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Abstract
The objective of the research is to realize the relationship between participative leadership style and employee performance
through a mediating effect of work engagement. Using the information gathers through self-administered questionnaire from
schools, colleges and Universities of Lahore. Results are exploited through SPSS version 16. Outcomes of the study reveals
that a participative leadership style and employee performance have a strong relationship. Employee engages in work through
participative leadership style. Research also indicates that work engagement has partial medication between PLS and
Employee performance. Very first time the work done indicates the strong relationship of participative leadership style on the
employee’s performance through the mediating effect of work engagement. Practical implication and future guidelines were
also discussed in detail.
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1. Introduction
Participative leadership style in leader establish encourage,
delegate authority, and also completing organization goals
and tasks in decision making (Dubrin, 2015). Individual
participation in decision making process has positive
association with personal satisfaction. The supervisor
recognition boost employees pride, moral and matureness in
work. This intensity refers to dedication one of the basic
dimension of work engagement (Sarti, 2014). Participative
leadership style promotes work engagement in employees
and work engagement leads to employee’s performance
(Harter et al., 2002; Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002). A
engaged employee in work tries to produced better output for
company and also a key role in determination of employees
performance (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2002) Lepine et al.,
(2005). Employee performance discusses as “an outcome
achieved or accomplishment made at workplace” (Anitha,

* Corresponding author
E-mail address: Nazarkhan156@gmail.com (M. N. Khan)

2014). Employee’s performance associated with organization
policies, performance of organization features and practice.
Job demands and resources in organization with a mediating
role of environment change improved employee’s efficiency
(Danish, 2014). Hence, this study is price focus to measure
the impact of participative leadership style on work
engagement, which leads to employee’s performance. The
literacy rate of developing countries are too low like
Pakistan. The teacher’s performance is associated with
development and growth of education sector (Akram, 2012).
So researcher wants to identify and understand the
determinants which influenced on performance of teacher
(Aslam, 2011). Previous studies focus on employee’s
performance with promotion and compensation (Akram,
2012; Shahzad, 2008). Pervious literature highlighted direct
relationship with transactional leadership with employees
performance (Danish, Nazir, Abbasi, & Hunbal, 2013;
Paracha, Qamar, Mirza, Inam-ul-Hassan, & Waqas, 2010). In
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previous research asserts that participation in decision
making enhance employees performance but this perspective
is overlook in Pakistan (Sukirno & Siengthai, 2011).
However, few researchers found that the indirect impact of
participative leadership style with outcomes through
moderating variable (Somech & Wenderow, 2006; Benoliel
& Anit, 2012). There is an unattended area to address the
indirect impact of participative leadership style with
mediating variable.
Furthermore, in the current study there is prime focus on
participative leadership style as an antecedent of work
engagement for the achievement of employee’s performance
in educational sector of Pakistan. Its finding provide a future
implication for teachers and managers to boost the
productivity and learning in their institution. On above
mention discussion our focus is to investigate the impact of
participative leadership style on employee performance
through the mediation of employee engagement. A very few
studies are test the indirect impact of Participative leadership
style it also fills the gap as well.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Participative Leadership Style
Participative leadership Style explains as “a non-directive
form of role-clarifying behavior which is gauged by the
extent to which leaders allow subordinates to influence the
decision by requesting input and contribution” (Ogbonna &
Harris, 2000, p. 776). Stressful environment creates panic
atmosphere which leads towards exhaustion, depression, loss
of confidence and stress (Schat, 2005; Wang, 2005). So,
healthy and happy employees are valuable asset of
organization (Schaufeli, 2004). Therefore, previous studies
asset that participative leadership style is a helpful to produce
job satisfaction and job commitment among employees
(Aryee & Chen, 2006) and outcomes is to provide
opportunity to accomplish goals with working (Aryee &
Chen, 2006; Taris, 2006).
The Path-goal theory (1994) explained that effective leaders
helps and motivate their subordinates in decision making. It
also argues that leader should focus on opinion, needs and
environment of the subordinates (Lamb, 2013). A good
manager adopt participative leadership style for work related
policies (Bass, 1990). Participative leadership style is way to
learning through feed-forwarding (Bucic, Robinson, &
Ramburuth, 2010). Participative leadership style creates
innovation and versatility in problem solving (Sarti, 2014).
According to conceptual model, participation gives intrinsic
and psychological empowerment in decision making which
leads to effective performance (Cotton, Vollrath, Froggatt,
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Lengnick-Hall, & Jenning, 1988; Spreitzer, 1995; Thomas &
Velthouse, 1990). The finding of Latham et al., 1994 and
(Hackman & Oldham, 1976) investigate the participative
leadership style directly and indirectly effect the employee
performance. In education sector participative leadership
recognize new opportunities and challenges to combine,
acquire and share knowledge (Edmonson, 1999).
Participative leadership style constructs sense of
responsibility, improved satisfaction, consensus, motivation
for better performance (Wagner & MS, 2006; Watson, 2002)
and lesson the barriers for innovation and for minimum
social risk (West, 2002). Path-goal theory explained that
participation in decision making express and propose new
ideas and to accomplish the task. Previous studies assert that
four factors have great importance in participative leadership
style which are 1st is participation efforts, 2nd is valuable
participation, 3rd is true dedication and 4th is power in
decision making process (Sukrino & Siengthai, 2011).
Moreover, participative leadership style give psychological
empowerment, and motivation for better performance (Russ,
2011) Erez, 1993; Somech, 2005). On the basis of this
theoretical argument researcher develop below relationship
H1: Participative leadership style has a significant impact on
employee performance.
H2: There is a significant impact of participative leadership
style on work engagement.
2.2. Work Engagement
According to the Schaufeli et al. (2002, p. 74) work
engagement is “positive fulfilling work-related state of mind
which is characterized by vigour, dedication and absorption”.
Therefore, work engagement is three dimensional model
consist of dedication, vigor and absorption. Vigour signifies
“a high level of energy and mental resilience at work and
willingness to invest efforts in one’s work and persistence in
the face of difficulties”. Vigour promotes high motivation
toward job (Mauno, Kinnunen, & Ruokolainen, 2007). I
always work and push myself for achieving the organization
goals (Shuck & Reio, 2013 p. 423). Dedication is “a strong
psychological involvement in one’s meaningful work by a
sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride an
challenge” (W. B. Schaufeli, Marisa Salanova, Gonz, AlezRom, & Bakker, 2002 p. 74). Absorption means, “Total
concentration on the work being done as immersed in the
work that ceases to time”. Absorption skill is developed by
perform challenging work (Eisenberger, Jones, Stinglhamber,
Shanock, & Randall, 2005; Gonza´lez-Roma, Schaufeli,
Bakker, & Lloret, 2006). Organization and individual success
depends upon engagement because its leads toward
organization success, performance and outcomes. Employee
engagement with full concentration gives positive results like
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job performance, OCB, employee performance, productivity,
and efficient delivery (Bakker & Leiter, 2010; Christian,
Garza, & Slaughter, 2011; Holbeche & Springett, 2003;
Richman, 2006). Work engagement promotes loyalty,
retention,builds reputation and satisfaction (Lockwood,
2007). Previous studies indicates that WE shows extra-role
performance (Demerouti & Cropanzano, 2010). WE enhance
creativity, mindfulness, motivation, authentication and ethical
behavior (J. K. Harter et al., 2002). Customer loyalty is also
positive association between work engagement and service
climate (Salanova, Lorente, Chambel, & Martínez, 2011).
Moreover, engagement construct to employee advocacy,
well-being, success and productivity (Robertson-Smith &
Markwick, 2009). On the basis of previous study findings
researcher can easily conclude that work engagement is
helpful in prediction job performance (Rich, 2010;
Halbesleben, 2010).
H3: There is a significant impact of work engagement on
employee performance.
2.3. Employee Performance
Employee Performance explained as “the level of
productivity of an individual employee, relative to his or her
peers, on several job-related behaviors and outcomes”
(Babin, J, Boles, S., & 1998). Financial and non-financial
indicators influence on job performance and ultimately
linked with success of organization (Macey & Schneider,
2008). Employee performance was defined in Vroom’s
Expectancy theory 1964, as “an individual motivate to
achieve a particular goal or performance target can be

obtained in terms of what outcome would become beneficial
to the individual as result of achieving that goal and what
value is placed on that outcome” (Banjoko, 2002).
Motivation theories like Goal setting theory, McGregor’s X
and Y explain the employee work behavior. Leaders
participative behavior, work engagement and inspiration
make a positive work in employee performance (Salanova &
Schaufeli, 2008; Sarti, 2014).
Work Engagement as Mediator between Participation
Leadership and Employee Performance
By taking together the hypotheses H1,H2 and H3 it is
indicated that work engagement mediates the relationship
between participative leadership style and employee
performance (Baron & Kenny, 1986). Participation in
decision making is a key aspect which make employees to be
engaged in work (Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008; Sarti, 2014)
and engagement leads to employee performance (Bakker &
Leiter, 2010; Christian et al., 2011; Holbeche & Springett,
2003; Richman, 2006). Previous literature indicate the
mediation effect of work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti,
2007; Bakker, Demerouti, Isabel, & Sanz-Vergel, 2014; J.,
2014; Saks, 2006; W. B. Schaufeli & Bakker, 2005; Song,
Kolb, Lee, & Kim, 2012). Moreover, Roberson and
Strickland (2010) link charismatic leadership with
organizational commitment. Keeping in view their study, this
study also links participative leadership style and employee
performance through work engagement.
H4: Work engagement mediates the relationship between
participative leadership style and employee performance.

3. Methodology

Figure 1. Proposed Conceptual Model.

3.1. Research Design

engagement.

In current study the quantitative method is used with a selfadministrative questionnaire with minimal interference of the
researcher means that the current study was done in a natural
environment. This study is a cross sectional study and
correlational in nature. Keeping in view, the short time and
limited resources non-probability sampling technique was
used to collect the data. In non-probability sampling
convenience sampling was used to investigate the
relationship between participative leadership style and
employee performance with a mediation of work

3.2. Sample Size
The targeted population of the study is the faculty members
of the Schools, Colleges, and Universities of Lahore Punjab.
The schools are selected on the affiliation of BISE Lahore.
Furthermore, public sector universities are selected which are
HEC recognized. The unit of analysis is individual faculty
member. And private colleges are selected to address the
unattended area. Each faculty member is considered as a
source of data. The sample size of the study is 500.
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and mediating testing, was used through SPSS.

3.3. Data Collection Instrument
The instrument was developed by adoptive method. The
development of an instrument is segregate as Participative
leadership style measure adopted from Ogbonno and Harris
(2000). Work engagement instrument adopted from the
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) (Schaufeli et al.,
2002). Dimensions of work engagement is vigour, dedication
and absorption. Employee performance scale was adopted
from Teseema & Soeters in 2006. A self- administered
questionnaire was adopted from previous studies to collect
the data. The questionnaire was divided into two sections. In
the first section the questions regarding employee
performance, participative leadership and work engagement
were asked. Second section of questionnaire was consist on
demographics gender, name, age, institution, experience.
Five point Likert scale was used having option as “1=
strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neutral, 4=agree, 5=strongly
agree”. The full and completed questionnaires for analysis
are 384 means overall response rate is 60% consistent with
previous studies (Danish, Ahmad, Ramzan, & Khan, 2014 )
3.4. Procedure and Statistical Methods

4. Findings and Results
4.1. Descriptive Statistics
In the current study the respondents a belongs to education
sector in which 39% belongs to schools and 39% belongs to a
colleague and 22% belongs to universities of Lahore. The
majority of the respondents are female (N=260) and the male
is 124. The Majority of respondents belong to 21-25 years
age, which is 56% of the total participants. The 30% belongs
to 25 to 30 years of age. The age of 9% respondents is 30 to
35 years and remaining are above 35 years. The Majority of
the respondent’s qualification was master which is 53% of
the total sample size. The 31% belongs to bachelors and the
remaining are above masters. The respondents working at
low level is 15%, the employees working at the middle level
is 68% and 17% of respondents working at top level
management is 17%. The majority of the participants
experience is between 1 to 5 years, which is 81%. The
working experience is 5 to 10 is 15.1% and the remaining are
above 10 years.

The data were analyzed through Statistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS) version 16. The descriptive analysis,
reliability analysis, person correlation, regression analysis
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics.
Variables
Participative Leadership Style
Work Engagement
Employee Performance

Mean
3.5
3.7
3.9

Median
3.6
3.5
4

The data were normally distributed. The values of Skewness
and kurtosis shows that the data was normally distributed.
The Skewness and kurtosis values lie between -1 to +1 and -3
to 3+ respectively. Table 1 shows the values of mean,
median, stranded deviation, Skewness and kurtosis. The
value of mean shows 3.5, 3.7, 3.9 for PLS, WE, EP
respectively. The value of median is 3.6 for participative
leadership style, 3.5 for work engagement and 4 is for
employee performance. Standard deviation shows.82,.58
and.66 for PLS, WE and EP respectively. The values of

Std. Deviation
.82
.58
.66

Skewness
-.717
-.700
-1.042

Kurtosis
.794
1.007
2.198

Skewness and kurtosis shows individually that the data is
normally distributed.
4.2. Reliability & Correlation Analysis
Correlation analysis shows that the variable are correlated or
not with each other. The reliability explains the consistence
and stability of the instrument. In the current study the
overall reliability of the instrument is Cronback Alfa 0.851 in
Table 2 factors vise reliability and Person correlation is
shown

Table 2. Reliability and Correlation Analysis.
Variables
Participative Leadership Style
Work Engagement
Employee Performance

Reliability
0.77
0.854
0.774

Participative Leadership style
1
.309 **
.357 **

According to George & Mallery (2003).851 is the overall
reliability is good and reliability of each factor is also good
as shown in the table for PLS is 0.77, WE has.85 and EP has
a 0.77 reliability. Person correlation value of.309** show a

Work Engagement

Employee Performance

1
.388 **

1

positive relationship between work engagement and
participative leadership style. Employee performance with
person correlation value. 357** indicate a positive
relationship between EP and PLS. Employee performance is
also positive significant with a work engagement at. 388**.
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Table 3. Regression Analysis.
Hypothesis
H1
H2
H3
H4

R
0.267
0.40
.655
0.057

2

R
0.072
.164
.430
0.43

Beta
.267
0.40
.65
0.43

P value
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.00

F
29.4
74.8
82
Partially Mediate

on EP.

4.3. Hypothesis Testing
In the current study the first hypothesis is a significant impact
of participative leadership style on work engagement. The
results indicate that the R2 is. 072 and p value is 0.000. The
researcher concludes that there is a positive association of
PLS on EP. So, researcher fail to accept the null hypothesis.
In 2nd hypothesis of the study work engagement has a
significant impact on employee performance. The results
assert that the R2 is.0164 and level of significance is 0.000>5.
So, the researcher concludes that WE has significant impact

In the 3rd hypothesis of the study participative leadership
style has a significant impact on employee performance. The
R2 0.430 and p value 0.000>5 assert that there is a significant
relationship of PLS and EP.
The Last hypothesis of this study is work engagement
mediates the relationship between participative leadership
style and employee performance. The values of hierarchal
regression show that work engagement mediates the
relationship of PLS and EP.

4.4. Mediating Testing

Figure 2. Proposed Mediation Model.

Firstly, regression is done by considering the PLS as
dependent variable and EP as independent variable which
shows positive relationship. In the 2nd step PLS is an
independent and WE as dependent variable, and they show
significant relationship. In the 3rd step WE regressed on EP

shows significant results and at last hierarchical regression
analysis was used, results assert that p value is 0.000 and R2
0.43 a positive relation. So the researcher concludes that
work engagement shows partially mediation between PLS
and EP.

Figure 3. Regression Coefficeient Among Variables.

5. Conclusion and Further
Recommendation
Participative Leadership style indicates the performance of
faculty members in the educational sector. The results reveal
that participative leadership style is significant at P= 0.000>5
level of significance. Participative role of the leader motivate,
inspire the employees in the decision making process. It also

gives a physiologic empowerment to perform the work in an
efficient way. This also gives consistent results that
participation in decision making has greater impact on
employee performance (Sarti, 2014; Danish, 2013).
Participative leadership style also has a significant
relationship with a work engagement at P=0.000 >5. The
employees work with vigor, dedication, and absorption for
achieving the goals. Employee performance is developed and
enhance with work engagement (Anitha, 2013; Menguc &
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Seigyound; 2013). Work engagement partially mediates the
relationship of participative leadership style and employee
performance. This study added value in literature of
Education sector of Pakistan. Leaders, managers of the
company give a weightage of your employee voices and
make a part of decision making improved performance,
efficiency, boost up confidence, thinking new ideas and
solved any problem with dynamic, versatile critical thinking.

6. Limitations and Future
Direction
Data was collected from Lahore, Punjab for testing the
hypothesis, Future researcher will do a comparative study by
using mixed method. Future research will also test the impact
of work engagement with family interference, autocratic,
directive leadership style.
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