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ABSTRACT
The study investigates the Leadership style of college principals in Kanyakumari District.
Researches on managers (formal leaders) in different settings suggest that Leadership style,
managerial decision-making style, and Motivation profile are the three important factors for
managerial effectiveness (Bass, 1990). The study surveyed 130 college principals (51 males
and 79 females) in Kanyakumari District. Applied frequency, percentage analysis, Mean and
SD to explore the Leadership style of the College Principals in Kanyakumari District using
SPSS. The findings of the study reveal that most of the College Principals in Kanyakumari
District lead their college in Democratic way.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Education is the mirror of the society, showing its strength and weakness, hopes, biases and key
values of its culture. Education has a definite role to play in the development of people and
countries. This may be one of the reasons why United Nations Educational Scientific and
Cultural Organizations declare education, a vehicle for and indicator of development. Education
and Training play a vital role in assisting individuals and societies to adjust to social, economic
and cultural changes and promote the development of the human capital essential for economic
growth. Modern education aims at imparting knowledge, skills & attitude required by the
youngsters to become functional in their respective societies. Colleges are therefore indented to
serve as agents for developing individual citizens within a country. In essence, colleges are
institutions were students are groomed to appreciate what the society in which they live stands
for and are equipped in order for them to contribute to the advancement of their society.
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Research on managers (formal leaders) in different settings suggests that Leadership style,
Decision-making style, and Motivation are the three important factors for managerial
effectiveness (Bass, 1990). The manager, a decision maker and the motivator in the field of
higher educational institution is “The principal”, who is the chief of the institution. This paper
investigates the important dimensions of principals’ behavior: i.e., Leadership style. Leadership
style describes the behavior of the leader by Autocratic Leadership, Democratic Leadership and
Laissez-Faire Leadership.
2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Smith (1998) asserts that if the task is highly structured and the leader has good relationship with
the employees, effectiveness will be high on the part of the employees. His findings further
revealed that democratic leaders take great care to involve all members of the team in discussion,
and can work with a small but highly motivated team. Schwartz (1987) found a high
submissiveness among workers in democratic organizations, but those in autocratic organizations
expressed frustration and anger. Bales (1970) found two different categories of specialist in work
groups. These are task specialist and social-emotional specialist. The task specialist is concerned
with the achievement of the group goals while the social-emotional specialist is concerned with
maintaining positive social relationship within the group and motivating the group members to
accept the goals of the group. However, a good leader can combine the two roles (Roger &
Roger, 1994). The two categories actually distinguished two different style of leadership namely
autocratic and democratic. Lewin et al (1939) concluded that democratic style of leadership is
the most effective, but Smith and Peterson (1988) pointed that the effectiveness of group leaders
is dependent on the criterion which was being used to assess leadership. Thus, if leadership is
assessed in terms of productivity, then autocratic style is most efficient but if the role is seen as
maintaining good morale and a steady level of work, democratic style is effective. Absence of
leadership style brings about lack of direction from the leader resulting in low morale and lack of
interest in the work. Hayers (2000) found that workers who fell under pressure reported
autocratic supervision on the part of their leaders. The leaders rarely allowed them to participate
in the decision making. It was also reported that workers who were under stress also reported
harsh supervision and control on the part of their leaders (Hayers, 2000). The availability of
social support, both on and off the job, is a crucial determinant of organizational stress (Cohen &
Wills, 1985).
3. LEADERSHIP STYLE
For the purpose of this study the researcher has taken the variable leadership style based on;
(Lewin, Lippit and White, 1939). It describes the behavior of the leader by Autocratic
Leadership, Democratic Leadership and Laissez-Faire Leadership.

Figure 1: Dimension of Leadership Style
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Leadership style is the distinctive way in which a superior manages her/his interfaces with
subordinates. This style is likely to be influenced strongly by the leader‘s beliefs about how
subordinates should be treated. It is likely to manifest itself in aspects such as the nature of a
leader‘s response to the subordinate‘s mistakes, conflicts between subordinates, the role the
leader gives to subordinates in decision-making, the kind of support the leader extends to
subordinates, the manner in which the leader assigns tasks, the kind of information she/he shares
with subordinates and the way in which it is shared, the opportunities the leader gives to
subordinates to take initiative, and the effort the leader makes for the development of
subordinates.
The first initiation in the field of leadership styles was in 1939. A group of researchers under the
leadership of Kurt Lewin the famous psychologist conducted experiments on different styles of
leadership. The experiments were conducted on specific group of school children and the
researchers then observed the behavior of children in response to the different styles of
leadership. Though recent researchers have identified more specific types of leadership, this
early study was very influential and established three major leadership styles. They are
Autocratic, Democratic and Laissez-fair. A brief description about these styles is given below.
AUTOCRATIC LEADERSHIP
Where the leader exercises rigid control and believes in the carrot and stick method to motivate
his subordinates. He prefers only one-way communication, i.e., top-down communication. There
is one advantage here-the decision making takes less time, but this may antagonize the group
members and adversely affect group morale. Autocratic leaders have the clear concept for what
to be done, when it should be done, and how it should be done. He keeps the strong boundary
between the leader and the followers. Autocratic leaders taking decisions independently without
consulting the rest of the group. It is found that decision-making was less creative under
Autocratic leadership. According to Lewin it would be more difficult for an Autocratic to make
changes in his style. Abuse of this style is usually viewed as controlling, bossy, and dictatorial.
Autocratic leadership is best applied to situations where there is little time for group decisionmaking or where the leader is the most knowledgeable member of the group.
DEMOCRATIC LEADERSHIP
According to Lewin‘s study democratic style of leadership is considered as the most effective
leadership style. Here the leaders offer all helps to group members, and they themselves
participating in the group. The leader believes in allowing participatory management and group
members are free to give their opinion, decision-making is cooperative and members having a
sense of belonging. In Lewin‘s study, children in this group were less productive than the
members of the Autocratic group, but their contributions were of a much higher quality.
Participative leaders encourage group members to participate, but retain the final say over the
decision-making process. Group members feel engaged in the process and are more motivated
and creative. The potential demerit is slower decision-making process.
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LAISSEZ-FAIR LEADERSHIP
Where the leader avoids contact with the group and there is a free climate and non-interference
from the leader. Though the members have freedom, there is no control and group members may
try to realize their personal objectives rather than group goals, with the result that group
cohesiveness is lost ultimately. Lewin (1939) observed that Delegative leaders offer little or no
guidance to group members and leave decision-making up to group members. While this style
can be effective in situations where group members are highly qualified in an area of expertise, it
often leads to poorly defined roles and a lack of motivation.
4. OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY
The objective of the present study:
 To examine the Leadership style of the College principals in Kanyakumari District.
 To check the level of intensity for Democratic Leadership style among the College
principals in Kanyakumari District.
5. METHODOLOGY
The present study is conducted in Kanyakumari District, which is a tiny district in Tamil Nadu.
The population for the purpose of the study is the College Principals in Kanyakumari District.
The researcher has taken five types of colleges in Kanyakumari district viz., Arts & Sciences
(n=24), Engineering Colleges (n=31), Polytechnic Colleges (n=21), Nursing College (n=20) and
Education Colleges (n=34) as the target group for the purpose of this study. As the researcher
had taken whole population of the target group as a population for the purpose of this study, it is
a census survey. This study employed a survey questionnaire. Leadership Style Questionnaire
(Lewin, Lippit and White (1939), aims to testing the preference towards Principals’ Leadership
style by Autocratic, Democratic or Laizzes-faire. To explore the Leadership style of College
Principals in Kanyakumari District applied descriptive statistics (mean and percentage) And to
check the level of intensity for Democratic Leadership style among the College principals in
Kanyakumari District applied frequency and Percentage analysis using SPSS.
6. ANALYSIS
MEAN AND SD OF THE LEADERSHIP STYLE
The values of means of Leadership Style range from 2.88 to 3.50 with standard deviations
ranging from 1.43 to 1.54. More detailed in Table.1

Table 1: Mean and Standard Deviation of the Leadership Style
Scale
N
Mean
Std. Deviation
130
3.41
1.434
Autocratic
130
3.50
1.459
Democratic
2.88
1.545
Laizzes-faire 130
Source: Primary data
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The result of the study reveals that the score of the Autocratic leadership is 3.41. The range of
this style is between 1 to 5. And 3 is the midpoint, 5 is the highest possible score. The Standard
Deviation is 1.434. The score of Democratic leadership is 3.50. The range of this style is also
between 1 to 5. And 3 is the midpoint, 5 is the highest possible score. The Standard Deviation is
1.459. The score of Laizzes-faire leadership is 2.88. The range of this style is also between 1 to
5. And 3 is the midpoint, 5 is the highest possible score. The Standard Deviation is 1.434. Thus
the result proves that the Democratic styles are predominant among the principal of
Kanyakumari District. Figure 2 show it in detail.

LEADERSHIP STYLE
4

3.41

3.5

2.88

3
2
1
0
Autocratic

Democratic Laizzes-faire

Figure 2: Mean Score of Leadership Style
FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF LEADERSHIP STYLE
Table 2 shows that the majority of the respondents 33.1% (n= 43) scored very high range level of
intensity for the Democratic leadership style followed by 31.5% (n= 41) in Autocratic leadership
style.
Table 2: Leadership Style of the respondent

Leadership
style

Very Low Low
Range
Range

Moderate
Range

High
Range

Very
High
Range

TOTAL

Autocratic

n
19 n
19 n
23 n
28 n
41 130
(14.6%)
(14.6%)
(17.7%)
(21.5%)
(31.5%)
(100%)

Democratic

n
22 n
12 n
18 n
35 n
43 130
(16.9%)
(9.2%)
(13.8%)
(26.9%)
(33.1%)
(100%)

Laissezfaire

n
36 n
26 n
15 n
24 n
29 130
(27.7%)
(20.0%)
(11.5%)
(18.5%)
(22.3%)
(100%)

Source: Primary data
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It also shows that 26.9% (n= 35) scored high range level of intensity for the democratic
leadership style followed by Autocratic Leadership style. That means the majority of respondents
scored within high range and very high range for the Democratic leadership style.
50
45
40
35
30

25

Autocratic

20
15

Democratic

10

Laizzezfaire

5
0

Figure 3: Leadership Style of the college principal
7. FINDINGS



The values of means of Leadership Style range from 2.88 to 3.50 with standard
deviations ranging from 1.43 to 1.54. The result proves that the Democratic styles are
predominant among the principal of Kanyakumari District.
The majority of College Principals, n=43 (33.1%) has scored in the Very high range of
intensity for Democratic Leadership style. Comparatively higher than the score of all the
other styles. 35 Principals have scored high range of intensity for this style. And only 22
respondents have scored the low range of intensity for this style. It reveals that most of
the College Principals in Kanyakumari District lead their college in Democratic way.

8. SUGGESTIONS
The researcher made the following suggestions from the findings of the study:
 The researcher suggests that college principals must be aware of different leadership
behavior, so that they switch in to the particular style in order to overcome the situation.
Some may not be the most effective in all situations or environments; therefore it is
suggested that Principals to find ways to take advantage of the benefits provided by the
other styles.
 As exist in the higher education, the newly appointed Principal should be given
compulsory orientation programme that enable them to face the new challenges in the
field of education effectively. This will also ultimately generate in them ideal Leadership
qualities.
 The study reveals that less than 50 percent of the college principals are in very high range
of intensity for democratic Leadership Styles. That shows that the remaining 50% or
more than 50% of principals are having a very low level of intensity for these Leadership
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Behaviours. Thus it is suggested that effective leadership training should be given to the
college principals in Kanyakumari District focusing on managerial Leadership behavior.
9. CONCLUSION
From the study it is clear that the College Principals in Kanyakumari District are not alike in the
adoption of their Leadership style. Each Principal has his or her own style. According to Lewin‘s
study democratic style of leadership is considered as the most effective leadership style. Here the
leaders offer all helps to group members, and they themselves participating in the group. The
leader believes in allowing participatory management and group members are free to give their
opinion, decision-making is cooperative and members having a sense of belonging. In Lewin‘s
study, children in this group were less productive than the members of the Autocratic group, but
their contributions were of a much higher quality. Participative leaders encourage group
members to participate, but retain the final say over the decision-making process. Group
members feel engaged in the process and are more motivated and creative.
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