate in the group activity (Zimbardo 586). And, according to 

his 1981 published book entitled Theory Z, William Ouchi 
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identifies autocratic leadership as the orders flow from the top 

down, and employees are told to follow rules and procedures and 

are not encouraged to use their ideas, information, talent, and 

discretion (Mosley 271).  

Leadership, according to Douglas McGregor's concept of theory X 

and theory Y, is not the circumstances that determines the 

leader's style of management, but a set of assumptions the leader 

has involving an employees' behavior and motivation (Gibson 39).  

Theory X, which is defined as autocratic, suggests that leaders 

will view employees as lazy toward work, irresponsible and 

uninterested in organizational goals, resistant to change, not very 

bright, and need to be controlled.  

Theory Y, which is defined as participative, states that leaders will 

perceive employees as motivated toward work, interested in 

organizational goals, capable of accepting responsibility and 

accountability, and having potential to excel. Both these views 

suggest that leaders will bounce back and forth using both 

autocratic and participative styles of leadership. But, what about 

leaders who practice autocratic style all the time, regardless of the 

circumstances or how they perceive employees? Does this style 

of leadership increase or decrease productivity? 
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Results of Continuous Practice of 
Autocratic Leadership 

 

A constant practice of autocratic leadership leads to feelings of 

paranoia, fear, punishment, and suspicion. According to Douglas 

McGregor, theory X says that assumptions leaders make about 

their members, dictate how they will seek to communicate and led 

employees (Gibson 40). For example, if employees are 

continuously being watched by their leader, they will develop a 

feeling of paranoia because the leader is sending signals of 

suspicion. The leaders’ job, therefore, is one of controlling the 

workers to ensure that they do not goof off.  

On the other hand, if leaders assume that employees must be 

coerced into attaining organizational objectives by fear because 

they are lazy, the leader will perhaps enforce strict performance 
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guidelines with strong sanctions. As a result, employees will 

always be "on the edge with no safety net." And, employee 

contributions toward innovation, creativity, and risk-taking will be 

withheld for fear of punishment if plans do not materialize as 

expected.      

 As the high incidence of paranoid behavior among dictators 

suggests, coercion can be self-defeating, for while it may enforce 

cooperation in specific acts, it also increases the probability of 

treacherous ones: betrayal, defection, and the classic stab in the 

back (Mayer 712). 

It is this psychological abuse that employees, over time, become 

bitter and resentful, and may start to have thoughts of sabotage, 

or begin the process of searching another organization to satisfy 

personal needs. Coercion, according to Websters Dictionary, is to 

comply by force, intimidation; to dominate or control (175). 

Autocratic leadership style, as a result, influences the 

disintegration of cooperation because it is always those being 

dominated (employees) that initiate the move to an isolation style 

relationship (74).  

A constant practice of autocratic leadership also can produce 

defensive behavior in employees, which ultimately reduces 

productivity. Myron Rush states that authoritarian approach to 
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management stimulates discontent, frustration, and negative 

attitudes (Rush 12). Employees will respond accordingly to how 

they are treated by their leaders.  

For example, if leaders always consider their ideas most relevant, 

they will consider employees input unimportant and inapplicable. 

Consequently, employees will eventually become discontent, and 

withhold valuable input. Or, if leaders never recognize employees 

for jobs well done, the employees will become frustrated, and 

ultimately give up. 

In either case, leaders have chosen to create an environment of 

limited potential, based on their leadership style. And, as a result 

from this conditioning, many employees become defensive, and 

are inclined to look for what is wrong or what is not working rather 

than for what is right or what is working (Oakley 67). The following 

analogy will further highlight on how employees will quit trying 

because of the "conditioning effects" from an ineffective 

leadership style.  

A barracuda (Charlie) was placed in a large fish tank with a 

school of mackerels, the natural food for barracudas. A glass 

partition is used to separate Charlie from the rest of the fish. 

When he first saw the mackerels, Charlie immediately tried to 

solve his problem for food—he went after the mackerels, but he 
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swam into a glass partition. Charlie was persistent, so he tried 

again and again, until he realized . . . there was no way for him to 

get the mackerels. Self-preservation dictated that he must stop 

hitting his head against the partition.  

At this point, the researchers lifted the partition out of the tank, 

and what do you think happened? Nothing. Charlie had learned 

his lesson too well. The mackerels could swim all around him 

without fear; Charlie never tried to eat them. In fact, Charlie would 

have died of starvation in a tank full of food, if he had not been 

moved to another tank (Manning 27). This analogy highlights how 

employees are capable to give up if barriers are constantly placed 

in front of them. 

Paul Hersey and Kenneth Blanchard in their book Management of 

Organizational behavior define frustration as the blocking or 

thwarting of a goal (Hersey 23). This means that frustration can 

freeze old and habitual responses and prevent the use of new 

and more effected ones. In other words, employees have the 

potential to move into a defensive, self-protective mode, or a 

reactive state (Oakley 68). 

With time and mistreatment from autocratic leadership style, 

employees become conditioned to react against the goals of the 

organization, which may be in the form of sabotage such as 
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increased sick days, increase in planned lost time accidents, high 

turnover, work stoppages, arriving late, low quality products, 

excess downtime, long breaks, resistance to orders, or 

intentionally breakdown communications. Sadly, the end result is 

ultimately the disintegration of the relationships between 

employees and leaders. 

Employees do not prefer to be managed by fear of punishment, 

nor do they prefer to be managed by suspension, fear, or guilt. 

Employees do, however, search for personal meaning, which 

includes three senses as mentioned before: a sense of 

competence, a sense of belonging, and a sense of worth, where 

they turn toward the organization for satisfaction. 

 

 

 

 

Robert R. Blake and Jane S. Mourton have found positive and 

negative correlations between leaders who have a more concern 

for production, and leaders who show a more concern for 

employees (Frunzi 343). They suggest that leaders who have a 

 

Leaders who constantly practice autocratic leadership will have a more 

concern for productivity than for employees. 
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high concern for the job, and a low concern for employees will 

think of their workers as machines—leave your brain at the door, 

pick it up on your way out. This leadership focus will subtract from 

satisfying the needs that promotes to a productive employee, and 

will add to the disintegration between the leader and employee, 

which results in a decrease in employee performance. An attempt 

to validate productivity and leadership focus was studied by the 

Survey Research Center at the University of Michigan. The study 

yielded two concepts, which are called employee-orientation and 

productivity-orientation (Hersey 102).  

Employee-orientated leaders, which they classified as democratic, 

are described emphasizing the relationship aspects of the job. 

Employees are perceived as important, valued, and accepted 

especially toward individual and personal needs The production-

orientated leaders, which they classified as authoritarian, 

emphasized production and technical aspects of the job. 

Employees are perceived as tools to accomplish the goals of the 

organization. 

Noted management scholar Rensis Likert, along with the 

Michigan studies, conducted extensive research and discovered 

that the "leaders with the best records of performance focused 

their primary attention on the human aspects of their employee 
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problems and on endeavoring to build effective work groups with 

high performance goals—they were called employee-centered."  

Production-centered and employee-centered leadership attitudes 

are also seen in the managerial grid (Certo 300). This model 

describes various leadership styles based on two attitudes of the 

leader; a concern for productivity (considered autocratic), and a 

concern for people (considered democratic). The model serves to 

illustrate the need to consider both human resources, and capital 

resources as assets requiring proper management attention.  

When leaders attention is production-centered, they demonstrate 

trust and value in machines rather than in people, which results in 

little leader-employee interaction, fear, and distrust. Interestingly, 

Likert's continuing research demonstrated that leaders would rely 

on insurance and borrowed money if they suddenly lost half their 

plant, equipment, or capital resources. Yet, the same leaders 

were at loss for words on what they would do if they lost half their 

human resources. Leaders need to understand that their most 

important assets are people. 

Another theory explaining the relationship between employee-

focus and production-focus is seen in the pygmalion effect in 

management (Manning 173). According to this theory, the way 

managers treat their subordinates is subtly influenced by what 
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they expect of them. If leaders think employees are of unlimited 

value, are used only for the sole purpose of physical labor, and 

are to be controlled, then leaders will treat them accordingly.  

Sadly, over a period of time, employees start to believe what 

leaders are communicating to them, and it becomes a destructing 

self-fulfilling prophecy. The employees reason, "If management 

doesn't care about us, than neither do we care about them, nor 

the company." This "we don't care" attitude reflects, and will 

foster, immature behaviors such as spreading rumors, poor 

housekeeping, and poor quality, which are symptoms of low 

esteem employees. 

Some leaders, however, selfishly continue to reveal what they 

have done without understanding what employees want to do. As 

mentioned before, some leaders think that machines are more 

important, and unfortunately, communicate that message to 

employees, which will subtract from the employees needs. Some 

leaders are so in touch with production needs that they, as a 

result, become out of touch with employee needs. Bewildered and 

frustrated, it is at this time leaders can't quite figure out why 

employee performance never improves.  

 
 

Leaders need to think of employees as important, valuable, and worthwhile 

and treat them accordingly to produce a high productive environment. 
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Definitions of Participative Leadership 

Participative style of leadership is commonly referred to as 

enlightened, democratic, transformational, charismatic, or 

inspirational. Unlike autocratic leadership, participative leadership 

is characterized by employees being totally involved and 

supported in decision-making (Plunkett 395), or as author William 

Ouchi calls it, Theory Z. He says that in Japan, it is long-time 

employment and widespread participation of employees in 

problem-solving and decision-making (Mosley 271). And 

according to the group studies completed by Kurt Lewin, 

participative leaders were to encourage and assist group 

decision-making and planning (Zimbardo 586). Does this 

participative style of leadership, as compared to autocratic 

leadership, increase or decrease the degree of productivity 

involvement and contributions of employees?     
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Often it is not what supervisors do, but rather how they try to do 

it—not what they say, but rather how they say it—that determines 

their success in working effectively with people (Frunzi 21). This 

view separates autocratic leadership from participative leadership 

in developing positive attitudes.  

For example, you just had an idea that would solve an ongoing 

problem in your place of employment. You approach and tell your 

supervisor about your idea. When you finish, your supervisor tells 

you, in a cold response, that it will be considered, and then walks 

away. More than likely, you would develop an attitude of 

bitterness and defensiveness toward your supervisor. Perhaps, 

you promise yourself that you will never offer another suggestion 

again. Using the same scenario, a participative leader would not 

only listen, but encourage you to implement the idea yourself, with 

full support. As a result, you would be in a better situation to 

develop an attitude of risk-taking and innovation.  

 

 

 

 

 

A leader does not lead with a better-than-thou attitude, but rather, leads by 

expecting others to rise in self-confidence and self-discipline, to voice an 

opinion or idea with conviction and self-belief. 
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Results of Continuous 
Practice of Participative Leadership 

 

As defined earlier, productivity is the measurement of the amount 

of input needed to generate any given amount of output. This 

report also has determined that morale and self-esteem are two 

inputs, and when successfully developed have a great influence 

on the amount, and quality of outputs. Let's take a look and see 

how participative leadership contributes to the levels of morale 

and self-esteem, or in other words, productivity. 

Good leaders work constantly to help employees rise to their 

potential. According to Maslows' hierarchy of needs, in order for 

employees to reach this state, the needs of competence, 

belonging, and worth must be developed, experienced, and 

maintained. Employees will search out "sources" in the 

organization to satisfy these three needs, which are crucial in the 
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development of self-esteem. The participative leader, therefore, 

will develop these "sources" so that employees will have the 

greatest potential to experience high morale and healthy self-

esteem.  

These "sources" that employees look to in the work environment 

come ultimately from the leaders within the organizational 

environment. Literally, it is through the leaders behavior that 

employees can experience a sense of competence, a sense of 

belonging, and a sense of worth, thereby, developing feelings of 

self-esteem and morale that will project outward into the work 

environment. 

One method that a participative leader develops a sense of 

competence is by providing an employee with challenging and 

meaningful work. Steven W. Brown states that nothing de-

motivates employees more than a lack of challenge (Brown 24). 

And, Gerald Cavanagh points out that without a work environment 

in which the individual is challenged, able to grow, and fulfilled, 

the firm will be at a severe disadvantage (Cavanagh 515). It is 

essential; therefore, that leaders train, encourage, and most 

importantly, create opportunities of excelling.   

Another way a participative leader encourages competence is by 

expecting them to do well. Generally, employees will behave 
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exactly what is of expected of them. As mentioned earlier, this is 

known as the Pygmalion in Management, which states that the 

way leaders treat their subordinates is subtly influenced by what 

they think, and expect of them. And, since participative leaders 

are employee concerned, they will expect employees to 

participate in making sound decisions and solve problems in the 

planning, organizing, and controlling processes in accordance to 

individual, and organizational goals. Participative leaders will also 

expect employees to encounter risk by extending their creative 

energies into improving the organizational system. 

It is, therefore, through the leaders' attitudes and behaviors that 

employees become willing participants to take on new challenges, 

improve systems, or innovate new products and services. The 

increased productivity, in effect, reflects the worker's sense of 

competence—a sense of mastery over the job and work 

environment (Hersey 58).     

One method that participative leaders help toward developing a 

sense of belonging in employees is to encourage them to 

experience the integral part of the social structure in which their 

self-esteem gains strength through participation and conformity 

(Zaleznik 173). In effect, the participative leader includes, not 

excludes, members of the organization to participate in achieving 
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organizational objectives as well as achieving personal goals. 

Management By Objectives (MBO) is an approach of blending the 

needs of the organization with the needs of the employee, which 

results in strong relationships of trust and respect. And, if an 

employee can expect that a leader will continue to influence 

participation, one will be disposed to cooperate with the leader 

(Mayer 714).    

Developing a sense of worth will stimulate workers to produce at 

maximum capacity. Elton Mayo and his associates conducted 

interesting research on two subject groups at the Western Electric 

Company, Hawthorne, Illinois, plant to study the effects of 

illumination on productivity. To their surprise, both the 

experimental and test group showed increases in productivity 

whether the physical characteristics of the environment were 

enhanced or not. This baffled the researchers, but further 

research concluded that productivity increased because of the 

attention lavished upon the subjects. 

For the first time, the subjects were noticed by management, and 

as a result, they felt like an important part of the organization. 

They no longer viewed themselves as worthless and unimportant. 

Rather, the employees experienced a sense of worth and 
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significance, which ultimately boosted their levels of self-esteem 

and productivity.  

The Hawthorne research demonstrated the correlation between 

leaders' behavior and employee productivity. It also demonstrated 

that interpersonal relationships that are developed on the job are 

the most significant factor affecting organizational productivity. In 

effect, leaders are saying, "You are of worth to this company 

because we consider you valuable and important, and we will 

demonstrate that attitude through our behaviors. We will include 

you in on the organizational plans, we will provide you with 

avenues of growth, we want you to make decisions and 

implement them here—we will support you in your efforts." 

 

 

 

      

Trust is the most important element in the development and 

maintenance of a productive work environment (Rush 34) 

because it assists in the development of employee competence, 

belonging, and worth. Betrayal of trust, on the other hand, is not 

 

The continuous practice of participative leadership builds relationships of 

trust and respect, which bolsters confidence and stimulates productivity. 

 



©Kurt H. Hartwig | 2018 
 

following through on promises, and the classical deceptive 

practice of backstabbing. It breeds fear and resentment, which 

are major deterrents to creativity and innovative thinking. 

However, the participative leader that delegates authority to 

implement ideas, make decisions, and solve problems will build a 

relationship of trust, which will unleash creative energies toward 

the goals of the organization. 

One method a participative leader develops trust is by delegating 

authority to implement ideas. For example, an employee suggests 

a new idea to the leader to improve an existing procedure. The 

leader first mentions that it is a good idea. Second, the leader 

asks the employee if it would work. And last, the leader advices 

the employee to implement it, and provide feedback with the 

results.  

The leader has accomplished two issues. First, the leader has 

delegated trust because the employee thinks that the leader 

believes in h/her abilities and talents to successfully carry out the 

idea, which also satisfies the employee's sense of competence. 

Second, the leader recognizes and affirms that the employee's 

idea is important through the implementation process, which 

satisfies the employee's sense of worth. Thus, the employee's 
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rational is, "If my ideas are important to my leader, I must, 

therefore, be important as well." 

The participative leader can also develop trust by delegating 

authority to make decisions. Turning one's decision-making power 

over to another person is itself the ultimate expression of trust 

(Rush 38). Decision-making can be defined as the privilege to 

exercise one's resources such as creativity, innovation, and 

ingenuity. 

Decision-making authority allows employees the freedom, and the 

flexibility to change toward the achievement of specific 

organizational goals. Participative leaders, therefore, encourages, 

instructs, and supports employees to consider the company's 

goals, values, and policy's when implementing decisions. 

Participative leaders also provide accurate and timely information 

that will assist employees in the decision-making process. This 

act alone will communicate to employees a sense of competence, 

belonging, and worth that will carry over into the success of 

implementing decisions, and solving problems. 

The participative leader can further develop a trust relationship by 

delegating the authority to solve problems. Organizations cannot 

simply hope to overcome or overpower organizational problems 

by implementing new programs, systems, or policies. The 
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organization needs to turn to the employees, who are typically 

exposed to the day-to-day problems, and issues. Interestingly, 

through time employees develop solutions that can reduce, or 

minimize those aggravating irritants that prevent increases in 

productivity. In addition, providing employees with continued 

authority and support to solve-problems will also communicate 

trust. It says that I (leader) trust your (employee) competencies as 

an adult to solve problems. Thus, the employee will experience a 

sense of power, which will ultimately carry over into the problem-

solving process as well. 

Delegating authority to implement ideas, to make decisions, and 

to solve problems builds trust relationships. Through the 

implementation process, the participative leader will, in fact, be 

tapping into a wealth of expertise and knowledge found within the 

organization itself. Relationships based on trust will also eliminate 

employee resentment, resistance, and fear; thus, employee 

willingness and eagerness to supply ideas and solutions will have 

a better chance to flow naturally and unconditionally.            

A leader who constantly practices participative leadership will 

have a balanced concern for productivity as well as for 

employees. As discussed earlier, Blake and Mourton suggested 

that leaders who have a high concern for productivity and a low 
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concern for employees will think of their workers as machines, 

and they will be treated as such. Hersey and Blanchard 

insightfully point out that if employees are treated like machines, 

they will often begin to behave like machines. They continue by 

highlighting this behavioral science concept as the self-fulfilling 

prophesy. Participative leaders believe that employees have the 

potential to grow, and excel if given the opportunity and support.  

 

 

 

 

To the extent employees feel cared about and supported, they will 

go to extremes to help those who help them. Professor Linda 

Darling-Hammond insightfully points out that productivity results 

when supported by people who think I am valuable and worthy 

person (Adler 48). Participative leaders operate with the 

knowledge that to the extent their employees’ sense of 

competence, belonging, and worth are fulfilled, they will go to 

extremes to serve the organization that supports them. Hersey 

and Blanchard contend that an organization that does not provide 

satisfaction at every level—social, esteem, and self-

 

Participative leaders should be actively involved in employee development, 

and should have positive assumptions about their potential. 
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actualization—today’s employee will usually look elsewhere for 

significant need satisfaction (62). Douglas McGregor, who 

developed the classic "Theory X-Theory Y", does not believe 

absenteeism and turnover need to be on management's high 

priority list. In fact, McGregor feels that work should be a natural 

as play. He contends that both work and play are physical and 

mental activities in which employees will consider work a source 

of personal challenge and satisfaction. 

 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Conclusion 

Leadership can only exist if someone is following. In this research 

paper, I have identified the correlation between continuous 

practice of participative leadership and productivity. I have also 
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completed the task by identifying three important needs that 

employees search for in leadership, which are a sense of 

competence, a sense of belonging, and a sense of worth. These 

three needs, as mentioned in the report, are vital in the 

development of self-esteem, which in turn, is projected into work 

assignments. It is the leader’s responsibility to influence and 

create opportunities where self-esteem has a chance to grow.  

I have also discussed the correlation between continuous practice 

of autocratic leadership and productivity, and its negative effects 

on self-esteem. Since I recommend that high self-esteem 

employees improves productivity, I also recommend that low self-

esteem decreases productivity. This report highlights that 

delegating authority for idea implementation, decision-making, 

and problem-solving provides employees with power, which 

actually increases self-esteem. However, autocratic leadership 

delegates just the opposite, which withholds authority, and 

employees are left unsatisfied in need satisfaction, which 

promotes absenteeism, turnover, and low productivity. 

Some organizational leaders selfishly continue to reveal what they 

have done without understanding what employees want to do. 

Some leaders think that machines are more important, and 

unfortunately, they communicate that message to employees. 
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They are so in touch with production needs that they, as a result, 

become out of touch with employee needs. Bewildered and 

frustrated, it is at this time leaders can't quite figure out why 

employee performance never improves. 
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