


Leadership Styles as Determinants of Employee Performance: Evidence from Nigerian Manufacturing Companies

Abstract
This study examined the effect of leadership styles on employee performance in manufacturing firms in Nigeria. Specifically, this study investigated how different leadership styles such as transformational, transactional, democratic, and laissez-faire leadership styles influence employee performance. The motivation for the study arises from persistent concerns about declining productivity and inefficiencies in manufacturing organisations, despite increasing managerial restructuring and human resource interventions. The study employed a quantitative research approach and a cross-sectional survey design. From a population of 5,280 employees, a sample size of 358 respondents was determined using Cochran’s (1977) sample size formula and the finite population correction technique, while data were collected through a structured five-point Likert scale questionnaire. The collected data were analyzed using descriptive statistics (frequencies, percentages, mean, and standard deviation) and inferential statistics (correlation and regression analysis), with validity, reliability, and ethical considerations duly observed throughout the study. The regression results revealed that leadership styles jointly had a significant effect on employee performance (F = 14.007, p < 0.05). The findings further showed that transformational leadership exerted a negative and insignificant effect on employee performance (β = -0.035, p = 0.543), while democratic leadership had a positive but insignificant effect on employee performance (β = 0.077, p = 0.152). Conversely, transactional leadership had a positive and significant effect on employee performance (β = 0.302, p = 0.000), making it the strongest predictor of employee performance among the leadership styles examined. Similarly, laissez-faire leadership had a positive and significant effect on employee performance (β = 0.120, p = 0.028).  The study therefore concluded that transactional leadership and laissez-faire leadership are key determinants of employee performance. This study recommends that leadership effectiveness is context-dependent and that managers in manufacturing organisations should adopt leadership approaches that align with the operational realities, skill levels, and performance demands of their workforce. 
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1.    Introduction
Employee performance remains a critical determinant of organizational success, competitiveness, and sustainability in today's dynamic business environment. Organizations depend on the effectiveness and productivity of their employees to achieve strategic objectives, maintain operational efficiency, and respond to changing market demands (Doan & Wu, 2026; Fruk et al., 2026). High-performing employees contribute to increased productivity, improved product quality, innovation, customer satisfaction, and overall organizational growth (Adebayo & Ogunleye, 2022). Conversely, poor employee performance can result in reduced efficiency, increased operational costs, low morale, and diminished organizational competitiveness (Lukito et al., 2025; Maryadi et al., 2026).  In developed economies such as the United States, Germany, and Japan, manufacturing firms have consistently adopted advanced human resource practices, including decentralised decision-making and structured leadership styles, to improve employee output and organisational responsiveness (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD], 2024; World Bank, 2023). These economies demonstrate that empowered employees tend to exhibit higher productivity levels due to increased autonomy and accountability in task execution (International Labour Organization [ILO], 2023). However, despite these advancements, challenges such as workforce disengagement, job stress, and coordination inefficiencies still persist in some industrial settings (McKinsey Global Institute, 2024). These issues highlight that even in highly developed systems, optimal employee performance remains a continuous managerial challenge. 
In developing economies, the problem of employee performance is more pronounced due to weak organisational structures, rigid hierarchies, and limited employee empowerment. Manufacturing firms in many African and Asian countries often rely on centralised decision-making systems that restrict employee autonomy and reduce innovation capacity (United Nations Industrial Development Organization [UNIDO], 2023). Studies show that low leadership styles levels contribute to slow operational processes, poor responsiveness to market changes, and reduced productivity in manufacturing organisations (World Bank, 2023; ILO, 2023). Furthermore, organisational behaviour issues such as low motivation, weak commitment, and poor workplace culture significantly affect employee performance outcomes in developing economies (Robbins & Judge, 2021). These structural and behavioural limitations collectively reduce industrial competitiveness and efficiency.
In Nigeria, the manufacturing sector continues to face persistent challenges relating to low productivity and inefficient workforce management. In today's dynamic business environment, manufacturing firms face increasing pressure to optimize employee output while maintaining operational excellence and sustainable growth (Adebayo & Ogunleye, 2022). However, many organisations in developing economies, including Nigeria, continue to experience challenges related to low productivity, reduced employee commitment, poor job satisfaction, and suboptimal performance outcomes (Berhanu, 2025). These challenges have heightened the need for management practices that can enhance employees' motivation, engagement, and overall effectiveness in the workplace. Many firms still operate under highly centralised management systems that limit employee participation in decision-making processes (National Bureau of Statistics [NBS], 2023). Empirical evidence indicates that Nigerian manufacturing firms have experienced challenges in output performance amid adverse macroeconomic conditions, while organizational factors such as labour management practices and organizational culture have also been identified as important determinants of firm performance (Central Bank of Nigeria [CBN], 2023; Duru et al., 2023). Additionally, inadequate employee motivation and ineffective communication systems contribute to suboptimal performance levels across firms (Adebayo & Ogunleye, 2022). These challenges have resulted in reduced industrial output, high production costs, and declining competitiveness in both domestic and international markets.
The consequences of poor employee performance in manufacturing firms are far-reaching, affecting profitability, operational efficiency, and overall economic growth. Low productivity leads to increased cost of production, reduced profitability, and loss of market share to more efficient competitors (World Bank, 2023). Furthermore, ineffective organisational behaviour contributes to high employee turnover, workplace conflicts, and reduced job satisfaction (Robbins & Judge, 2021). Governments and policymakers have attempted to address these challenges through labour reforms, industrial policies, and workforce development programmes, yet outcomes remain limited due to poor implementation and weak institutional enforcement (ILO, 2023; UNIDO, 2023).
Understanding the factors that influence employee performance has become a central concern for scholars and practitioners in organizational behavior and human resource management, given its critical role in organizational sustainability and competitiveness (Maryadi et al., 2026; Zulvia et al., 2026). Employee performance determines how effectively organizational goals are achieved and reflects employees’ efficiency, productivity, and contribution to overall organizational success (Lukito et al., 2025). As organizations strive to remain competitive in increasingly dynamic environments, identifying key determinants of performance has become essential for improving both individual and organizational outcomes. Employee performance is shaped by a combination of organizational and individual factors, including motivation, compensation, training, work environment, organizational culture, and leadership practices (Alkhateeb et al., 2025; Berhanu, 2025). Among these factors, leadership has consistently emerged as one of the most influential determinants of employee performance across different organizational contexts (Doan & Wu, 2026; Reyes et al., 2026). Leadership influences how employees perceive their roles, respond to organizational goals, and engage in work-related tasks. In particular, leadership behavior affects employee motivation, job satisfaction, commitment, and work engagement, all of which are critical drivers of performance outcomes (Helalat et al., 2025; Huang et al., 2025).
Leadership is widely recognized as a critical factor in influencing employee behaviour and enhancing organizational effectiveness. Effective leaders provide strategic direction, motivate employees, and create supportive work environments that improve productivity and engagement (Khassawneh et al., 2026; Liang et al., 2026; Moon & Lim, 2026; Northouse, 2021; Yukl, 2022). Leadership style refers to the pattern of behaviours and approaches adopted by leaders to influence, guide, and manage employees, and it significantly shapes workplace climate, employee attitudes, and organizational outcomes (Rachmat & Ramly, 2026). Contemporary studies indicate that leadership styles influence employee performance both directly and indirectly through mediating factors such as employee motivation, psychological flexibility, and organizational culture (Arokiasamy et al., 2026; Fruk et al., 2026; Vasudevan et al., 2025). Management literature identifies several prominent leadership styles, including transformational, transactional, democratic, autocratic, laissez-faire, empowering, and distributed leadership, each of which exerts varying effects on employee performance and organizational success (Adekoya & Busayo, 2026; Zulvia et al., 2026). 
Transformational leadership promotes higher employee performance by inspiring a shared vision, encouraging creativity and innovation, and fostering intrinsic motivation among employees (Farina et al., 2026; Nafisah & Mansyur, 2026). In contrast, transactional leadership emphasizes the use of rewards, performance monitoring, and corrective actions to achieve organizational goals, whereas democratic leadership encourages employee participation in decision-making, thereby strengthening commitment and a sense of ownership (Rachmat & Ramly, 2026). Conversely, autocratic leadership is characterized by centralized decision-making and strict supervision, while laissez-faire leadership grants employees’ substantial autonomy with minimal managerial intervention (Zidayatullah et al., 2025). More recent leadership approaches, such as empowering and distributed leadership, have also been associated with improved employee performance by fostering trust, autonomy, collaboration, and shared responsibility within organizations (Adekoya & Busayo, 2026; Liang et al., 2026).
Although several studies have examined the relationship between leadership styles and employee performance, findings remain inconsistent across contexts and methodologies. For instance, Helalat et al. (2025) found that transformational leadership significantly enhances employee performance by increasing work engagement, suggesting that employees perform better when leaders adopt inspirational and supportive behaviors. Similarly, Huang et al. (2025) reported that inclusive leadership improves job performance through psychological mechanisms such as self-efficacy and organization-based self-esteem, indicating that participative and supportive leadership styles can strengthen employee outcomes. However, other studies emphasize that the effectiveness of leadership styles is not universal and may depend on contextual and organizational conditions. Doan and Wu (2026) observed that the impact of leadership styles on employee performance varies across generational cohorts, particularly highlighting differences in how Generation Z employees respond to leadership approaches. In the same vein, Reyes et al. (2026) concluded that the relationship between leadership styles and organizational performance is highly context-dependent, with variations in outcomes influenced by industry type, organizational structure, and workforce characteristics.
Furthermore, empirical evidence shows that leadership-performance relationships have been extensively explored in sectors such as healthcare, education, public administration, and general service industries, where leadership practices are often closely tied to professional standards and service delivery outcomes (Alkhateeb et al., 2025; Berhanu, 2025; Sismiati et al., 2025). However, there is still limited empirical attention to manufacturing environments, particularly within developing economies such as Nigeria (Lukito et al., 2025; Rachmat & Ramly, 2026). This creates a significant research gap regarding how leadership styles influence employee performance in Nigerian manufacturing companies, where operational challenges and competitive pressures may shape leadership effectiveness differently from other sectors. Against this background, this study examined leadership styles as determinants of employee performance in Nigerian manufacturing companies. Specifically, this study investigated how different leadership styles such as transformational, transactional, democratic, and laissez-faire leadership styles influence employee performance and provide empirical evidence that can guide managers, policymakers, and organizational leaders in adopting effective leadership approaches. This study contributes to the growing body of literature on leadership and performance while offering practical insights for improving productivity and organizational effectiveness in Nigerian manufacturing firms.
2.        Literature Review
2.1      Theoretical Framework
This study is anchored on the social exchange theory and supported by the path-goal theory to explain the relationship between leadership styles and employee performance in Nigerian manufacturing companies. The combination of social exchange theory and path-goal theory provides a comprehensive explanation of the relationship between leadership styles and employee performance. While social exchange theory explains the behavioral response of employees based on perceived fairness, trust, and reciprocity, path-goal theory explains the functional role of leaders in directing, motivating, and supporting employees to achieve performance goals. Together, these theories suggest that effective leadership in Nigerian manufacturing companies not only shapes employee attitudes through social relationships but also improves performance by providing clear direction and support in achieving organizational objectives. Therefore, this integrated theoretical framework provides a strong foundation for examining how different leadership styles influence employee performance in Nigerian manufacturing companies.
2.1.1    Social Exchange Theory
The social exchange theory was propounded by George C. Homans (1961) and later expanded by other scholars within organizational behavior studies (Blau, 1964; Maryadi et al., 2026). The theory explains social behavior as an exchange process in which individuals engage in relationships with the expectation of receiving valued benefits in return (Homans, 1961; Reyes et al., 2026). It is based on the idea that human interactions are guided by the principle of reciprocity, where individuals seek to maximize rewards and minimize costs in their relationships (Blau, 1964; Zulvia et al., 2026). The key assumptions of social exchange theory are that human relationships are based on reciprocal exchanges of benefits and rewards, individuals tend to repeat behaviors that are rewarded, and trust, fairness, and mutual obligation develop through continuous interaction (Maryadi et al., 2026; Sismiati et al., 2025). It also assumes that employees are likely to respond positively to favorable treatment from leaders by demonstrating higher commitment, improved attitudes, and enhanced performance (Helalat et al., 2025; Huang et al., 2025).
The theory suggests that when employees perceive supportive leadership behaviors such as fairness, recognition, empowerment, and involvement in decision-making, they are likely to reciprocate with improved performance and stronger organizational commitment (Adekoya & Busayo, 2026; Liang et al., 2026). In relation to this study, leadership styles such as transformational, democratic, and empowering leadership are expected to strengthen the social exchange relationship between leaders and employees (Fruk et al., 2026; Vasudevan et al., 2025). These leadership behaviors build trust and obligation, which encourage employees in Nigerian manufacturing companies to improve their performance (Farina et al., 2026; Rachmat & Ramly, 2026). On the other hand, leadership practices characterized by lack of support, poor communication, or excessive control may weaken the exchange relationship and negatively affect employee performance (Arokiasamy et al., 2026; Khassawneh et al., 2026).
Transformational, democratic, and empowering leadership styles are therefore expected to foster positive social exchange relationships between leaders and employees (Doan & Wu, 2026; Liang et al., 2026). For instance, transformational leaders who inspire, motivate, and support employees create a sense of trust and obligation that encourages employees to exceed performance expectations (Helalat et al., 2025; Nafisah & Mansyur, 2026). Similarly, leaders who involve employees in decision-making processes and provide recognition strengthen the social exchange relationship, resulting in improved employee performance (Adekoya & Busayo, 2026; Huang et al., 2025). Conversely, leadership styles characterized by poor communication, lack of support, or excessive control may weaken social exchange relationships, leading to reduced motivation and lower performance outcomes (Arokiasamy et al., 2026; Fruk et al., 2026). Therefore, Social Exchange Theory provides a strong foundation for explaining why employees in Nigerian manufacturing companies may respond differently to various leadership styles (Reyes et al., 2026; Zulvia et al., 2026).
2.1.2    Path-Goal Theory
The path-goal theory was propounded by Robert J. House in 1971, with further contributions from Evans in 1970 (Evans, 1970; House, 1971). The theory explains how leaders enhance employee motivation and performance by clarifying the path to goal attainment, removing obstacles, and providing appropriate rewards (House, 1971). It emphasizes that the main role of a leader is to assist employees in achieving their goals by ensuring clarity of expectations and providing necessary support (House, 1971). The key assumptions of the Path-Goal Theory are that leaders are responsible for motivating employees toward goal achievement, leadership effectiveness depends on how well leaders clarify roles and expectations, and different leadership styles are effective depending on situational factors such as employee ability and task complexity (House, 1971). The theory also assumes that employee performance improves when leadership behavior aligns with employee needs and organizational conditions, and that leaders enhance motivation by providing guidance, support, and rewards (House, 1971).
The path-goal theory of leadership explains how leaders enhance employee performance by clarifying goals, removing obstacles, and providing appropriate rewards that align with employee needs and task requirements (House, 1971). The theory suggests that the effectiveness of a leadership style depends on its ability to complement the work environment and support employees in achieving their goals efficiently (House, 1971). Leaders are expected to adopt different styles, directive, supportive, participative, or achievement-oriented, depending on situational factors such as employee ability, task complexity, and organizational structure (House, 1971). In organizational settings, path-goal theory suggests that leaders adopt different leadership styles such as directive, supportive, participative, or achievement-oriented depending on the situation (House, 1971). In relation to this study, the theory explains how leadership styles influence employee performance in Nigerian manufacturing companies (House, 1971). Transactional leadership improves performance by clarifying goals and rewarding employees based on achievement, while transformational leadership enhances performance through inspiration, motivation, and vision (House, 1971). Participative leadership improves employee performance by involving employees in decision-making processes, which increases clarity, ownership, and commitment (House, 1971).
In the context of this study, path-goal theory is relevant in explaining how leadership styles influence employee performance in Nigerian manufacturing companies (House, 1971). For example, transactional leadership enhances performance by clarifying performance expectations and rewarding employees based on output, while transformational leadership motivates employees by providing vision, encouragement, and intellectual stimulation (House, 1971). Participative leadership improves performance by involving employees in decision-making, thereby increasing clarity, ownership, and commitment to organizational goals (House, 1971). In manufacturing environments where tasks may be complex, repetitive, or time-sensitive, leaders play a critical role in guiding employees, reducing uncertainty, and ensuring efficient task execution (House, 1971).
2.2       Empirical Review
This section provides previous studies conducted on leadership styles and employee performance across the world for easier identification of research gaps.
2.2.1 Leadership Styles and Employee Performance among Nigerian Manufacturing Companies
Recent empirical and review studies consistently affirm that leadership style is a critical determinant of employee performance, particularly in manufacturing and related organizational settings. However, the strength, direction, and mechanisms of this relationship vary across contexts, leadership types, and intervening variables. In 2025, evidence from Nigerian manufacturing-related studies shows a strong positive association between leadership styles and employee performance outcomes. For instance, Ndubuisi-Okolo and Amujiogu (2025) found that transformational leadership significantly enhances employee productivity and job satisfaction in brewery firms in South-East Nigeria, while transactional leadership contributes mainly to compliance-based performance outcomes. Similarly, Akinbode et al. (2025) reported that transformational, democratic, autocratic, and laissez-faire leadership styles all influence employee performance in the Nigerian manufacturing sector, although transformational leadership demonstrated the strongest effect. 
Beyond Nigeria-specific studies, broader empirical evidence also supports the leadership–performance relationship. For example, Lukito et al. (2025) demonstrated that transformational leadership significantly predicts sustainable employee performance in family business settings, particularly when supported by job satisfaction and a conducive work environment. Likewise, Zidayatullah et al. (2025) found that transformational and transactional leadership styles positively influence employee job satisfaction, which in turn enhances performance outcomes. In addition, Vasudevan et al. (2025) showed that leadership styles shape organizational culture, which indirectly influences employee performance, emphasizing the importance of contextual and cultural mediation. Further 2025 studies highlight that leadership effectiveness is not only direct but also mediated by psychological and organizational factors. Helalat et al. (2025) established that transformational leadership improves employee performance through work engagement, while Huang et al. (2025) demonstrated that inclusive leadership enhances performance via self-efficacy and organization-based self-esteem. Similarly, Sismiati et al. (2025) found that leadership influences employee performance both directly and indirectly through employee retention, indicating that leadership also plays a role in sustaining workforce stability.
Systematic and comparative reviews conducted in 2025 further reinforce these findings. Zulvia et al. (2026) concluded that leadership styles generally have a positive impact on employee performance across sectors, with transformational leadership being the most consistent predictor. Maryadi et al. (2026) also emphasized that leadership remains one of the most frequently studied determinants of employee performance, although its effects vary depending on organizational context, culture, and supporting variables. These findings suggest that leadership-performance relationships are complex and context-dependent rather than universal. Moving into 2026 studies, recent research expands the theoretical and contextual understanding of leadership influence. Liang et al. (2026) demonstrated that empowering leadership improves job performance through structural empowerment and team cohesion, reinforcing the role of participatory leadership systems. Similarly, Fruk et al. (2026) found that transformational and transactional leadership positively affect motivation and creativity, which subsequently enhance employee performance, while autocratic and laissez-faire leadership styles show weaker or negative effects.
However, not all 2026 findings support a direct positive effect of leadership on performance. Nafisah and Mansyur (2026) reported that transformational leadership did not significantly affect employee performance in MSME contexts, while employee motivation played a stronger role. This suggests that leadership effects may depend on organizational size, structure, and workforce characteristics. Systematic reviews further confirm contextual variation in leadership effectiveness. Doan and Wu (2026) found that transformational and authentic leadership styles are most effective for Generation Z employees, while transactional and laissez-faire styles are less effective. Similarly, Reyes et al. (2026) concluded that transformational leadership consistently enhances innovation and engagement, while transactional leadership is more associated with short-term performance outcomes. These findings reinforce the argument that leadership effectiveness is contingent on employee demographics and organizational environment.
Despite increasing scholarly attention on leadership styles and employee performance, empirical findings from recent studies indicated that the relationship remains inconsistent and highly context dependent. While several studies have established that transformational, empowering, and participative leadership styles significantly enhance employee performance through mechanisms such as motivation, work engagement, and organizational culture (Helalat et al., 2025; Liang et al., 2026; Fruk et al., 2026), other studies suggest that leadership effects are not always direct or significant, particularly in small and resource-constrained organizations where employee motivation plays a stronger role than leadership style (Nafisah & Mansyur, 2026). Furthermore, systematic reviews confirm that although transformational leadership is generally the most consistent predictor of employee performance, its effectiveness varies across employee generations, industries, and organizational structures (Doan & Wu, 2026; Reyes et al., 2026). This indicates that leadership effectiveness is not universal but shaped by contextual and organizational factors. In the Nigerian context, studies on leadership and employee performance have mostly focused on sectors such as education, public administration, and service organizations, with relatively limited attention given to the manufacturing sector. Although available evidence suggests that leadership styles such as transformational and democratic leadership positively influence employee outcomes in Nigerian organizations (Rachmat & Ramly, 2026; Adekoya & Busayo, 2026), there is still insufficient sector-specific empirical evidence explaining how different leadership styles collectively influence employee performance in Nigerian manufacturing companies. This gap is particularly important given the operational challenges facing Nigerian manufacturing firms, including high production costs, poor infrastructure, workforce inefficiencies, and declining productivity. These challenges suggest that leadership effectiveness may operate differently in this sector compared to others. Therefore, there is a clear need for a focused empirical investigation into how leadership styles influence employee performance within Nigerian manufacturing companies, considering the unique organizational and environmental conditions of the sector. Consequently, this study proposes the following hypothesis:
H1: Leadership styles have a significant positive effect on employee performance in the Nigerian manufacturing industry.
2.3      Conceptual Framework
Figure 1 shows the relationship between leadership styles (independent variable) measured with transformational, transactional, democratic, and laissez-faire leadership styles and employee performance (dependent variable). This relationship is hinged on on the social exchange theory and supported by the path-goal theory to explain the relationship between leadership styles and employee performance in Nigerian manufacturing companies. The combination of social exchange theory and path-goal theory provides a comprehensive explanation of the relationship between leadership styles and employee performance. While social exchange theory explains the behavioral response of employees based on perceived fairness, trust, and reciprocity, path-goal theory explains the functional role of leaders in directing, motivating, and supporting employees to achieve performance goals.
Figure 1: Conceptual Framework
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3.         Methodology
The study adopted a quantitative research approach using a cross-sectional survey design to examine the effect of leadership styles on employee performance in selected consumer goods manufacturing firms in Nigeria. The quantitative approach was considered appropriate because the study sought to establish the relationship between leadership styles, which represented the independent variable, and employee performance, which constituted the dependent variable, through the collection and statistical analysis of numerical data. The cross-sectional survey design enabled data collected from respondents at a specific period to determine the extent to which leadership styles influenced employee performance. The population of the study comprised 5,280 employees of selected consumer goods manufacturing firms in Nigeria. The study focused on consumer goods manufacturing firms because of their significant contribution to industrial development, employment generation, and economic growth in Nigeria. The respondents included managerial, supervisory, and operational employees who possessed relevant knowledge of leadership styles and employee performance within their respective organizations. The sample size was determined using Cochran’s (1977) formula for estimating sample size at a 95% confidence level and a 5% margin of error. The formula was expressed as:

Where:
= the initial required sample size
= the standard normal deviation at the desired confidence level (1.96 for 95% confidence level)
= the estimated proportion of the population possessing the characteristics of interest (0.50)
= 1 − p (0.50)
= the acceptable margin of error (0.05)
Substituting the values into the formula:

Therefore, the initial sample size was approximately 384 employees.
Since the study population was finite (5,280 employees), the adjusted sample size was determined using the finite population correction formula:

Where:
= adjusted sample size
= initial sample size (384.16)
= total population size (5,280)
Substituting the values:

Thus, the final sample size for the study was approximately 358 employees selected from the consumer goods manufacturing firms.
Data were collected using a structured questionnaire adapted from validated measurement instruments in previous studies on leadership styles and employee performance. The questionnaire was structured using a five-point Likert scale to measure dimensions of leadership styles, including transformational leadership, transactional leadership, democratic leadership, and laissez-faire leadership, as well as indicators of employee performance. The research instrument was subjected to validity and reliability assessments to ensure that the measurement items were appropriate and consistent for the study. The data collected were analyzed using both descriptive and inferential statistical techniques. Descriptive statistics, including frequencies, percentages, mean, and standard deviation, were used to summarize respondents’ demographic characteristics and describe the study variables. Inferential statistical techniques, particularly correlation and regression analysis, were employed to test the hypothesis and determine the effect of leadership styles on employee performance in selected consumer goods manufacturing firms in Nigeria. Ethical considerations, including informed consent, confidentiality, anonymity, and voluntary participation, were maintained throughout the research process.
3.1       Reliability of the Research Instrument
The reliability of the research instrument was assessed using Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient to determine the internal consistency of the questionnaire items. As presented in Table 1, the instrument yielded a Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0.862 based on five (5) items. Cronbach’s Alpha is a widely accepted measure of reliability, with values ranging from 0 to 1, where higher values indicate greater consistency among the items used to measure a construct. The obtained Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient of 0.862 exceeds the minimum acceptable threshold of 0.70 recommended in social science research, indicating a high level of internal consistency among the questionnaire items. This suggests that the items included in the instrument were closely related and consistently measured the intended construct. The result implies that the responses generated from the instrument are reliable and dependable for the study. Therefore, the reliability analysis confirmed that the research instrument possessed adequate reliability and was suitable for data collection. The high reliability coefficient enhances confidence in the accuracy and consistency of the data obtained, thereby supporting the validity of subsequent statistical analyses and findings of the study. According to Nunnally and Bernstein, a Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0.70 or higher is considered satisfactory, further validating the reliability of the instrument used in this study.
Table 1: Reliability of the Research Instrument
	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	.862
	5


Source: Authors’ Computation (2026)
3.1       Model Specification
This study adopted econometric model of Kibria (2025). The study examined the relationship between leadership style and delegation practices among head nurses as perceived by senior staff nurses at Shaheed Suhrawardy Medical College Hospital in Dhaka, Bangladesh.  The independent variable, leadership styles, is decomposed into four dimensions, transformational leadership, transactional leadership, democratic leadership, and laissez-faire leadership, each measured as a composite score derived from the mean of its corresponding Likert-scale items. The dependent variable, employee performance, is similarly measured as a composite score. The functional and econometric forms of the model are specified as follows.
Functional form:
EP = f(TFL, TRL, DEL, LFL)
Econometric form:
EPi = β0 + β1TFLi + β2TRLi + β3DELi + β4LFLi + εi
Where:
EPi = Employee performance (dependent variable) for respondent i;
TFLi = Transformational leadership score for respondent i;
TRLi = Transactional leadership score for respondent i;
DELi = Democratic leadership score for respondent i;
LFLi = Laissez-faire leadership score for respondent i;
β0 = constant (intercept) term;
β1 – β4 = coefficients of the leadership style variables; and
εi = stochastic error term, capturing the influence of unobserved factors.
A priori, the study expects positive coefficients for transformational, transactional, and democratic leadership (β₁ > 0, β₂ > 0, β₃ > 0), reflecting the theoretical proposition that these styles enhance employee performance through clearer direction, fair exchange, and participative engagement. The coefficient of laissez-faire leadership (β₄) is, however, ambiguous a priori and may be positive or negative depending on the extent of employee autonomy and competence within the sampled manufacturing firms.
The decision rule is to reject the null hypothesis (H₀) if the calculated t-statistic exceeds the critical t-value (or where the associated p-value is less than 0.05), thereby concluding that the given leadership style has a statistically significant effect on employee performance. Conversely, where the p-value exceeds 0.05, the null hypothesis is not rejected, indicating that the leadership style does not exert a statistically significant influence on employee performance.
Table 2 summarises the expected direction of relationship between each leadership style dimension and employee performance, along with the theoretical justification underlying each expectation.
A-priori expectations
Table 2: A-priori expectations of the model variables
	Variable
	Symbol
	Expected sign
	Justification

	Transformational leadership
	β1
	Positive (+)
	Inspirational and visionary leadership is theorised to raise employee motivation, commitment, and performance.

	Transactional leadership
	β2
	Positive (+)
	Clear rewards and contingent reinforcement encourage employees to meet performance expectations.

	Democratic leadership
	β3
	Positive (+)
	Participative decision-making fosters perceived fairness and ownership, which strengthens performance.

	Laissez-faire leadership
	β4
	Indeterminate (+/-)
	Effect depends on employee maturity and autonomy; may be positive among highly skilled staff but negative where guidance is needed.


Source: Author's compilation (2026).
4.         Results Analysis and Discussion of Findings
This section outlines the presentation of results and discussion of findings of this study.
4.1       Demographical Information of Respondents
Table 3 presents the demographic characteristics of the respondents employed in the Nigerian manufacturing industry. The gender distribution revealed that 215 respondents, representing 60.1% of the total sample, were male, while 143 respondents, representing 39.9%, were female. This indicates that male employees constituted the majority of the respondents involved in the study. With respect to age distribution, the findings showed that 54 respondents (15.1%) were between 18 and 25 years, 126 respondents (35.2%) were between 26 and 35 years, 117 respondents (32.7%) were between 36 and 45 years, while 61 respondents (17.0%) were 46 years and above. The results suggest that the majority of the respondents were within the economically active age brackets of 26–45 years, indicating that the study largely captured the views of mature and experienced employees within the manufacturing sector. Regarding educational qualifications, the results indicated that 29 respondents (8.1%) possessed secondary school certificates, 68 respondents (19.0%) held OND/NCE qualifications, 187 respondents (52.2%) possessed HND/B.Sc. degrees, while 74 respondents (20.7%) had postgraduate qualifications. The findings demonstrate that a substantial proportion of the respondents were highly educated, with over half possessing HND/B.Sc. qualifications, suggesting that the respondents were capable of providing informed responses to the research questions.
The analysis of respondents’ years of work experience revealed that 72 respondents (20.1%) had less than five years of work experience, 134 respondents (37.4%) had between 5 and 10 years, 98 respondents (27.4%) had between 11 and 15 years, while 54 respondents (15.1%) had more than 15 years of work experience. This indicates that the majority of the respondents had accumulated considerable work experience, thereby enhancing the reliability of the information provided regarding leadership styles and employee performance. The departmental distribution showed that 89 respondents (24.9%) were from the Production Department, 62 respondents (17.3%) were from Quality Control, 58 respondents (16.2%) were from Finance/Accounts, 47 respondents (13.1%) were from Human Resources, 71 respondents (19.8%) were from Marketing/Sales, while 31 respondents (8.7%) belonged to other departments. The relatively balanced representation across departments suggests that the study captured diverse perspectives from various functional areas within the manufacturing industry, thereby improving the comprehensiveness and generalizability of the findings. Overall, the demographic profile indicates that the respondents possessed the educational background, work experience, and organizational exposure necessary to provide credible responses on the relationship between leadership styles and employee performance in the Nigerian manufacturing industry.
Table 3: Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Demographic Characteristics
	Variable / Category
	Frequency
	Percentage (%)
	Cumulative (%)

	1.  Gender

	Male
	215
	60.1%
	60.1%

	Female
	143
	39.9%
	100.0%

	Total
	358
	100.0%
	—

	2.  Age

	18–25 years
	54
	15.1%
	15.1%

	26–35 years
	126
	35.2%
	50.3%

	36–45 years
	117
	32.7%
	83.0%

	46 years and above
	61
	17.0%
	100.0%

	Total
	358
	100.0%
	—

	3.  Educational Qualification

	Secondary School
	29
	8.1%
	8.1%

	OND/NCE
	68
	19.0%
	27.1%

	HND/B.Sc.
	187
	52.2%
	79.3%

	Postgraduate
	74
	20.7%
	100.0%

	Total
	358
	100.0%
	—

	4.  Years of Work Experience

	Less than 5 years
	72
	20.1%
	20.1%

	5–10 years
	134
	37.4%
	57.5%

	11–15 years
	98
	27.4%
	84.9%

	Above 15 years
	54
	15.1%
	100.0%

	Total
	358
	100.0%
	—

	5.  Department

	Production
	89
	24.9%
	24.9%

	Quality Control
	62
	17.3%
	42.2%

	Finance/Accounts
	58
	16.2%
	58.4%

	Human Resources
	47
	13.1%
	71.5%

	Marketing/Sales
	71
	19.8%
	91.3%

	Others
	31
	8.7%
	100.0%

	Total
	358
	100.0%
	—


Source: Survey Analysis (2026)
4.2       Descriptive Statistics
Table 4 presents the descriptive statistics for the study variables, including transformational leadership, transactional leadership, democratic leadership, laissez-faire leadership, and employee performance. The statistics reported include the minimum and maximum values, mean, standard deviation, variance, skewness, and kurtosis, which provide insights into the central tendency, dispersion, and distributional characteristics of the data. The results revealed that transformational leadership recorded a mean score of 3.0495 with a standard deviation of 0.79170 and a variance of 0.627. The minimum and maximum values ranged from 1.00 to 5.00, indicating that respondents expressed varying perceptions regarding the extent of transformational leadership practices within their organizations. The skewness value of 0.166 suggests a slight positive skewness, while the kurtosis value of -0.490 indicates a relatively flatter distribution compared to a normal distribution. Transactional leadership recorded a mean score of 3.0964 and a standard deviation of 0.57683, with a variance of 0.333. The results indicate a moderate level of transactional leadership among the organizations studied. The skewness value of 0.654 suggests a moderate positive skewness, implying that responses were somewhat concentrated toward the lower end of the scale. The kurtosis value of 2.952 indicates a leptokurtic distribution, suggesting that responses were more peaked and concentrated around the mean than a normal distribution.
Democratic leadership had a mean score of 3.2708 and a standard deviation of 0.81730, with a variance of 0.668. This result indicates that democratic leadership practices were moderately prevalent among the respondents. The skewness value of 0.185 shows a slight positive skewness, while the kurtosis value of -0.196 suggests a distribution that was relatively close to normal. The findings further revealed that laissez-faire leadership recorded the highest mean score of 3.5521 among all the leadership dimensions, with a standard deviation of 0.69492 and a variance of 0.483. This suggests that respondents perceived a relatively higher presence of laissez-faire leadership practices within their organizations. The skewness value of -0.211 indicates a slight negative skewness, meaning that responses tended to cluster toward the higher end of the scale. The kurtosis value of 0.384 suggests a distribution that was slightly more peaked than a normal distribution. Employee performance recorded a mean score of 3.3216 with a standard deviation of 0.65443 and a variance of 0.428. The result indicates a moderate level of employee performance among the respondents. The skewness value of 0.303 reflects a slight positive skewness, while the kurtosis value of 0.829 suggests a moderately peaked distribution. The minimum and maximum values of 1.00 and 5.00 further indicate that the full range of response options was utilized by the respondents. The descriptive statistics show that all the variables recorded mean values above the midpoint of 3.00, suggesting that respondents generally agreed with the presence of the leadership styles examined and reported relatively favorable levels of employee performance. Furthermore, the skewness and kurtosis values fell within acceptable ranges for normality, indicating that the data were suitable for further inferential statistical analyses.
	Table 4: Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Variance
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Std. Error
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Transformational Leadership
	358
	1.00
	5.00
	3.0495
	.79170
	.627
	.166
	.125
	-.490
	.248

	Transactional Leadership
	358
	1.00
	5.00
	3.0964
	.57683
	.333
	.654
	.125
	2.952
	.248

	Democratic Leadership
	358
	1.00
	5.00
	3.2708
	.81730
	.668
	.185
	.125
	-.196
	.248

	Laissez-faire Leadership
	358
	1.00
	5.00
	3.5521
	.69492
	.483
	-.211
	.125
	.384
	.248

	Employee Performance
	358
	1.00
	5.00
	3.3216
	.65443
	.428
	.303
	.125
	.829
	.248

	Valid N (listwise)
	358
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Source: Authors’ Computation (2026)
4.2.1    Correlation Matrix
Table 5 presents the Pearson correlation matrix showing the relationships among the independent variables, namely transformational leadership, transactional leadership, democratic leadership, and laissez-faire leadership. The correlation analysis was conducted to examine the strength and direction of the relationships among the variables and to assess the possibility of multicollinearity prior to regression analysis. The results revealed a positive and statistically significant relationship between transformational leadership and transactional leadership (r = 0.533, p < 0.01). This indicates a moderate positive association between the two leadership styles, suggesting that organizations exhibiting higher levels of transformational leadership also tend to demonstrate higher levels of transactional leadership practices. However, the correlation coefficient remained below the commonly accepted threshold of 0.80, indicating the absence of multicollinearity concerns. The relationship between transformational leadership and democratic leadership was positive but weak and statistically insignificant (r = 0.052, p > 0.05). Similarly, transformational leadership exhibited a negligible and insignificant positive relationship with laissez-faire leadership (r = 0.002, p > 0.05). These findings suggest that transformational leadership operates relatively independently of democratic and laissez-faire leadership styles within the sampled organizations.
The findings further showed that transactional leadership had a positive and significant relationship with democratic leadership (r = 0.133, p < 0.01). Although the relationship was weak, it indicates that organizations that employ transactional leadership practices may also exhibit certain democratic leadership characteristics. Transactional leadership also demonstrated a positive and statistically significant relationship with laissez-faire leadership (r = 0.180, p < 0.01), suggesting a weak association between the two leadership styles. Furthermore, democratic leadership exhibited a positive and statistically significant relationship with laissez-faire leadership (r = 0.444, p < 0.01). This represents a moderate positive association, indicating that organizations with stronger democratic leadership tendencies may also display some degree of laissez-faire leadership characteristics. The correlation coefficients among the independent variables ranged from 0.002 to 0.533, all of which were below the critical threshold commonly used to indicate multicollinearity. This suggests that the independent variables were sufficiently distinct from one another and could be included simultaneously in the regression model without posing serious multicollinearity problems. Consequently, the results provide evidence that the variables are appropriate for further inferential analysis to examine their effects on employee performance.
	Table 5: Correlations Matrix

	
	Transformational Leadership
	Transactional Leadership
	Democratic Leadership
	Laissez-faire Leadership

	Transformational Leadership
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	.533**
	.052
	.002

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.000
	.311
	.962

	
	N
	358
	358
	358
	358

	Transactional Leadership
	Pearson Correlation
	.533**
	1
	.133**
	.180**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	
	.009
	.000

	
	N
	358
	358
	358
	358

	Democratic Leadership
	Pearson Correlation
	.052
	.133**
	1
	.444**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.311
	.009
	
	.000

	
	N
	358
	358
	358
	358

	Laissez-faire Leadership
	Pearson Correlation
	.002
	.180**
	.444**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.962
	.000
	.000
	

	
	N
	358
	358
	358
	358

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


Source: Authors’ Computation (2026)
4.2.2    Collinearity Statistics
Table 6 presents the collinearity statistics used to assess the presence of multicollinearity among the independent variables included in the regression model. The test was conducted using Tolerance and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values, which are commonly employed to determine whether high correlations among explanatory variables could distort the regression estimates. The results revealed that transformational leadership had a tolerance value of 0.707 and a VIF value of 1.415. Transactional leadership recorded a tolerance value of 0.684 and a VIF value of 1.463. Democratic leadership had a tolerance value of 0.799 and a VIF value of 1.251, while laissez-faire leadership recorded a tolerance value of 0.778 and a VIF value of 1.285. The tolerance values for all the variables were substantially above the minimum acceptable threshold of 0.10, indicating that each independent variable possessed sufficient unique explanatory power and was not excessively correlated with the other predictors. Similarly, the VIF values for all the independent variables ranged from 1.251 to 1.463, which are considerably below the maximum acceptable threshold of 10.0 and even below the more conservative benchmark of 5.0 recommended in empirical studies. These low VIF values indicate that the degree of shared variance among the explanatory variables was minimal and unlikely to affect the stability or reliability of the regression coefficients. The collinearity diagnostics confirmed the absence of multicollinearity among transformational leadership, transactional leadership, democratic leadership, and laissez-faire leadership. Therefore, the independent variables were considered suitable for inclusion in the regression model, and the estimated coefficients could be interpreted with confidence. The findings suggest that each leadership dimension contributed distinct information to the model, thereby enhancing the validity and robustness of the subsequent regression analysis.
Table 6: Collinearity Statistics
	Model
	

	
	Tolerance
	VIF

	1
	(Constant)
	
	

	
	Transformational Leadership
	.707
	1.415

	
	Transactional Leadership
	.684
	1.463

	
	Democratic Leadership
	.799
	1.251

	
	Laissez-faire Leadership
	.778
	1.285


Source: Authors’ Computation (2026)

4.3       Effect of Leadership Styles on Employee Performance in Nigerian Manufacturing Companies 
The results of the multiple regression analysis examining the effect of leadership styles on employee performance in Nigerian manufacturing companies are presented in Tables 7a, 7b, and 7c. The analysis was conducted to determine the extent to which transformational leadership, transactional leadership, democratic leadership, and laissez-faire leadership influence employee performance. The model summary presented in Table 7a shows a correlation coefficient (R) of 0.359, indicating a moderate positive relationship between the combined leadership style variables and employee performance. The coefficient of determination (R²) was 0.129, implying that approximately 12.9% of the variation in employee performance was explained by transformational leadership, transactional leadership, democratic leadership, and laissez-faire leadership. The adjusted R² value of 0.120 indicates that after adjusting for the number of predictors included in the model, the explanatory power of the model remained 12.0%. The standard error of the estimate was 0.61405, suggesting a reasonable level of prediction accuracy.
Although the regression model explained a modest proportion of the variance in employee performance (R² = 0.129), this level of explanatory power is not uncommon in behavioural and social science research, where employee performance is influenced by multiple organizational, individual, and environmental factors. The primary objective of the study was to determine whether leadership styles significantly predict employee performance rather than to account for all sources of variation. The regression results demonstrated that leadership styles have a statistically significant positive effect on employee performance (p < .05), indicating that they are important predictors despite the relatively low R². This study acknowledge that approximately 87.1% of the variation in employee performance is attributable to other factors not included in the model, such as employee motivation, organizational culture, compensation, job satisfaction, work environment, and individual competencies.
The ANOVA results presented in Table 7b revealed that the regression model was statistically significant with an F-statistic of 14.007 and a probability value of 0.000 (p < 0.05). This indicates that the combined effect of the leadership style variables significantly explained variations in employee performance. Therefore, the overall regression model was considered fit and appropriate for examining the relationship between leadership styles and employee performance in Nigerian manufacturing companies. The coefficient estimates in Table 7c show the individual contributions of the independent variables to employee performance. The regression equation derived from the results is expressed as:
Employee Performance = 1.744 − 0.029 Transformational Leadership + 0.343 Transactional Leadership + 0.062 Democratic Leadership + 0.113 Laissez-faire Leadership
The results indicate that transformational leadership had a negative but statistically insignificant effect on employee performance (β = -0.035, t = -0.609, p = 0.543). This implies that changes in transformational leadership did not significantly influence employee performance among the sampled manufacturing companies. Consequently, transformational leadership was not a significant predictor of employee performance in the study. Transactional leadership exerted a positive and statistically significant effect on employee performance (β = 0.302, t = 5.210, p = 0.000). The positive coefficient suggests that an increase in transactional leadership practices was associated with an improvement in employee performance. This finding indicates that transactional leadership was the strongest predictor of employee performance among the leadership dimensions examined. Democratic leadership also exhibited a positive effect on employee performance (β = 0.077, t = 1.436, p = 0.152). However, the relationship was not statistically significant at the 5% level of significance. This suggests that although democratic leadership may contribute positively to employee performance, its influence was not strong enough to produce a significant effect within the sampled organizations.
Furthermore, laissez-faire leadership had a positive and statistically significant effect on employee performance (β = 0.120, t = 2.210, p = 0.028). The result implies that an increase in laissez-faire leadership was associated with a corresponding increase in employee performance. The significance of the coefficient indicates that laissez-faire leadership contributed meaningfully to explaining variations in employee performance among employees in Nigerian manufacturing companies. The findings demonstrate that transactional leadership and laissez-faire leadership significantly enhanced employee performance, while transformational leadership and democratic leadership did not exert significant effects. Among all the leadership styles examined, transactional leadership emerged as the most influential determinant of employee performance, as evidenced by its highest standardized coefficient (β = 0.302). The results therefore suggest that leadership practices characterized by clear expectations, rewards, accountability mechanisms, and an appropriate degree of employee autonomy are important factors in improving employee performance within Nigerian manufacturing companies.
	Table 7a: Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.359a
	.129
	.120
	.61405

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Laissez-faire Leadership, Transformational Leadership, Democratic Leadership, Transactional Leadership


Source: Authors’ Computation (2026)
	Table 7b: ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	21.125
	4
	5.281
	14.007
	.000b

	
	Residual
	142.905
	353
	.377
	
	

	
	Total
	164.031
	357
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Employee Performance

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Laissez-faire Leadership, Transformational Leadership, Democratic Leadership, Transactional Leadership


Source: Authors’ Computation (2026)
	Table 7c: Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1.744
	.228
	
	7.641
	.000

	
	Transformational Leadership
	-.029
	.047
	-.035
	-.609
	.543

	
	Transactional Leadership
	.343
	.066
	.302
	5.210
	.000

	
	Democratic Leadership
	.062
	.043
	.077
	1.436
	.152

	
	Laissez-faire Leadership
	.113
	.051
	.120
	2.210
	.028

	a. Dependent Variable: Employee Performance


Source: Authors’ Computation (2026)
4.4    Discussion of Findings
The findings of this study revealed that leadership styles collectively had a significant effect on employee performance in Nigerian manufacturing companies. The regression results showed that the model was statistically significant (F = 14.007, p < 0.05), indicating that the selected leadership styles jointly explained variations in employee performance. The coefficient of determination (R² = 0.129) showed that leadership styles accounted for 12.9% of the variations in employee performance, suggesting that while leadership remains an important determinant of employee performance, other organizational and environmental factors may also contribute significantly to performance outcomes.
The study found that transformational leadership had a negative and statistically insignificant effect on employee performance (β = -0.035, p > 0.05). This finding implies that transformational leadership practices did not significantly influence employee performance within the sampled manufacturing companies. The result contradicts the proposition of transformational leadership theory, which argues that leaders who inspire, motivate, and intellectually stimulate employees enhance organizational outcomes and employee productivity. The insignificant effect may be attributed to the operational nature of manufacturing firms where employees often work within structured procedures and standardized production systems that place greater emphasis on compliance with established processes than on visionary leadership. This finding is inconsistent with several previous studies that reported a positive relationship between transformational leadership and employee performance. This finding negates several recent empirical studies that identified transformational leadership as a significant driver of employee performance. For instance, Ndubuisi-Okolo and Amujiogu (2025) reported that transformational leadership significantly enhanced employee productivity and job satisfaction in brewery firms in South-East Nigeria. Similarly, Akinbode et al. (2025), Lukito et al. (2025), Helalat et al. (2025), and Fruk et al. (2026) found that transformational leadership positively influenced employee performance through mechanisms such as motivation, engagement, creativity, and job satisfaction. Systematic reviews by Zulvia et al. (2026) and Reyes et al. (2026) further identified transformational leadership as the most consistent predictor of employee performance across sectors. However, the finding supports the study of Nafisah and Mansyur (2026), who found that transformational leadership did not significantly affect employee performance in MSMEs, suggesting that leadership effectiveness may vary according to organizational context, workforce characteristics, and operational structures. The result may reflect the highly structured nature of manufacturing operations where employees are primarily evaluated based on adherence to procedures, production targets, and operational efficiency rather than inspirational leadership behaviours.
The findings further revealed that transactional leadership had a positive and statistically significant effect on employee performance (β = 0.302, p < 0.05). This result indicates that employees performed better when leaders established clear expectations, monitored performance, and provided rewards based on the achievement of specified objectives. The finding suggests that transactional leadership is particularly effective in manufacturing environments where productivity targets, quality standards, and operational efficiency are critical. The significant positive influence of transactional leadership supports the view that reward-based leadership approaches encourage employees to focus on organizational goals and improve job performance. This finding is consistent with previous empirical studies that identified transactional leadership as a strong predictor of employee productivity and organizational effectiveness, particularly in production-oriented organizations. This finding supports the studies of Ndubuisi-Okolo and Amujiogu (2025), Zidayatullah et al. (2025), and Fruk et al. (2026), which reported that transactional leadership improves employee performance through reward systems, accountability, and performance monitoring mechanisms. The result suggests that employees in Nigerian manufacturing companies respond positively to leadership practices that establish clear expectations, performance standards, and reward structures. Given the production-oriented nature of manufacturing organizations, transactional leadership appears effective in ensuring compliance with operational procedures and achievement of organizational targets.
The study also found that democratic leadership exerted a positive but statistically insignificant effect on employee performance (β = 0.077, p > 0.05). Although employee participation in decision-making may contribute to improved workplace relationships and employee morale, the result suggests that its direct influence on performance was not sufficiently strong to achieve statistical significance. This outcome may be due to the structured nature of manufacturing operations, where many operational decisions are guided by established policies and production requirements, thereby limiting the practical impact of participatory decision-making on performance outcomes. The finding partially supports studies that reported positive associations between democratic leadership and employee outcomes but differs from studies that found significant performance improvements arising from participative leadership practices. This result partially supports the findings of Akinbode et al. (2025), who reported that democratic leadership influences employee performance in manufacturing organizations. It is also consistent with Liang et al. (2026), who found that participatory leadership systems enhance performance through empowerment and team cohesion. However, the insignificant effect observed in this study suggests that employee participation in decision-making may not directly translate into measurable performance improvements within manufacturing settings characterized by standardized procedures and hierarchical operational structures. The finding supports the argument of Maryadi et al. (2026) that the effectiveness of leadership styles depends largely on organizational context and supporting organizational variables.
Furthermore, laissez-faire leadership was found to have a positive and statistically significant effect on employee performance (β = 0.120, p < 0.05). This finding suggests that granting employees greater autonomy and flexibility in carrying out their duties enhanced their performance. The result may reflect the increasing competence and experience of employees within the sampled organizations, enabling them to perform effectively with minimal supervision. The finding supports the argument that employees who are empowered to make decisions and manage their work independently often exhibit higher levels of commitment, creativity, and productivity. However, the positive effect observed in this study contrasts with some previous studies that reported negative consequences of excessive managerial absence and lack of direction associated with laissez-faire leadership. This finding supports the study of Akinbode et al. (2025), which found that laissez-faire leadership can positively influence employee performance under certain conditions. The result may be explained by the growing experience, competence, and technical expertise of employees in modern manufacturing organizations, allowing them to perform effectively with minimal supervision. However, the finding contradicts the conclusions of Fruk et al. (2026) and Doan and Wu (2026), who reported that laissez-faire leadership generally exerts weak or negative effects on employee performance due to insufficient guidance and leadership involvement.
The findings provide mixed support for both social exchange theory and path-goal theory in explaining the relationship between leadership styles and employee performance. The insignificant effects of transformational leadership and democratic leadership suggest that employees may not have perceived sufficient socio-emotional benefits, support, participation, or goal facilitation from these leadership approaches to significantly enhance their performance, particularly within the structured and task-oriented environment of manufacturing companies. Conversely, the significant positive effects of transactional leadership and laissez-faire leadership support social exchange theory, which posits that employees reciprocate rewards, trust, autonomy, and favourable treatment with improved performance, commitment, and productivity. The findings also aligned with path-goal theory, as transactional leadership provided clear performance expectations and reward mechanisms, while laissez-faire leadership allowed competent employees the autonomy to identify effective paths toward goal achievement. The results indicated that leadership styles characterized by rewards, autonomy, role clarity, and performance support are more effective in enhancing employee performance than those emphasizing inspiration or participation alone, thereby reinforcing the context-dependent nature of leadership effectiveness as highlighted by Maryadi et al. (2026), Nafisah and Mansyur (2026), and Doan and Wu (2026).
5.         Conclusions
The study concluded that leadership styles significantly influence employee performance in Nigerian manufacturing companies when considered jointly. However, the effects of the individual leadership styles varied. Transactional leadership emerged as the strongest positive and significant predictor of employee performance, suggesting that clear performance expectations, monitoring, and reward-based leadership practices are important in manufacturing environments. Laissez-faire leadership also showed a positive and significant effect, indicating that a degree of employee autonomy may be beneficial where workers possess the competence and experience needed to perform with limited supervision. Transformational leadership had a negative but statistically insignificant effect, while democratic leadership had a positive but statistically insignificant effect. These findings suggest that leadership effectiveness in manufacturing firms is context-dependent and may be shaped by task structure, workforce competence, and operational requirements. Since the model explained only 12.9% of the variation in employee performance, other organizational factors such as motivation, training, work environment, compensation, and organizational culture should also be considered in performance improvement strategies.


Limitations
This study has several limitations that should be considered when interpreting its findings. First, the study was conducted among selected manufacturing companies in Nigeria using a cross-sectional survey design, which limits the ability to establish causal relationships between leadership styles and employee performance. Second, the data were collected through self-administered questionnaires, making the results susceptible to common method bias, social desirability bias, and respondents' subjective perceptions. Third, the regression model accounted for only 12.9% of the variance in employee performance (R² = 0.129), suggesting that although leadership styles are significant predictors of employee performance, a substantial proportion (87.1%) of the variation is explained by other organizational and individual factors not included in the model, such as organizational culture, employee motivation, job satisfaction, compensation, work environment, employee competencies, and leadership experience. In addition, the study did not provide detailed reporting on the sampling procedure, distribution of respondents across participating companies, construct-level reliability, or comprehensive validity assessments, which may affect the transparency and reproducibility of the research. Consequently, the findings should be generalized with caution, particularly to organizations outside the Nigerian manufacturing sector. Future research should adopt longitudinal or mixed-method research designs, include a broader and more representative sample of organizations, incorporate additional organizational and individual variables, and provide more comprehensive reporting of sampling and measurement procedures to enhance the robustness and generalizability of the findings.
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  1     Leadership Styles as Determinants of Employee Performance:  Evidence from Nigerian Manufacturing Companies     Abstract   This study examine d   the effect of  leadership styles   on employee performance in manufacturing  firms   in Nigeria .   Specifically,  this   study investigated how different leadership styles such as  transformational, transactional, democratic, and laissez - faire leadership styles influence employee  performance .   The motivation for the study arises from persistent concerns about declining  productivity and inefficiencies in manufacturing organisations, despite increasing managerial  restructuring and human resource interventions.  The study employed a quantitative research  approach and a cross - sectional survey design. From a population of 5,280 employees, a sample  size of 358 respondents was determined using Cochran’s (1977) sample size formula and the finite  population correction t echnique, while data were collected through a structured five - point Likert  scale questionnaire. The collected data were analyzed using descriptive statistics (frequencies,  percentages, mean, and standard deviation) and inferential statistics (correlation a nd regression  analysis), with validity, reliability, and ethical considerations duly observed throughout the study.   The regression results revealed that leadership styles jointly had a significant effect on employee  performance (F = 14.007, p < 0.05) .   The findings further showed that transformational leadership  exerted a negative and insignificant effect on employee performance (β =  - 0.035, p = 0.543), while  democratic leadership had a positive but insignificant effect on employee performance (β = 0.07 7,  p = 0.152). Conversely, transactional leadership had a positive and significant effect on employee  performance (β = 0.302, p = 0.000), making it the strongest predictor of employee performance  among the leadership styles examined. Similarly, laissez - fai re leadership had a positive and  significant effect on employee performance (β = 0.120, p = 0.028).    The study therefore conclude d   that  transactional leadership and laissez - faire leadership  are key determinants of   employee  performance . This study recommends that  leadership effectiveness is context - dependent and that  managers in manufacturing organi s ations should adopt leadership approaches that align with the  operational realities, skill levels, and performance demands of their workforce.    Keywords:   Leadership Styles, Transformational Leadership, Transactional Leadership,  Democratic Leadership, Laissez - Faire Leadership, Employee Performance.   JEL Classification Codes:   M12, M14, M19, J24, L60.   1.    Introduction   Employee performance remains a critical determinant of organizational success,  competitiveness, and sustainability in today's dynamic business environment. Organizations  depend on the effectiveness and productivity of their employees to achieve strategic o bjectives,  maintain operational efficiency, and respond to changing market demands   (Doan & Wu, 2026;  Fruk et al., 2026) . High - performing employees contribute to increased productivity, improved  product quality, innovation, customer satisfaction, and overall organizational growth   (Adebayo &  Ogunleye, 2022) . Conversely, poor employee performance can result in reduced efficiency,  increased operational costs, low morale, and diminished organizational competitiveness   (Lukito et  al., 2025; Maryadi et al., 2026) .    In developed economies such as the United States, Germany, and 

