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ABSTRACT

A huge change has been witnessed in the expecsatfohlst century workforce consisting of milledsiand Gen X.
The current study unravels the relationship betwdélesm aspects of job satisfaction and the kind @fd&rship
(bureaucratic, consultative and laissez faire), asevorking under. The sample consisted of 90 yomiltennials
(less than 30 years of age) who were assessed etyge of leader they were working under along viité job
satisfaction level that they experienced. The itssaf the study were analyzed using the descrigive inferential
statistics. For this study, statistical analyticdols like one-way ANOVA were used. This reseanclicates that
there is a strong relationship between job satititat levels that the participants experienced whilerking under
bureaucratic, consultative and laissez faire stydéseadership. It was observed that the Indianlenihial who work
under a consultative leader are most satisfied. Amase working under a bureaucratic leader are tesatisfied.
The results of the study can be further used bydagdcians for building upon new models for underdiag and
theories on the effect of leadership on the expegeof job satisfaction better. It is an attemptiriolude and study
the aspects of bureaucratic, consultative and ksfaire styles of leadership, relating it with tlod satisfaction

among millennials, specifically in the Indian coxite
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INTRODUCTION

The change in trend in the business filed as dtrekthe ever expanding global village which irdsrto include the global
at the local level is of great importance and ratee in 21st century. With booming business, deveverkforce and cut-
throat competition, each business entity is stguwim mark its space in the corporate world. Thisnod be achieved with
world class machinery alone, it requires skilled amotivated workforce to achieve what corporate anging at today.
The emphasis, no doubt, is on a happy and satigf@#force since excellence demands a little mbentjust paying
salaries to the employees. This has brought abpatadigm shift towards employee/people centricagament wherein

human dynamics is the key to excel in business.

Job satisfaction is one such variable which hastlsigoeen given due importance because of its digo@e on
both—person related variables like attitude, penforce and expectations as well as work relatedabias like

organizational support, engagement and leadership.
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The 21st century modern workforce is not only affdcby “what” in terms of salary, recognition, aattenging
work or personal growth; but also on the “how” faetconstructive feedback, recognition and able ajuie that he is

looking up to and the leader he is working with.
Job Satisfaction

It is the attitude related construct that indicdiess employees overall perceive their jobs andoweriaspects of them. Job
or work satisfaction of an employee can be stubligapplying two approaches. The first one is thabgl or the holistic
approach which treats job satisfaction as a unifieg@rall feeling towards one’s job. However, thiermative approach is
the facet approach that stresses on the various felated facets such as co-workers, reward/awgsters, job
circumstances, and the nature and quality of wtsklfi This proposition gives a more exhaustiveictem of job

satisfaction that shows various levels of satigfactvith different facets in an employee.

Value Discrepancy theory proposed by Locke sugdesiat satisfaction is often obtained by attainnwnine’s
desires or wants than from the fulfillment of onééprived needs. This means that, what an employesiders important
or worthy has better effects on his or her satigfadBerry & Houston, 1993). The theory also atss#rat job satisfaction
depends on the significance of value attachedp@aréicular facet and on the extent of discreparetyvben the amount that
is desired of it and the extent to which it is iieed. Whereas, the lesser the importance of thdgoét, the lesser would
the discrepancy matter than when the facet medotsta someone. Discrepancy resulting from gettiigproportionate,

i.e., less or more than what is desired, leadssatisfaction. Smaller discrepancy is associatéul greater satisfaction.

Unlike Locke’s theory, in which the effect of thérattion of the discrepancy depends on the jobofadh
Lawler’s Facet Theory, the same psychological pss@perates in all job facets. Importance of thefgzet is thought to
be reflected in the measure of satisfaction wittefabecause those facets that are most imporifirappear as the most
or the least satisfactory. Lawler and Porter (19ff)e a complete perspective on job satisfactiocoraing to which, job
satisfaction resulted not only from the rewards e obtained but also on the perception of thesards as fair or
unfair. This was probably because performance wags ss an aberrant source of satisfaction. AcogrirnLawler and
Porter, job satisfaction depended of several aspdetcets of the job. The satisfaction level vatfob facet was concluded
by distinguishing between the expectations frorotafacet and discernments of what is received afitye According to
this theory, satisfaction comes when the amourived and the amount expected is same. Whereasiination wherein
an individual perceives his/ her inputs as higihantthe rewards or when the job is perceived tmmbee demanding, it
results in dissatisfaction. Other than these factan employee tends to be dissatisfied at wohleféhe perceives his/her
efforts to be higher than his/her colleagues yetikéng lower level of outcome. Lawler proposedt tivaen one perceives
positive discrepancies between one’s expectatiomb raality and the outcome is more than deserve@xpected,

discomfort and guilt result instead of dissatisfatt

To understand job satisfaction better, one shoul@ glue importance to another important theory alf j
satisfaction, called the Social Influence HypotheSalancik and Pfeffer (1977) in their Social usfice Hypothesis
suggested that social influence is also an importeEterminant for one’s job satisfaction. One’scegtion of job
influences his / her own attitudes; i.e., when giggint others appear to like the job that an indiixal into, the individual
himself tends to like his job as well. Satisfactaitained from various aspects of work is affedtgdhe extent to which an
individual is attached to a highly cohesive workup. Laboratory research has supported this viejobrsatisfaction

significantly.
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But this is not all that one can speak about jdisfsation because factors other than the onesiomatt above
also play a compelling role in ascertaining oneisgaction from his/ her work. A dominant rolethre determination on
job satisfaction level of an employee is playedthy individual differences. The focus on individatfferences asserts
that inconsistency in job satisfaction happens bge®f an individual's leaning towards enjoying whe/she does across
situations. Thus, some employees generally tedmktmore motivated and satisfied irrespective ofgphality or nature of

job they are performing.

Several studies suggest that job satisfaction rdéggs of being fairly steady across jobs, may bisaetermined
genetically. Studies with identical twins, sepatldt®m each other suggested that almost 30 peratgob satisfaction can
be understood by considering the genetic predispnsi However, such conclusions definitely woultt mply on the
existence of gob satisfaction genéNhat it does mean is that some personality teaiésinherited and are related to one’s
inclination to get satisfaction or dissatisfactiivom his/ her job. These findings may sound corgreial. Hence, are

greatly criticized. This calls for more researclobe firm conclusions are drawn.

It has also been postulated that there are a fpestpf personalities who havea leaning towardsfaation or
dissatisfaction at their jobs. As per the hypothdst Judge, Locke, and Durham (1997), four varmle personality
namely self-esteem, emotional stability, self-effig and external locus of control are associatél @ne’s susceptibility
towards satisfaction or dissatisfaction in thdie knd work. Those who are likely to be satisfidgthwheir lives in general
and their jobs in particular are often seemed thigh on self-esteem and self-efficacy. Such peapeemotionally stable
and have self-belief that they have full contro¢otheir lives.

Interestingly, workers of different nationalitiégihg in across nations and cultures experiencesptisfaction at
different levels. Data collected from a survey daméwenty-one countries, by the International &b&8urvey Program,
indicate that the people working in Denmark werestrgatisfied with their jobs. While, the employéediungary were

least satisfied (Sousa-Poza & Sausa-Poza, 20@)e#son for the same has not yet been identiéed y

Other than these factors, intelligence is regaaednother important aspect of one’s personalfgcaiig one’s
job satisfaction or dissatisfaction. Ganzach (198&jgested that slightly lower levels of job satision were experienced
among highly intelligent people when compared topgbe with less intelligence, especially in the jdbat are not of a
complex nature. However, in case of complex jolbg telationship between the degree of intelligeand one’s

satisfaction from his/her job was found to be rgigle.

It can now be easily comprehended that one’s jeisfaation is nothing but his/her emotional respons job
situation that he / she works in. It also can Weried from the employees’ behavior that determiwbsther they are

satisfied or dissatisfied.
Leadership

Every theorist, social worker, scientist, entrepran employee or educator defines leadership irowis unique way but
the common string between all is the importanceegito the concept in theory as well as what pradtiby each.
Leadership, as per definition is “the relationshipwhich one person, or the leader, influences rstiie work together
willingly on related tasks to attain that which tkader desires” by Terry (Raju & Parthasarath@@O0This definition has
a tint of the exploitative nature of the leaderdiive the workers (employees) towards a particdiaection for his

personal interests. Leadership, according to mahglars, is one of the most critical aspects inon®rk motivation and
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job satisfaction hence leadership can also be ei@fis one’s ability to shape other person’s attgughd behaviour both in

formal or informal situations (Dessler, 2004).

Haimann (1966) on the other hand, gives anotheleaingleadership by defining it as the “processathjch an
executive or a manager imaginatively directs, gaiigied influences the work of others in choosing ataining specified
goals by mediating between the individual and thgapization in such a manner that both will obtdie maximum
satisfaction.” All the definitions given above indie that they are similar and the commonality Sseace, running
through most of these definitions is that one’sdéahip is a process, by virtue of which he/ shertexinfluence over
others, through different types of leadership (x#s2004).

Types of Leadership

The leaders can be classified into various grogpedding on their style of leadership i.e., the wdgader exercises his/
her influence his / her patrons. The leadershifestpf different leaders depend on types of chenid control they
enforce over group and their deportment and demdan@rds the group members. Three common leagestylies are —

bureaucratic, consultative, laissez faire leadersthjles (Dessler, 2004).

Bureaucratic Leadership Style: This leadership style has bureaucratic approacmaoagerial authority. A
bureaucratic leader strictly adheres to the rulegulations and procedures to a high degree (@a@Q). The rules are
meant to frame the protocols of the patrons andmslihates, and then instruct them to do distinctgh in definite ways.
In this kind of leadership, there is no participator initiative taken by the leaders. Here, tHesserve as an enumeration
of the bare minimum level of performance that cdauddaccepted, on part of the employees. The drawtfaihis type of
leadership is it's over indulgence and dependemceutes, which makes it possible for the employtesngage in the
assigned task without any kind of active partidipatin it. The employee may rather mechanicallycéothemselves to

work without any emotional involvement in the work.

Consultative Leadership Style:This leadership style has decentralized approachataagerial authority. Decision-
making in this case, is done, only after consulthmg entire team. All the team members are involweithe decision-making
process. According to Garg (2009), a consultateglér believes in the cooperation of the team menm¢he accomplishment
of the organizational goals. Consultative leadempaver their team members to exercise high degrfeearticipation, both in
terms of liberty and responsibility. By investirgpir trust, such leaders harness decision-makipaod#ies in their subordinates
and embolden them to escalate their abilities efteg self-control and influence them to assunghéi accountability for
steering their own endeavors. However, the fliig sifithis kind of leadership style is that it caomgs a lot of time, which may

result in people shirking their responsibilitiesl grassing on the buck to others.

Laisez-Faire Leadership Style:There is a non-appearance of direct leadershihignstyle of leadership. The
principle on which a laisez-faire leadership stidedependent on delegation of the decision-makiowep to the
subordinates rather fully. The team that assighedtask frames its own targets and goals and thekswout its own
procedures for the attainment of those targetsgaads, that too within the given scheme of the pizgtional policies

(Singh, 2003). It is expected of the subordinatesike the ownership, motivation, supervision aineation.
LITERATURE REVIEW

The interest of scholars in attempting to institthie linkage between leadership styles and jolsfaation is not new.

There have been various studies assessing and dogmmne’s job satisfaction and leadership stylgander and
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Rothmann (2009) investigated the relationship betwerganizational commitments, job satisfaction dedder
empowerment behavior of employees in selected SAfriban organizations. The relationship betweegamizational
commitments, job satisfaction and leader empowetnbeavior was found to be statistically significaStructural
equation modelling points out that job satisfactiwas predicted by leader empowerment behavior aad &so a

determining factor of organizational commitment.

Saleem (2015) investigated the impact various lenife styles have on job satisfaction to undersiahdther or
not the perceived organizational politics had amy sf mediating role. Her research findings reedahat job satisfaction
was affected positively by transformational lealgrsand negatively by transactional leadership.theur the findings
suggested that, the relationship between both tgpésadership styles and job satisfaction is qudytially mediated by

organizational politics.

Mosadeghrad & Ferdosi (2013), as per their studhénhealthcare sector where participative managemas a
dominant leadership style, maintained that leadenslayed a decisive role in determining employégetssatisfaction and
his/ her job commitment. According to their studigse relationship was established among leadersatjsfaction in job
and commitment. All these factors were profoundtgilinked where 28 per cent of the variationsoin gatisfaction were
explained by leadership behavior. Not only jobss§attion, leadership behavior also explained 20 gt of the
variations in organizational commitment. They maiméd that participative management process isahsays an
effective style of leadership and one needs tolsingt the best style of leadership that suits @m&eds and is in sync

with the organizational culture and employees’ aigational maturity.

The relationship between leadership and the lexfgisb satisfaction that the employees experienas reviewed
critically by Belias & Koustelios (2014). It was sdrved that job satisfaction is associated not wiitly employees’ inter-
personal relations with his/ her other colleaguesdiso with their performances and perceptionsheforganizational
culture. As per this study, an employee’s prefeeeoft certain kind of leadership style is influendsd several factors,
which includes demographic characteristics as Wéle study concluded that in order to ensure theimmam experience
of job satisfaction, a thorough analysis of empésyedemographic and individual characteristics glaith a detailed

examination of the organization’s leadership styées important.

Cakmak (et al.) assessed the impact of leadershjighosatisfaction in a total of 602 research ssidout of which 318
were subsumed in the meta-analysis. These 318rchsstdies were further compiled to reach a sarsple of 148,501

participants. It was established by random effesdehthat leadership has a medium-level positiyirhon job satisfaction.

Brooke (2006) in her study on child care workersNew York concluded that leadership structure and
satisfaction with supervision were mildly, yet sfgrantly correlated. The study established that tharticipant’'s
experience of job satisfaction was influenced tairtperception of their supervisor’s leadershigestyhe results indicate
a desire in child care workers to have a betteictired leadership style, in order to be satisfitl their work in general

and with the kind of supervision they receive intigalar.

Choi and Lee (2011) identified that job satisfactand leadership styles impact employees’ turnaviention.
They discovered that a negative relationship exigttveen job satisfaction and intension of empltsyg¢ernover in
different fields and industries. Additionally, theyso found that there exists a substantial degfeeo-relationship

between job satisfaction and leadership styles.
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Rationale

After a detailed analysis of the available bodyitefature on the subject, one could find multiptadies on the impact of
leadership, especially of transformational and dsational leadership style on job satisfaction. Télationship between
leadership and organizational commitment has aksenbhighlighted in several research works. Add#ilyn other
variables like organizational culture, organizatibpolitics, inter personal relationships with ealjues have also been

established to be impacting job satisfaction alith employee turnover intention.

Researches relating other facets of work like omgdional culture and supervision which to somesekinclude
leadership style are studied to see their impagbbrsatisfaction. However, not much work is folordexploring the how
the three types of leadership, namely democragiddeship style, consultative leadership style amsbéz faire leadership

style impact the experience of job satisfactiopeeglly among Indian millennials across sectois profiles.

The idea whether the kind of leader one is workimgler influences one’s job satisfaction among miilals
needs further exploration especially in Indian eahtThe current study unravels the impact of lestuip style an Indian

millennial one is working under on the experientéais/ her job satisfaction.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Aim
To assess the relationship between leadershipatggob satisfaction among Indian millennial wakin India.
OBJECTIVES

e To assess the leadership style under which thamndgillennials are working.

* To assess the job satisfaction level among Indi#ienmial.

* To find out the relationship between leadershifesiynd job satisfaction among Indian millennial.
HYPOTHESIS
There is no difference in the level of job satisifaw among employees working under different kintileaders.
SAMPLING

Sample Size:The sample included a total of 90 participants [fa@ticipants working under each of the three lestuipr

styles, namely—bureaucratic, consultative, lai¢aee leadership styles).

A strict inclusion and exclusion criterions wereintained in order to screen the participants fatuding them

in the study.
Inclusion Criterion
* An upper age limit of 30 years was maintained tectgarticipants for the study.
» Graduation was the minimum qualifying criteria fmrticipants with respect to education.
*  The definition of working professional included withose Indian millennials who were in a job in tliganized sector.

* A minimum of one year of work experience was maogato participate in the study.
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Exclusion Criterion

Self-employed Indian millennials were excluded frthva study.

» Foreign nationals working in India were excludeshirthe study.

» Indian nationals working abroad were excluded ftbmstudy.

» If a professional was prosecuted for any crimirferges, he/she was excluded from the research.

Sampling Technique Accidental sampling technique, A type of non-prabgbsampling technique where in the

researcher selects the sample as per his/her deneernwas used for the selection of sample indidy.
Tools Used

Socio—Demographic Data Sheetlt was used for collecting various information retjag the participant’s socio-
demographic details such as sex, religion, prad@ssige, monthly income, etc. In addition to thesomentioned above, it
took into consideration the variables like edugsicand occupational details, type of industry mneorking in, standard

of living etc. It also assessed the number of y&ara/hich the participant has been working for.

Job Satisfaction ScaleThe job satisfaction scale that Amar Singh and Biarma (1999) developed has been used to assess
the level of job satisfaction among the participaittis exhaustive, synoptic and extensively aedative in nature. The main
reason of using this scale was that it is succuadi] and reliable and can be administered totgng of employees. The validity

of this scale is 0.743 with the test-retest reliighas 0.978 while the coefficient of correlatiz.81.

Questionnaire ldentifying the Leadership Style Oneis Working Under: A self-devised questionnaire was used to

assess the leadership style under which the gaatitis working. The scale was upheld by five etgigr the industry.
ENROLMENT OF PARTICIPANTS

The inclusion and exclusion criterions were con&devhile selecting the sample. The participanteewieen grouped into
three groups of 30 each depending upon the kintkafership style they were working under namelyureaucratic,
consultative, laissez faire leadership styles. Grouwonsisted of participants who were working undebureaucratic

leader, Group Il under a consultative leader, Gridupnder a leader who practiced free or laissgefstyle of leadership.
DATA COLLECTION

A pilot phase was conducted before the conductibithe main phase of the research. It was admimidtem two
participants in order to gauge whether any subseqcieanges are required to be made in the quesii@irresearch

methods before the administration of the main ploisesearch.
ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

The identity of the participants for the purpose tbfs study or otherwise was kept completely coefitial
throughout the test and even after it. The paréioctp were not harmed physically, mentally or psyodically even
in a single way. The results were analyzed objetyivn a bias-free manner without any kind of pipe or
stereotype. The participants selected for the stuelse well informed with respect to the nature gnocedure of the
test. They gave their voluntary consent by signimg informed consent form and were by no means unilegl or

forced to be a part of this research.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Socio-demographic diversity details of the particits were discussed in the first part of this secfollowed by the
analysis of results obtained from the study on ridationship between job satisfaction and leadprsiyles among

working Indian millennials.
Socio-Demographic Particulars of the Participants

The universe of the research was Indian millenwiatking in an organized sector. However, the sanfiptethis study
consisted of 90 participants (30 participants wagkiunder each of the three leadership styles, namdiureaucratic,
consultative, laissez faire leadership styles).s€hgarticipants were included in the research afteorough consideration
of the inclusion and exclusion criteria. The sangaéected for the purpose of the research wasstivend inclusive in
nature, with respect to age, sex, religion, gedycab locations, designation, annual income, exgree and the number of

years they have been working in their current ogion.
Analysis of Results

First, the leadership style under which each ofghsicipants is working was assessed followedhgydrouping of the
participants. Group | consisted of participants wiese working under a bureaucratic leader, Groumdtler a consultative
leader while the leaders of participants in Grolliptacticed free or laissez faire style of leatdgys The job satisfaction
levels experienced by these participants were #ssassed and finally the job satisfaction levelllothe three groups was
compared to identify whether there is any signiftcelationship between the job satisfaction onexigeriencing and the

distinct kind of leadership one is working under.

Once the three groups of participants were formegaedding on the type of leadership style they weseking

under, their job satisfaction scores were compared.

Analyzing the job satisfaction level among the @fipipants, high job level of job satisfactionairk was observed in
most of the individuals in Group Il, which impliggat the millennials in India who are working undeconsultative leader are
satisfied at their work. As per this study, thesjdatisfaction was found to be slightly lower ampagicipants in Group Il
wherein the participants were working in a fredaigssez faire kind of leadership. However, the galisfaction among the

participants in Group | who have been working uradbureaucratic leader was found to be the lowest.

It could be inferred from Table 4.1 that the me&job satisfaction level experienced by the papécits working
under a consultative leader was 21.9 with a stahdaviation of 4.67, while mean job satisfactiongarticipants working
under laissez faire leadership style was 19.33 witstandard deviation of 4.8. However, the meajpbfsatisfaction
among the participants who worked under bureawuctatidership was found to be lowest, i.e., 14.2@% @ standard
deviation of 5.43. A high standard deviation witsex$ here implies the presence of outliers in thdystThis probably is

because of the individual differences among thégipants.
Table 1 about Here

These scores on job satisfaction of the three iddal groups (depending on the type of leadershyte shey were
working under) were compared using One-way ANOVst.t& heF valuewas 18.25445 indicating a significant difference
between the job satisfaction levels experiencethbyparticipants working under different leadersstides. The results of

the test are indicated in Table 2.
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Table 2 about Here

Hence, the null hypothesis stating that “thereasdifference in the level of job satisfaction amamgployees working

under different kinds of leaders” cannot be acakpte

This study indicates a significant difference i flevel of job satisfaction experienced by emplayedo are
working under different leadership styles. It isdent in the results of the study that the milletgiare most satisfied at
work when they work under a leader who practicessatiative style of leadership. This implies thiae millennials in
India prefer working under a leader who takes theints of view and opinions seriously and consdbeir out of the box
thinking before making tough decisions of the bass The career oriented millennials are satisfiedking in a
decentralized manner under a consultative leagemgherein decisions are taken after consultaticth tie entire team.
The consultative approach to leadership gives emdreggedom and responsibilities to the millennialondxercise a high

degree of participation.

It makes them feel more involved in the organizatisereby increasing their organizational committvaand job
satisfaction. This collective decision making aresponsibility sharing further boosts the confidemdethe young

millennials striving to prove themselves in the resye corporate.

The collectivist culture found in the very geneliodians though is slowly moving towards individgati of the
West and hasn't lost its charm yet. The achievernEobmmon organizational goals through cooperading consultation
infuses a high degree of group cohesion and ppaticin where the underlying factor is the trustt thaables the
employees to harness their decision making alslifiehis very trust factor brings in not just thehewity but also the
accountability among the young adults which furtheosts their belongingness towards the organizainzreasing their

job satisfaction in turn.

This free-minded millennial is also somewhat cortafble and happy working in its free spirit in la&zsfaire
leadership wherein a direct leadership is thougteah the leader delegates his authority to hisitééhe team sets the
goals for itself and figures out its own ways tdiage those goalswithin the set organizational &awrk (Singh, 2003).

This kind of leadership harnesses the creativity sk taking attitude among the millennial.

Millennial by their very curious and risk-takingaracteristics feel comfortable when they are gitenautonomy
to perform in the manner they choose. This probalidgomforts the millennials to work in a bureaticrdeadership
characterized by strict adherence to the rulesilaéigns and procedures to a high degree (Gard)2®kerein “what” and
“how” to do is rather predefined. The lack of renitign, participation and initiatives at the endtbé leader rather de

motivates the millennial to work.

The current study suggests a linkage between thesawiables, namely job satisfaction and leaderstep one’s
experience of satisfaction or dissatisfaction atkptaces depends on the kind of leadership he iking under thereby
conforming to the claims made by Stander and Rotimm@009) who found a statistically significant at@nships
between leader empowering behavior, job satisfactiod organizational commitment. Table 1 showing tiiean and
standard deviation in the job satisfaction scoresray different group of participants as per thelézahip styles they are

working under.

www.iaset.us editor @ aset.us



20 Shalini Verma & Sneh Anand

Table 1 Showing the Mean and Standard Deviation ithe Job Satisfaction Scores Among Different Group fo

Participants as Per the Leadership Styles they aré/orking Under:

Table 1
Participants Working Under N Mean Job Satisfaction | Standard Deviation
Bureaucratic Leadership Style 30 14.2667 5.4326
Consultative Leadership Style 3( 21.9 4.6709
Laissez faire Leadership Style 30 19.3333 4.8018

Table 2 Showing the Relationship between Job Satéftions among Different Groups of Participants Depeding On
the Type of Leadership They Were Working Under:

Table 2
SS DF MS
Between—groups 905.266 2 452.63
Within—groups | 2157.2338 87 24.795
Total 3062.5 | 89

gl§ = 18.25445

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

After a complete examination of results of thiglgtalong with an in depth review of literature, thieraction between the levels
of job satisfaction one experiences and the tydeaafer one is working under is undisputed. Aftéha@ough analysis of the
available literature on the subject, it can be kated that in order to enhance the overall wellipeihthe employees along with
increased efficiency of the company, it is impartemunderstand the views and expectations of thekfarce, the Indian

millennials in this case. This approach would helpatering the issue of job-skill gap along witle problems of attrition in the

corporate wherein the expectations of the emplayeeealities presented to him do not match.

Descriptive and inferential statistics were usedatmlyze the results. Statistical analysis todie lbne-way
ANOVA were used for the purpose of this study. Tasults revealed that there is a significant reteghip between job
satisfaction level experienced by participants tredkind of leadership they were working under.sTanly strengthens
the link between the two variables as concluded/idnyous studies analyzed in the literature. Thedlof leader one is
working under and the style of leadership he/ sheracticing definitely affect the subordinate’sgaption of not just his

work environment but also opportunities and threatsorkplace.

The results of this study indicate that the pgtioits were most satisfied working under a consudtd¢ader and
least under a bureaucratic one. This only stremgthlee concept that leadership or guidance or sigi@n plays a vital
role in generating and keeping one’s interest @jtib not only focusing on the “what” factor bus@lon the “how” factor.
The more able guidance one receives, the more ctabfe one feels in the team, the higher would isephoductivity.
Such high productivity yields rewards which furthecreases one’s interest in the job. This cycletiooes and results in

overall satisfaction at work ultimately resultingarganizational commitment.

Moreover, the low level of job satisfaction amomglian millennials who are working under a bureaticra
leader who is more or less governed by strict rufeficate that the youth of today know no boundari€he
millennials have their own opinions and ways ofatiee thinking, which they carry at workplace tddeir opinions
do matter to them and they have a high self-worthe idea of blindly following the rules and the bosort of
discomforts these highly enthusiastic creative minthis idea is further strengthened by the resoitthis study

wherein a free or laissez faire style of leadershipreferred by the millennials when compared tbuacaucratic
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one. Hence a higher level of job satisfaction wamessed among participants working under laiss@z fstyle of

leadership than under a bureaucratic one.

The results of this study can be used to underdtamdnderlying factors which determine job satisémn among
Indian millennials, with an emphasis on the leakigrstyle one is working under. New theories andlet® for a better

understanding of the impact of leadership on jdisfsetion can be built up on these results byaitedemicians.

This is probably the first study to include the dimsions of bureaucratic, consultative and laisa@e feadership
styles, relating it with the job satisfaction expeced among millennials working in the organizedtsr, specifically in
the Indian context.

The need of the hour is to understand the expeattind challenges of the millennial workforce, vidyotheir
very nature are risk-taking and career oriente@yTbok for autonomy rather than continuous momtrToo many rules
and rigidity tend to demotivate the millennialsréd®y increasing the discontent and dissatisfadimong them. And the
relationship between dissatisfaction and produgtiid well established. Therefore, organizationgaip need to adopt a
more consultative and laissez faire kind of apphoaberein the millennial is given due importancedactision making

and goal setting.
Implications of the Research

The most important factor of production / work oday’s era—the human factor is considered in thidys This study
encompasses not just mechanical perspective afnpesthce but also the overall well-being of the empés. This outlook
encompasses not just the employee’s performancalbathis/ her overall satisfaction at work. Thisdy intends to

improve employee wellbeing as well as increasimgetfficiency of the organization.

The research findings indicate that the millennais most satisfied and deliver to the best ofr tbepabilities
when working under the type of leader who practicemsultative leadership, thereby giving his subwai enough
autonomy and decision making authority. The resibiitg one shares when being a part of decisionkim@ also
increases one’s job satisfaction to a great ex@@mrefore, consultative leadership styles candmp®d in organizations

to invite the creative ideas of the millennial.
Limitations of the Research

Accidental sampling—a non-probability sampling teiglue is the primary limitation of this study. lbes not ensure equal
probability to each participant for getting selecie the research. Nevertheless, accidental sagplas used in this study

only for the sake of convenience.

Also, other job and individual related factors usfhcing the one’s response for job satisfactionwell as

leadership style has not been looked into in teearch. This leaves a further scope for futurearese
Suggestions for Future Research

The area of holistic employee welfare has a tremesdscope for future research. This includes thetfalike job
involvement, organizational commitment and job sfatition. A comprehensive research on a randombctesl larger

sample might be used for further research findangs generalizations preferably across sectorsnésises and nations.
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