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Abstract: This study aims to explore how university leaders' leadership styles influence instructors' job satisfaction. Effective 
university leadership is crucial to the success of educational institutions, as leaders directly impact instructors' satisfaction by 
shaping the work environment and decision-making processes. The study examines various types of leadership styles, including 
autocratic, democratic, transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership, and analyzes their different impacts on job 
satisfaction. The findings suggest that democratic and transformational leadership styles generally contribute to higher levels of 
job satisfaction among instructors, while autocratic and laissez-faire leadership styles may lead to lower satisfaction. These 
insights provide valuable guidance for university leaders in enhancing instructors' job satisfaction. 
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1. Introduction 
Effective university leadership is a critical factor in the 

success of educational institutions. University administrators 
play a pivotal role in shaping the university's culture and 
influencing the job satisfaction of instructors. The leadership 
style adopted by an administrator can have a significant 
impact on the overall work environment, which, in turn, 
affects the job satisfaction of instructors. 

In the field of education, leadership styles can vary widely. 
Some administrators adopt an autocratic approach, where 
they make decisions unilaterally, while others prefer a 
democratic style, involving instructors in the decision-making 
process. Transformational leaders inspire and motivate their 
staff, while transactional leaders use rewards and 
punishments to achieve compliance. Laissez-faire leaders 
give instructors considerable autonomy. Each of these 
leadership styles can impact instructors' job satisfaction 
differently. 

Autocratic Leadership: Administrators with this style often 
impose decisions without consulting instructors. This can lead 
to frustration among educators, diminishing their job 
satisfaction as they feel disempowered and undervalued. 

Democratic Leadership: Involving instructors in decision-
making can foster a sense of ownership and collaboration, 
enhancing job satisfaction. Instructors appreciate having a 
voice in shaping their work environment. 

Transformational Leadership: Transformational leaders 
inspire instructors by setting a compelling vision and 
fostering a culture of innovation. This can significantly boost 
job satisfaction, as educators feel motivated and valued. 

Transactional Leadership: While transactional leaders 
provide rewards for good performance, an overreliance on 
this style can create a transactional atmosphere, where 
instructors focus solely on meeting expectations for rewards, 
potentially reducing job satisfaction. 

Laissez-Faire Leadership: While some autonomy can be 
empowering, excessive autonomy without guidance can lead 

to confusion and frustration among instructors, negatively 
affecting job satisfaction. 

Instructors' job satisfaction is a crucial determinant of their 
effectiveness and the overall quality of education. Satisfied     
instructors are more likely to be engaged, enthusiastic, and 
committed to their work, which positively impacts student 
learning outcomes. Conversely, dissatisfied instructors may 
experience burnout, leading to decreased performance and 
potentially impacting students' academic progress. 

Instructors' job satisfaction is influenced by a myriad of 
factors, including leadership styles, workload, compensation, 
professional development opportunities, and the overall 
university climate. Leadership styles, as one of these factors, 
can either contribute to or detract from instructors' job 
satisfaction. 

Studies have shown that an administrator's leadership style 
can significantly affect instructors' job satisfaction. Educators 
often report higher job satisfaction when they perceive their 
administrator as approachable, supportive, and willing to 
listen to their concerns. Transformational leadership and a 
collaborative approach tend to correlate positively with 
instructor job satisfaction, while autocratic or laissez-faire 
leadership styles often have a negative impact. 

The assessed university administrator's leadership style is 
undeniably linked to instructors' job satisfaction. Effective 
leadership that fosters collaboration, motivation, and 
empowerment tends to result in higher levels of job 
satisfaction among educators. Understanding the various 
leadership styles and their potential impact on instructors can 
help educational institutions create a positive work 
environment that benefits both instructors and students. 
Ultimately, nurturing job satisfaction among instructors is 
essential for the overall success and quality of education 
within a university. 

2. Statement of the Problem 
This study determined the university administrators’ 

leadership styles affecting their instructors’ job satisfaction. 
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The results of the study will be used as a basis for a 
leadership development program among university 
administrators. 

Specifically, the study answered the following questions: 
(1)What is the demographic profile of the instructor 

respondents in terms of: 
1)sex; 
2)age; 
3)educational attainment; 
4)position;  
5)length of service? 
(2)What is the assessment of the university instructor 

respondents of their university administrator’s leadership 
style: 

1)authoritative; 
2)democratic; 
3)facilitative; or 
4)situational? 
(3)Is there a significant difference in the assessment of the 

university instructor respondents of their university 
administrator’s leadership style when their profile is used as 
test factor? 

(4)What is the self-assessment of the university instructor 
respondents on their job satisfaction level in terms of: 

1)security; 
2)work environment; 
3)job responsibilities; and 
4)community linkages? 
(5)Is there a significant difference in the self-assessment of 

the university instructor respondents on their job satisfaction 
level when their profile is used as a test factor? 

(6)Is there is significant relationship between the 
assessment of the university instructor respondents of their 
university administrator’s leadership style and the self-
assessment of the university instructor respondents on their 
job satisfaction level? 

(7)Based on the results of the study, what leadership 
development program among university administrators can 
be proposed? 

3. Hypothesis of the Study 
These hypotheses undergo testing at 5% level: 
 Ho1: There is no significant difference in the assessment 

of the university instructor respondents of their university 
administrator’s leadership style when their profile is used as 
test factor. 

 Ho2: There is no significant difference in the self-
assessment of the university instructor respondents on their 
job satisfaction level when their profile is used as a test factor 

 Ho3: There is no significant relationship between the 
assessment of the university instructor respondents of their 
university administrator’s leadership style and the self-
assessment of the university instructor respondents on their 
job satisfaction level. 

4. Scope and Delimitation of the Study 
The study was done in Shangrao Normal University in 

Jiangxi Province, China.  
The scope of the study covers the assessment of the 

relationship between the university administrator’s leadership 
style and instructors’ job satisfaction, assessed by instructors 
from Shangrao Normal University in Jiangxi Province, China.   

The study has evolved around the selected profile variables 

of the instructors such as sex, area of specialization, age, 
educational attainment, years of experience, and position. 

To be specific, the assessment of the administrator’s 
leadership style revolved around the four leadership styles, 
namely, authoritative, democratic, facilitative, and situational. 
This variable were correlated with the assessment of the 
instructor respondents of their job satisfaction in terms of 
security, work environment, job responsibilities, and 
community linkages. 

In data gathering and utilizing more complex statistical 
treatment, the study included descriptive statistics and 
correlational analysis with One-way ANOVA and post hoc 
analysis to interpret further and investigate the respondents’ 
demographic data and their significant relationship of the 
administrator’s leadership style and instructors’ job 
satisfaction. 

5. Research Design 
In this study, the research approach employed was the 

descriptive-comparative-correlational method. This 
methodology encompasses the processes of describing, 
recording, analyzing, and interpreting conditions and 
relationships. As outlined by Ary et al. (2019), descriptive 
research is characterized by the collection of data aimed at 
testing hypotheses or addressing inquiries pertaining to the 
present state of the subject under investigation. This type of 
research is instrumental in ascertaining and presenting the 
current situation, providing a systematic and scientific 
account of events, phenomena, or facts within a specific 
domain or among a particular population. 

This study aimed to investigate the assessed university 
administrator’s leadership style as assessed by the instructors 
and its relationship to the instructors’ job satisfaction. 

This research approach allows the researcher to 
numerically analyze, compare, and correlate the relationships 
among the dependent and independent variables included in 
the study.  

By utilizing this approach, the researcher was able to find 
any significant difference or relationship in the instructors’ 
job satisfaction and their demographic data such as age, sex, 
educational attainment, length of service, and position. The  
instructors’ assessment was then correlated to their assessed 
university administrator’s leadership style.  

All the above discussions on the descriptive research 
method suited the nature of research that this present study 
would do; hence this method was adopted. 

6. Results 
Table 1 presents the frequency distribution of the university 

instructor respondents’ profile in terms of sex, age, 
educational attainment, position, and length of service.  
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Table 1. Frequency Distribution of Instructor Respondents’ 
Profile 

Profile Frequency Percentage 

Sex   
   Male 134 44.7% 
   Female 166 55.3% 
   Total 300 100% 
Age   
26-35 years old  188 62.7% 
36-45 years old 81 27.0% 
46-55 years old 26 8.7% 
More than 55 years old 5 1.7% 
Total 300 100% 
Educational Attainment   
Bachelor’s degree 34 11.3% 
With Master’s units 18 6.0% 
Master’s degree 157 52.3% 
With Doctoral units 66 22.0% 
Doctoral degree 25 8.3% 
Total 300 100% 
Position   
None 38 12.7% 
Teaching Assistant 62 20.7% 
Lecturer 138 46.0% 
Associate Professor 53 17.7% 
Professor 9 3.0% 
Total 300 100% 
Length of Service   
Less than 5 years 71 23.7% 
5-10 years 109 36.3% 
11-15 years 67 22.3% 
16-20 years 22 7.3% 
21-25 years 24 8.0% 
More than 25 years 7 2.3% 
Total 300 100% 
 
Sex. One hundred thirty four (134) or 44.7% of the 

instructor respondents are male, while one hundred sixty six 
(166) or 55.3% are female. This goes to show that majority of 
the instructor respondents are female.  

 Age. One hundred eighty eight (188) or 62.7% of the 
instructor respondents are 26-35 years old, eighty one (81) or 
27%) are 36-45 years old, twenty six (26) or 8.7% are 46-55 
years old, and five (5) or 1.7% are more than 55 years old. 
The result shows that majority of the instructor respondents 
are within the age group of 26-35 years old. 

 Educational Attainment. Thirty four (34) or 11.3% of the 
instructor respondents are Bachelor’s degree holders, 
eighteen (18) or 6% have already earned Master’s units, one 
hundred fifty seven (157) or 52.3% are Master’s degree 
holders, sixty six (66) or 22% have earned Doctoral units, and 
twenty five (25) or 8.3% are Doctoral degree holders. This 
indicates that majority of the instructor respondents are 
Master’s degree holders. 

 Position. Thirty four (34) or 11.3% of the instructor 
respondents have no position, sixty two (62) or 20.7% are 
Teaching Assistant, one hundred thirty eight (138) or 46% are 
Lecturers, fifty three (53) or 17.7% are Associate Professor, 
and nine (9) or 3% are Professors. The result shows that most 
of the instructor respondents are holding the position as 
Lecturers. 

 Length of Service. Seventy one (71) or 23.7% of the 
instructor respondents have been in the service for less than 5 
years, one hundred nine (109) or 36.3% for about 5-10 years, 
sixty seven (67) or 22.3% for 11-15 years, twenty two (22) or 
7.3% for 16-20 years, twenty four (24) or 8% for 21-25 years, 

and seven (7) or 2.3%) for more than 25 years. This indicates 
that most of the instructor respondents have been in the 
service for not more than ten years. 

7. Conclusion  
(1) Majority of the instructors are young female who have 

obtained Master’s degree, mostly are lecturers and have been 
in the service for not more than ten years. 

(2) Facilitative leadership style was the most evident 
leadership style among the university administrators while 
democratic leadership style tends to be the least evident 
among them as perceived by the instructors. 

(3) The leadership style exhibited by the university 
administrators has been observed by male instructors to be 
more evident among them than how it was observed by the 
female instructors. 

(4) Instructors have relatively the same perceptions on the 
leadership style of their administrators regardless of their age, 
educational attainment, position, and length of service. 

(5) Instructors have manifested a high level of job 
satisfaction specifically on job responsibilities and work 
environment, while to a moderate degree on security and 
community linkages. 

(6) Instructors have relatively the same level of job 
satisfaction regardless of their age, sex, educational 
attainment, position, and length of service. 

(7) It can be said that the instructors’ level of job 
satisfaction can be influenced by the leadership style of the 
university administrators.   

8. Recommendations 
(1) Implement regular leadership training and development 

programs for university administrators to enhance their skills 
and capabilities. 

(2) Encourage continuous learning and self-improvement 
among administrators, by supporting their participation in 
professional development programs and conferences. 

(3) Foster a culture of resilience and adaptability, 
encouraging university administrators to embrace change and 
navigate challenges with a positive mindset. 

(4) Promote and reward innovation and creativity in 
leadership approaches, encouraging university administrators 
to think outside the box and explore new solutions to 
challenges. 

(5) Provide professional development opportunities for 
university instructors to enhance their community 
engagement skills, such as communication, relationship-
building, and networking. 

(6) Improve the system for tracking and evaluating the 
impact of community linkages on teacher job satisfaction, 
student outcomes, and overall school success which can be 
used to inform decision-making and continuous improvement 
efforts. 

(7) Recognize and reward instructors who demonstrate 
exemplary safety practices and contribute to a secure learning 
environment.  
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