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ABSTRACT
Control is one of the most important responsibilities of a leader. However, non-leadership
style gives subordinates excessive freedom which may be counterproductive. The study
examined the extent to which non-leadership style were related to employee motivation of
public servants in Port Harcourt-Nigeria. The study sample size is 176 participants drawn
from a population of 315: 28 out of 50 workers in Federal Ministry of Mines and Steel
Staff (56%), 36 out of 65 Federal Parastatal (Nigerian Television Authority) staff (55.3%)
and 112 out of 200 Federal Agency ( Niger Delta Development Commission) staff (56%).
The instrument was questionnaire comprising five parts. Correlation design which is nonexperimental research was adopted in this study. Spearman's Rank Order Correlation
Coefficient was used to test hypotheses using SPSS version 20. The results show positive,
but weak relationship (rho=0.118) between Laissez-faire behaviour and outcome-focused
motivation, there is a weak relationship (rho=0.232) amidst Laissez-faire behaviour and
process-focused motivation and a weak correlation (0.143) between Laissez-faire
behaviour and means-focused motivation. The study recommends that non-leadership style
should be discouraged because of its weak relationship with employee motivation. The use
of correlation design which is non-experimental research design cannot completely
eliminate sampling error. This study highlights the effects of Laissez-faire behaviour on
employee's motivation in Nigerian public sector. We conclude that there is a weak
correlation amidst non-leadership style and employee motivation in Nigerian public sector
and leadership programmes should be implemented Nigerian Public Sector.
Key Words: Laissez-faire behavior, outcome-focused motivation, process-focused
motivation, means-focused motivation, and personal satisfaction.

1. Introduction
The public sector in Nigeria is a service-oriented
organization entrusted with the responsibility of
ensuring that government set goals and objectives
are meant. However, ensuring that government set
goals and objectives are attained, is embedded in
the hands of the leadership. According to Dran
(2004), Leadership is defined as the ability to
influence a group or others toward the actualization
of organizational goals or a specific target, while

181

Non-leadership style represents an extremely
inactive behaviour that is neither Transformational
nor Transactional leadership (Bass and Avolio,
1989). Transactional leadership refers to how a
leader captures his or her follower's personal
attention by building a good a relationship with
them alongside exchange (Avolio, 1999). When a
leader uses the values, needs and incentives of a
follower to achieve organization goals, it is referred
to as Transactional leadership (Rowe, 2007). While,
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Transformational leadership is when a leader is
seen as a role model and motivates followers to
contribute to the success of the organization
(Bass, 1999).
Non-Leadership style refers to Laissez-fair
behaviour. Laissez-fair behaviour simply means no
leadership in place (Bass, 1985). Naturally,
leadership has the responsibility of ensuring that
management goals and objectives are achieved
through its subordinates (employees). In doing this,
they engaged in many functions or tasks. One of
these tasks is the ability to motivate followers
towards collective goals attainment. The concept of
employee motivation was borne out of the need for
organization to attain its goals and objectives. The
importance of organizations being employee
motivated-orientated has a far reaching effect on the
position of the entire enterprise. Employee
motivation is a regular going process that facilitates
the productivity of an employee in any organization
(Bernard, Mills, Swenson &Waish, 2005). It is
pertinent for every organization to adopt and be
high employee motivated-oriented, to enable them
attain its stated objectives.
According to Kontodimopoulos, Palaologou
andNiakas (2009), Motivation is seen as the
propelling power that directs one's behaviour
towards achieving his/her needs. On the other hand
Olusola (2011) defined motivation as an important
tool used to monitor and direct the attitudes of
workers in an organization. Motivation, be it
extrinsic or intrinsic is seen as the only reason that
makes people to work (Ololube, 2006).
Leadership is the key with which every organization
uses to achieve its aims and objectives and it
becomes difficult for any organization to be
successful without leadership. (Quinn, 2005).
Therefore, being an employee motivated-oriented
enterprise, helps put management target goals at
ease of actualization (Idah& Jacob, 2014).
Employee motivation, this study is measured with
three dimensional variables; outcome focused
motivation, process focused motivation and means
focused motivation (Kruglinski, Thompson,
Higgins, Atash, Pierro, Shah & Spiegel, 2000).

Statement of the Problem
King (2010) asserts that the realization of
organizational goals depend solemnly on employee
motivation. However, in a non-leadership style
setting, this would be completely missed. The
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public sector being a service delivery-oriented
organization needs the skills, potentials, knowledge
of leaders to be able to function effectively. Based
on the foregoing discussion, this study intends
examining the correlation amidst non-leadership
style and employee motivation in Nigerian Public
Sector using Laissez-fair behaviour as dimension of
non leadership style and outcome-focused
motivation, process- focused motivation and meansfocused motivation as the measures of employee
motivation.

Objective of the Study
The main purpose of this study is to investigate
the correlation amidst non-leadership style and
employee motivation in Nigerian Public Sector.
However, the specific objectives here include;
1. To ascertain the level of correlation amidst
laissez-faire behaviour and outcome-focused
motivation of Public Servants in Port
Harcourt-Nigeria.
2. To find out the extent of relationship between
laissez-faire behaviour and process-focused
motivation of Public Servants in Port
Harcourt-Nigeria.
3. To investigate the extent of relationship
between laissez-faire behaviour and meansfocused motivation of Public Servants in Port
Harcourt- Nigeria.
Research Questions
For us to accomplish the specific objectives
(purposes) of this work, the under listed questions
would be answered;
i. To what extent does laissez-faire behaviour
affect outcome-focused motivation of Public
Servants in Port Harcourt- Nigeria?
ii. To what extent does laissez-faire behaviour
affect process-focused motivation of Public
Servants in Port Harcourt- Nigeria?
iii. How does laissez-faire
behaviour affect
means-focused motivation of Public Servants
in Port Harcourt- Nigeria?
Research Hypotheses
For us to accomplish the specific goal (objective)
of this work, the following hypotheses were
formulated;
Ho 1: There is no correlation amidst laissez-faire
behaviour
and
outcome-focused
motivation of Public Servants in Port
Harcourt-Nigeria.
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Ho 2: There is no correlation amidst laissez-faire
behaviour and process-focused motivation
of Public Servants in Port HarcourtNigeria.
Ho 3: There is no correlation amidst laissez-faire
behaviour and means-focused motivation
of Public Servants in Port HarcourtNigeria.
Scope of the Study
Content Scope
The relationship between laissez-faire behaviour
and employee motivation.
Location Scope/Geographical Scope
Federal GovernmentParastatals, Agencies and
Commissions in Port Harcourt.
2. Literature Review
Theoretical Framework
There are various theories on leadership theory in
management literature. This review considered Full
- Range Leadership Theory (FRLT ) propounded by
Bass and Avolio (1997).The theory e n c o m p a s s
e s t h r e e l e a d e r s h i p s t y l e s :
Transformational, Transactional, and Laissez-faire
behaviour. Transformational leadership behaviours
include; Motivation, Role model, consideration for
others and influence others (followers) by behaviour
(Morakul and Wu, 2001; Jansen, 2000).
Transactional leadership behaviours include task
related rewards, the values, needs and incentives
(Balster, 2002). According to Yukl (1999) each of
these leadership behaviours have direct and indirect
effects on employees performance and the
organization in general. The emphasis of this theory
is that, there is abuse of authority and the
organization becomes directionless completely.

The Concept of Non-Leadership Style
The term “non-leadership style” is the complete
reverse of leadership style. Naturally, leadership in
this context refers to the process of motivating,
influencing, building trust, delegating and
communicating the vision and goals of the
organization to followers and making followers part
of the achievement plan(Lussier, 2013). This
depicts that in a normal working setting, ideas are
meant to flow from the leader to the subordinates.
Also, the leader is expected to ensure that the ideas
gain acceptance and yield result by motivating
workers to support and implement the said ideas.
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Here, leaders have different functions to perform
to enable them accomplish the organizational set
targets. This only applies to where there is
leadership. But in this context, we are looking at
where reverse is the case. The concept of nonleadership style is as old as the concept of
leadership style. This means that the concept of
non-leadership style exist along aside with its
counterpart. Even though there are individual
managers in organizations, some still exhibit nonleadership style. Bass and Avolio (1989), assert
that non-leadership style is not often found in
industry compared to public sectors, though some
managers still have some elements of non
leadership style in practice. In a non leader style
situation, followers are self motivated, requires no
feedback, self developed, but achieving required
organizational set targets becomes an issue, if not
impossible (Gastil, 1994).
Basically, organizational performance is a product
of how a leader influences a follower to achieving
a collective purpose considering the follower's
concern and adopting a suitable leadership style.
(Idal& Jacob, 2014). Thus, the practical
implication in a situation of non leadership style
(liassez-faire behaviour), employees operate in
ways that suit them while organizational goals and
objectives will be completely absent in their
minds, thus, leading to poor service delivery
which automatically engender low performance in
organization.
From the above discussion, it is difficult to defend
laissez-faire behaviour even when the employees
are experts and self motivated. This suggests that
an organization without a leader is likely to loose
focus and direction, thereby hindering the
attainment of organizational goals.
In this study, we adopt laissez-faire behaviour as
the dimension of non-leadership style (Bass
&Avolio, 1989 and Kruglanski et al., 2000).
Laissez-faire Behaviour
It is important to note that there is no consensus
definition of laissez-faire behaviour. However,
according to Robbins (2007), explained laissezfaire leadership as the leader that avoids decision
making and takes no responsibilities. Similarly,
Luthans (2005), sees laissez-faire behaviouras an
act of avoiding both decision making and
responsibilities in an organization. Laissez-faire
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leadership is completely absent in the
programmes of the organization.. No wonder,
Mondy & Premeaax (1995) argued that it is
almost impossible to support this style of
leadership, except the subordinates are self
motivated specialists in their various fields. They
went further stressing that l a i s s e z - f a i r e l e
a d e r s h i p a l l o w s members(subordinates)
take every decisions at all times.
The Notion of Employee Motivation
The term employee motivation is a compound
word made up of employee and motivation. First,
motivation is the action word-which that is
responsible for an employee's continuous effort
and constant drive towards achieving a goal
(Robbins, Judge &Sanghi 2007).According to
Luthans, (2005), motivation simply refers to what
drives or propels an individual towards an action
or behaviour. In a more specific term, it is
whatever that directs behaviour or action towards
actualizing a certain result. The ability of an
employee to work, which is mostly resulted from
motivation, may be intrinsic or extrinsic.
Clearly spelt out goals in an organization is seen
as a motivational factor as employees are armed
with what is expected of them no matter how
challenging the tasks are, it also referred as
management technique used in increasing
productivity hence roles, performance objectives
are clearly defined (McShane& Von Glinow,
2005; Thurmes, 1987;Steers & Porter, 1991).
Past researches have shown that reward in form of
Money is regarded highly in developing countries as
the sole motivator as activities of man are almost
tied to making money. In Nigeria today, workers are
being owed salaries for months, still they continue
working, not because they are motivated by the job
itself but because there is an expectation that one
day they would be paid, just for the mere fact that
the reward is financial (economic rewards).

Measures of Employee Motivation
The measures of employee motivation as identified
by Magill (2011) and Maferima&Ayelet (2014),
include outcome-focused motivation, process
focused and means focused motivation.
Outcome-Focused Motivation Outcome-focused
is otherwise known as “getting it
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done”. It simply refers to result oriented
motivation. In this context, an employee is being
motivated based on the results and its associated
rewards (Brehm& Self, 1989; Locke & Latham,
1990; Miller, Galanter, &Pribran, 1960 and
Powers, 1973). It is very essential to note that, as
result-focused motivation multiplies, perceptions
and behaviours of the employees tend to exceed
the goal. The practical implication is that, the
employees of Nigerian public sector who are
outcome-focused motivated, will always want to
beat the set goals, by the management.
Process-focused Motivation
Process-focused motivation can also be called
“doing it happily” or “doing it right”. This is one of
the degrees of motivation that is particular about the
process of achieving a set target rather than the
outcome. Motivation stems from the process of
carrying out a particular task and not the outcome
(Deci& Ryan 1985; Sansone&Harackiewicz 1996;
Shah &Kruglanski, 2000).
The main motivational factors of process focused
motivation are; self image, enjoyment and
experience.
Means-focused Motivation
Means-focused Motivation is the use of ethical
means in achieving organizational goals
(Kruglanski et al., 2000; Merton, 1957; ToureTillery&Fishbach, 2011).The primary concern
here is adherence to ethical means in goal pursuit.
Emphasis is placed on standards, rules, principles,
and environmentally friendly operations, and
above all, making money honestly (Ames &
Archer, 1988; Dweck& Leggett, 1988). Thus,
means-focused motivation allows employees to
engage in ethical means of getting things done.
Hypotheses Development
The relationship between laissez-faire behaviour
and the measurement of employee motivation will
be discussed below.
Laissez-faire behaviour and Outcome-focused
Motivation
Various scholarly literatures have shown that to an
extent the success of every organization is greatly
dependent on the employee's commitment(Locke
& Latham, 1990). However, in an organization
where there is absence of effective leadership,
employees adopt decisions from any source
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available to them.(Magill, 2011). The expectancy
theory is linked to the belief that that employees
channel their energies to accomplishing targets
that have rewards. Researchershave also shown
that some employees are self motivated and can
out their tasks with minimal or no supervision
because they are self motivated, while some need
the presence of a leader to get motivated.(King
and West, 1985). Based on this relationship,
hypothesis 1 was formulated.
Ho 1: There is no correlation amidst laissez-faire
behaviour and outcome-focused motivation.
Laissez-faire Behaviour and Process-focused
Motivation
Recent studies have proved that Laissez-faire
behaviourpromotes total freedom and creates an
avenue for employees to take decisions and take
responsibilities for actions. Here, the core
motivation factor is the enjoyment that employees
receive on the process of carrying out their tasks,
expertise and self esteem (Deci& Ryan 1985;
Sansone&Harackiewicz 1996; Shah &Kruglanski
2000).
Ho 2: There is no significant relationship between
laissez-faire leadership and process-focused
motivation.
Laissez-faire Behaviour and Means-focused
Motivation
In most organizations today, employees are
motivated by the ethical means through which they
perform or accomplish a given task(Kruglanski et
al.., 2000; Merton, 1957; Toure-Tillery& Fish-b a c
h , 2 0 11 ) . T h e p r o c e s s o f a c h i e v i n g
organizational goals must follow ethical procedures
(Ames & Archer, 1988; Dweck& Leggett, 1988).
Means-focused motivation is that which places an
ethical consciousness in the minds of employees in
activities they undertake in the organization
(Thibaut& Walker, 1975; Tyler & Lind,
1992).Laissez-faire behaviouravoids decisions,
responsibilities,
and
does
not
motivate
employess(Monday &Premeaux, 1995).
Ho 3: There is no significant correlation amidst
laissez-faire behaviour and means-focused
motivation.
Conceptual Framework for the Study

X
Non-Leadership
Style

Y
Employee
Motivation

Outcome-focused
Motivation
H1
H2

Laissez-faire
Behaviour

H
3

Means-focused
Motivation

Source: Researcher’s Operational/Conceptual Framework, 2017.

3. Methodology
A non-experimental research (correlation design)
was adopted for this study..The population of the
study consists of the selected staff ranking from the
position of supervisors and managers of the
Nigerian Public Sector which includes: Federal
Ministry of Mines and Steels, Federal parastatal
(Nigerian Television Authority) and one federal
Agency (NDDC). The study population is 315 staff
selected using the simple random sampling method.
176 respondents drawn as sample size from selected
population of 315 employees using Taro
Yemen's formula. Spearman's Rank Order
Correlation Coefficient was adopted for the test of
four hypotheses formulated for the study.
1. HYPOTHESES TESTING RESULTS Table
3: Statistical Analysis for Hypothesis One
Correlations
Laissez-faire
Behaivour
Spearman's rho

Outcome-Focused
Motivation

Correlation Coefficient

.118

Sig. (2-tailed)

.824

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

6

Table 3 shows the result of Spearman's Rank
Order Correlation Coefficient test used to analyze
hypothesis one. The rho shows a value of 0.118 at
a significant value of 0.824. Since the p-value
(0.824) is greater than 0.05 level of our accepted
level of confidence, the null hypothesis is rejected
and the alternative hypothesis is accepted.
able 4: Statistical Analysis for Hypothesis Two
Correlations
Laissez-faire
Behaivour
Spearman's rho

Process-focused
Motivation

Correlation Coefficient

.232

Sig. (2-tailed)

.658

N
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Process-focused
Motivation

6

Non Leadership Style and Employee Motivation in Nigerian Public Sector

Table 4 shows the result of Spearman's Rank
Order Correlation Coefficient test used to analyze
hypothesis two. The rho shows a value of 0.232 at
a significant value of 0.658. Since the p-value
(0.658) is greater than 0.05 level of our accepted
level of confidence, the null hypothesis is rejected
and the alternative hypothesis is accepted.
Table 5: Statistical Analysis for Hypothesis
Three
Correlations
Laissez-faire
Behaivour
Correlation Coefficient
Spearman's rho Means-focused Motivation Sig. (2-tailed)
N
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

.143
.787
6

Table 5 shows the result of Spearman's Rank
Order Correlation Coefficient test used to analyze
hypothesis three. The rho shows a value of 0.143
at a significant value of 0.787. Since the p-value
(0.787) is greater than 0.05 level of our accepted
level of confidence, the null hypothesis is rejected
and the alternative hypothesis is accepted.
5. Discussion of Findings
With respect to hypothesis one (1): The analysis
revealed favourable and very weak considerable
correlation amidst laissez-faire behaviour and
outcome-focused motivation. The rho shows a
value of 0.118 at a significant value of 0.05. The
null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative
hypothesis is accepted. This simply means that
there is a significant relationship between laissezfaire behaviour and outcome-focused motivation.
Still, rho of 0.118 indicates that there is a very
weak positive correlation.
With respect tohypothesis two (2): The result
indicates a positive but weak considerable
correlation amidst laissez-faire behaviour and
process-focused motivation. The rho shows a
value of 0.232 at a significant value of 0.05. The
null hypothesis is accepted. This implies that
there is no significant relationship between
Laissez-faire and process focused motivation, as
rho value of 0.232 indicates that there is a weak
but positive correlation.
In relation to hypothesis three (3): The results show
that there is a positive and very weak considerable
correlation between laissez-faire behaviour and
means-focused motivation. The rho shows a value
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of 0.143 at a significant value of 0.05. The null
hypothesis is accepted. This indicates that there is
a very weak but considerable correlation between
laissez-faire behaviour and means-focused
motivation.
With regards to hypothesis four (4): The analysis
reveals a moderate considerable correlation amidst
non-leadership style and employee motivation if
controlled by corporate value.The rho shows a value
of 0.406 at a significant value of 0.05. We reject the
null hypotheses and conclude that there is a
moderate considerable relationship amidst nonleadership style and employee motivation when
moderated by corporate value.

6. Conclusion
Based on the findings of the study,we therefore
conclude that there is a very weak considerable
correlation amidst non-leadership style and
employee motivation in Nigerian Public Sector
and liassez-faire behaviour is not an important
leadership style that increases workers level of
motivation, hence the role of a leader as a
motivator and energizer was absent.
7. Recommendations
In view of the discussion of findings and the
conclusion thereof, the study therefore
recommends that:
(i) Going by the generally documented
ineffectiveness and inactiveness of non-leadership
style (laissez-faire behavior) and also the results
of this study, it is recommended that Public Sector
should jettison non-leadership style because of its
weak relationship with employee motivation and
above all it is counter-productive as subordinates
need to be guided in order to gain mastery of their
job for greater organizational productivity.
(ii) The results also indicate that Public Sector
should shun non-leadership style (laissez-faire
behavior) since it encourages a loosed
organizational structure as the leader has no
conviction in his leadership ability and cannot in
any way transform employees in terms of
behaviour, vision and changes that are
motivational.
(iii) Public Sector should also stay away from nonleadership style (laissez-faire behaviour) that does
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not focus on trade between the leader and
follower vis-à-vis stating a target to be achieved
with a reward. Thus, from non-leadership
(laissez-faire behaviour) cannot in any way play
an exchange role between the leaders and the
employees through the use of rewards.
(iv) Public Sector should as a matter of fact,
consider
strategic
formulation
and
implementation of effective reward, incentive and
recognition systems and also encourage greater
managerial supervision and control.
8. Suggestion for Further Studies
1. Study should be conducted on transformational
leadership and employee motivation to ascertain
if the adoption of leadership will enhance both
process-focused and means-focused motivation in
t h e N i g e r i a n p u b l i c s e c t o r, b e c a u s
e transformational leadership style is aimed at
transforming employees in terms of behaviour,
vision, values and changes that are motivational.
2. Study should be conducted on transactional
leadership and employee motivation to ascertain
if transactional leadership style can enhance
Outcome-focused motivation of employees.
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