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Abstract 
The focus of this study was to investigate the effect of head teachers’ laissez faire 

leadership styles on teachers’ professionalism in public secondary schools in Temeke 
Municipality with the following specific objectives. First, to find out relationship 

between laissez-faire leadership style and teachers’ performances in public secondary 

schools. Second, to evaluate the impact of laissez faire leadership style on teaching 

and learning process in public secondary schools and thirdly, to assess the influence 

of laissez-faire leadership style towards teachers’ attitude in public secondary schools.  

The sample size of the study was 80 respondents. 77 secondary school teachers were 

involved in the quantitative part of the study. On the other hand, 3 school heads from 

three selected Secondary Schools were involved in the qualitative phase of the study. 

This research applied mixed approach and a case study survey design was employed. 

The questionnaire was used to collect data from teachers while interview guide was 

applied to obtain data from the head teachers.  

Quantitative analysis was done using Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 

and presented using frequency distribution tables while qualitative data was analyzed 

thematic. The study concluded that, there is a negative significant relationship between 

head teachers’ laissez faire and teachers ‘professionalism. The researcher 

recommended that success of an organization is reliant on the leader’s ability to 

optimize human resources. Thus a good leader should understand the importance of 
employees in achieving the goals of the organization.
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1. Introduction 
According to Kasinga (2010) leadership is essential figure in educational system where success of educational institution 

depends on the quality of its leadership. At the school, school leaders take a heavy burden of responsibility for their institutions 

by influencing subordinates to strive willingly and enthusiastically towards the accomplishment of institution goals (Ezeuwa, 

2005). 

In the same manner, Rad & Yarmohammadian (2006) argued that, leadership styles are not the same all over the world.Leaders 
in an organization have different type of leadership styles depending on the circumstances and social values and beliefs existing 

in the institution, and also suitability and effectiveness of a leadership style depend on the operating situation in which a leader 

matches his/ her leadership style with the task of their subordinates (Hersey, Blanchard, & Johnson, 2001).  

transformational and laissez-faire leadership styles (Lunenberg & Ornstein, 1991). Furthermore, transformational leadership 

style pays particular attention to the teachers’ needs for growth and achievement which led to greater job satisfaction and thus 

the head teachers who use this style are proactive leaders (Bass,1990:Weasmer (2002).  

Also in Mexico and Taiwan, the autocratic leadership style are very dominant that school decisions are head teacher centered 

and allows minimum participation of the teachers in decision making. Also majority of schools in South Korea and United States 

follow democratic style which is based on people oriented and counts on the participatory contribution of the teachers and other  
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staffs at school (Mgbodile, 2004).  

On the other hand, laissez-faire leadership styles refer to the 

style which allows free contributions of ideas of the 

subordinates without interference by the leader, and this is 

most practiced by head teachers in Tetu District in Kenya 

(Wathika, 2011). Also laissez-faire leadership is based on 

trust where head teachers give their decision making 

authority to teachers and non-staffs (Bass and Avolio, 2006). 

In this type of leadership, head teacher does not exercise strict 

supervision and control over their teachers because most of 

the teachers in schools are highly experienced, motivated and 
qualified individuals and are able to perform their duties by 

themselves without supervision from head teachers.  

Furthermore, Yang et al. (2015) stated that laissez-faire style 

is acceptable in schools if the teachers and students are 

experts in their subjects where teachers under the control of 

laissez-faire leaders have the freedom to take responsibility 

for their actions.  

Also, it is argued that laissez-faire leadership is used at 

schools when teachers are highly skilled, experienced, 

trustworthy and educated, and have pride in their work and 

the drive to do it successfully. This leadership style might not 

be suitable to new employees in the organization because 

they might lack guidance and end up fall short of achieving 

their goals. 

But most of time, laissez-faire leadership in the school lead 

to negative consequences and stress in teachers. Also head 

teachers’ laissez-faire leadership styles are not strategy-

oriented and do not provide continuous feedback for their 
teachers and non-staffs, who are regarded as a crucial element 

of successful teamwork and cooperation at the school. Due to 

the certain disadvantages provided by the head teachers’ 

laissez faire, teachers and students experience lack of 

communication, feedback for enhancement and at the end, 

they may fail to meet school development demands (Barrow, 

2004).  

In the same line, job satisfaction influence teachers to work 

hard for performance improvement and school development. 

But unfortunately, Laissez-faire leadership is the least 

effective type of leadership styles and encourages the role 

ambiguity among the teachers in the schools since under the 

head teacher’s laissez-faire, teachers are unmotivated and 

dissatisfied. (Rad &Yarmohammadian, 2006). This 

leadership style has been experienced with lower productivity 

than both autocratic and democratic styles of leadership and 

with lower teachers' satisfaction than democratic leadership. 
This is because teachers lack motivation, creativity and 

sufficient resources and tools in schools. 

In schools, teacher’s productivity is measured in terms of 

teaching effectiveness and class room performance 

(Wenlisky, 2001).In addition to that, schools under head 

teachers' laissez faire type of leadership experienced poor 

performance and teachers' job dissatisfaction thereby 

becoming very difficult to reach school goals and objectives. 

Teachers appear to be bored and less satisfied with their jobs, 

occasional truancy, indiscipline and drifting away from the 

teaching profession. 

Furthermore the laissez-faire leadership has regarded as zero 

leadership because it is non-strategic and therefore is likely 

to lead to negative consequences in teachers’ performance 

and attitudes especially in developing countries like 

Tanzania. In order to overcome school problems, different 

styles are needed for different situations and head teachers 
need to know when to exhibit a particular approach (Rad 

&Yarmohammadian, 2006). In addition to that, Lesomo 

(2013) stated that school heads did not restrict on the one 

leadership style since no one style is ideal for every situation. 

The head teacher needed to understand on how to make work 

more satisfying for teachers and to overcome challenges for 

effective performance. In order to improve their teaching 

work effectively, teachers need to have suitable and good 

resources, good school environment, satisfaction, recognition 

and adequately compensated to increase their commitment to 

their duties as well as sufficient classroom teaching materials.  

 
1.2 Study objectives 
 To find out relationship between laissez-faire leadership 

style and teachers’ performances in public secondary 

schools 

 To evaluate the impact of laissez faire leadership on 

teaching and learning process in public secondary 

schools 

 To assess the influence of laissez-faire leadership style 

toward teachers’ attitude in public secondary schools 

 

2. Past Literature 
Empirical literature review is a comprehensive summary of 

previous research on a topic. The literature review surveys 

scholarly articles, books, and other sources relevant to a 

particular area of research. The review enumerated, 

described, summarized, objectively evaluate and clarify this 

previous research. Under this sub section, different articles, 

books, and other sources relevant to a particular area of 
research were discussed according to each specific objective. 

 

2.4.1 The laisser-faire Leadership Styles and Teachers 

Performances 
Laissez- faire leadership style in educational organization is 

a very precarious issue to be discussed because it’s more 

crucial to the teacher performance in their work (Nguni, 

2005). 

In his study, Lutego (2015) revealed that different leadership 

styles that used by colleges’ principal were participative, 

autocratic and laisser-faire style. In addition to that, Lutego’s 

work found that things like staff obligation, acquaintance, 

idleness, truancy and conflicts are among the driven factors 

that contributed for the implementation of particular 

leadership style. Furthermore, the leadership style used in 

public school or work places have direct influence on 

working performance of the staff. Therefore, different 
leadership styles were needed for different situations in the 

school site so to improve performance. 

Furthermore, Omar (2016) conducted a study on the effect of 

leadership styles on performance of secondary schools in 

Wadajir District. The study utilized quantitative approach 

where it implied that most secondary schools’ principals 

adopted democratic and transformational leadership styles 

than any type of other leadership style. Also the study found 

that there is less effect between principals’ laisser-faire 

leadership style and school performances because the 

principals’ laisser-faire failed to make follow up on those 

they have delegated tasks. This resulted in performance 

decline because of lack of necessary skills, knowledge, and 

competence on the side of subordinates to execute the 

assigned tasks.  

In East Tennessee-USA, Schwartz (2017) explored on the 

relationship between teachers’ overall job satisfaction and 
principal leadership styles. The study results portrayed that, 
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in laisser-faire leadership style teachers are often left without 

guidance and support from the management thereby bringing 

negative relationship and hence lack of satisfaction, low 

performance and lack of motivation on the side of teachers. 

In the same manner, Imhangbe, et al. (2019) investigated the 

relationship between principals’ leadership styles and 

secondary school teachers’ job performance in Nigeria where 

a correlation designed was adopted for the study. The study 

findings showed that democratic and laisser-faire styles had 

the most prominent positive influence on teachers’ job 

performance. 
Beside this, Dussault, et al. (2008) conducted an assessment 

to test the relationship of principals’ Transformational, 

Transactional and laisser-faire leadership with teacher 

collective efficacy in Canada whereby 487 French Canadian 

teachers from 40 public high schools were selected as sample. 

The study results indicated that, there was positive correlation 

between principals’ transformational and transactional while 

the relationship between laisser-faire leadership and teachers’ 

collective efficacy remained negative correlation. 

In Pakistan, Ali and Waqar (2013) made a study on the 

organizational citizenship leadership style among the school 

teachers. Ali and Waqar’s study included 129 individuals 

having 120 school teachers and 9 school heads. The results 

demonstrated that organizational citizenship behavior of 

school teachers was significantly related to leadership styles. 

In addition to that transformational leadership style was 

found to be related with high citizenships behaviors followed 

by transactional leadership style of school head. Also, the 
study showed that school teachers working under laisser-faire 

leadership exhibited the least organizational citizenship 

behavior. 

Also, Adeyemi (2010) looked on principals’ leadership and 

teachers’ job performance in senior secondary schools in 

Ondo State (Nigeria). The study found that the democratic 

style was the most commonly used leadership style among 

principals of the senior secondary schools. Adeyemi’s work 

demonstrated that teachers’ job performance was found to be 

better in secondary schools having principals using autocratic 

style of leadership than in schools having principals using 

democratic or laisser-faire leadership styles. Furthermore, the 

study concluded that laisser-faire style should be discouraged 

among school principals as it could never bring a better job 

performance among teachers  

 

2.4.2 The Laissez Faire and Teaching and learning 
process 
In Kenya, Oyugi and Gogo (2019) conducted a study on the 

influence of principals’ leadership styles on students’ 

academic performance in secondary school. The study 

portrayed that leadership styles are among the determinant 

factor for academic achievement and learning instrument. 

Also, the study reveals that in order to improve learning and 

teaching strategies, principals are required to balance busing 

both democratic and autocratic leadership styles while 

avoiding laissez-faire leadership style. 

In the same manner, Adeyemi (2010) found that laissez-faire 

is another common leadership style used by principals of 

senior secondary schools in Ondo State (Nigeria). 

Furthermore, the study results revealed that laissez-faire 

teachers have complete freedom in teaching process without 

interference from the management. Teachers are free to do 

what they like for instance making decisions, setting goals 
etc. while the management role is only about supplying 

needed materials to the teachers. 

However, Schwartz (2017) assessed that, laissez-faire is 

characterized by the absence of teacher’s leadership towards 

their students because there is very limited interaction 

between teachers and students. Also, the findings highlighted 

that laissez-faire style has always done with little changes 

because a laissez-faire teacher never give feedback about 

teaching and learning process. Laissez-faire teachers make no 

efforts to meet the needs of their students and are less likely 

to give attention to their needs also. 

In Iran, Mostafi and Mohsemi (2018) examined the effect of 
class management type on teacher professional development 

among Iranian EFL teachers. The study found that the 

laissez-faire teachers are not involved in the classroom where 

things like field trips and special projects are out of question. 

Also, study indicated that laissez-faire teachers had never 

took the necessary preparation time and sometimes teachers 

have used the same materials year after year. Also, findings 

portrayed that through laissez-faire leadership, classroom 

discipline is lacking because teachers lack skills, confidence 

and courage to discipline students 

Similarly, Aruzie, et al. (2018) looked on the impact of 

leadership styles on teaching and learning outcomes in 

Ghana. The Aruzie’s work demonstrated that laissez-faire 

style breeds laziness and laxity among staff because mostly 

of laissez-faire teachers tend to relax and feel that students 

know what to do. This resulted into teacher’s giving room for 

students to operate within their own mindsets and forget that 

supervision is very important in the students’ learning 
development.  

In the same manner, Nthoki (2017) who stressed on influence 

of primary head teachers’ leadership styles on pupils’ 

academic performance in Kenya. The study concluded that, 

laissez-faire style has negative influence on pupils’ 

performance because majority of laissez-faire teachers were 

lazy and the least productive. 

In his study, Milenovic (2015) analyzed the teaching styles 

of primary school teachers in Serbia. The finding of study 

implied that teacher style of a course teacher is mainly 

autocratic while democratic and laissez-faire styles are more 

present in the teaching of class teacher. Also, results argued 

that through laissez-faire style there is minimal involvement 

of teacher in pupils’ learning process hence pupils have 

complete freedom to choose methods they want for achieving 

their aims and teachers provide information to the pupils for 

their work once is needed. 
Additionally, Wirba (2015) whosestudy based on leadership 

styles of secondary school principal in Cameroon. The study 

applied qualitative approach with semi structure interview 

was used to obtain relevant information from respondents. 

The findings stated that laissez-faire style is the hand off style 

of class management where teacher exercise little control 

over his students and teacher make little personal contact with 

students in their studies. The study noticed that laissez-faire 

teachers abandon their responsibilities, delay decisions and 

make little efforts to help students to satisfy their needs as 

well as help them to grow academically 

 

2.4.3 The laissez-faire leadership style and Teachers 

‘attitude in Public Secondary Schools 
Furthermore, Roman (2017) investigated on the teaching 

strategies used to maintain classroom order. The Roman’s 

work indicated that, the laissez-faire strategies for classroom 
order is characterized by geniality and teacher tolerance of 
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disruptive behavior where teacher believed in friendly 

approach to become accepted as a peer of their students. 

Likewise, teachers using this strategy believe this acceptance 

is directly related to the gain of students respect toward them 

and avoid evoking misbehavior from students.  

Also, Zinduli, et al. (2018) examined on leadership style of 

secondary school principals in South Africa. The study found 

that, in Laisses-Faire style teachers advocate minimal 

supervision and moderate involvement in the instructional 

process. Teachers stand as supplier of the materials and ideas, 

and sometimes only participate whenever the need arises. In 
addition, the study found that laissez-faire teacher seem 

frustrated and aimless because their students are doing wrong 

things without realizing it and more worse teachers are not 

making follow up on students when they are working 

resulting in poor performance, low productivity and less 

personal growth. 

In South Africa, Shonubi (2012) looked on how leadership 

and management dynamics contribute to school 

effectiveness. The results believed that laissez-faire style is 

applicable in the class room when the teacher believes in the 

student center teaching style. Also, the study argued that the 

personal happiness and development that students experience 

in the classroom are more important than subject contents 

where a teacher plays supportive role and remains in the 

background instead of giving much direction in the teaching-

learning activities. Furthermore, the findings concluded that 

laissez-faire style seems bored and unattractive to teachers 

since students propose classroom rules and procedures as 
well as make their own decisions on class activities and at the 

end an informal type of discipline is applied in the classroom. 

In addition, the study found that when a teacher applies this 

classroom leadership style to all situations, teaching may not 

be successful since it has very little learning work  

In the same manner, Aruzie at al (2018) stated that laissez 

faire teachers have little accountability and supervision 

because they believe that their major role is simply to supply 

the needed materials to staff. Furthermore, the results had 

noticed that teachers are just witnessed and refuse to take 

actions in situations where students behave wrongly that 

ultimately producing more risking effects by their inactions. 

 Sadiki (2015) investigated primary school teachers' view 

about their classroom management behavior in Turkey, 

Sadiki's study found that, teachers with laissez faire 

behaviors usually have as less as possible points of contact 

and their expectations as well as classroom rules are not very 
clear. Also, the study demonstrated that laissez faire teachers 

are not consistent and employ the classroom rules very rarely 

and they don't take good care of lesson preparation and worse 

enough they are more interested in their own needs rather 

than learning standards in their classrooms. 

Additionally, Mahmood (2007) examined on the least 

common multiple of teacher leadership styles and its 

implication for classroom. The findings of the study revealed 

that laissez-faire teachers seem tired, careless, disappointed 

and de-motivated where it is not offering any stimulant and 

there are no challenges to be overcome because laissez-faire 

style generates tedious and repetitive work. Also, the study 

found that laissez-faire style reflects the teacher’s 

incompetence and lack of aptitude that result in lack of 

cognitive engagement and lack of perseverance. 

 

3. Methodology 
The study used a mixed research approach in order to obtain 

relevant and in-depth data that fulfill the objectives as also 

proposed by Kothari (2004).Kombo and Tromp (2006) added 
that qualitative research is a form of research that involves 

description to the obtained data.  

By using a mixed methods approach, researcher was able to 

complement each other and because the strengths of one 

method was used to offset the weakness of the other. Also, it 

enabled a researcher to relate particular aspects of behavior 

to the wider context. Therefore, this study used mixed 

research approach to enable the researcher to get direct 

explanations and numerical data such as statistics and 

percentage on how the leadership styles affect teacher’s 

professionalism.  

The target population of the researcher was the three public 

secondary schools in study setting, 3 head of schools, 77 

secondary school teachers. Creswell (2012) defines 

population as a group of individuals who have the same 

characteristics. The sample size of the study was 80 

respondents. 77 secondary school teachers were involved in 

the quantitative part of the study. On the other hand, 3 school 
heads from three selected secondary Schools were involved 

in the qualitative phase of the study. 

The study used purposive sampling to select the heads of 

secondary schools for semi-structured interview. On the other 

hand, the study used stratified sampling to identify secondary 

school teachers. The researcher included 50% of males and 

females from the study area. Stratified sampling used in order 

to give equal chance to both male and female teachers. 

 

4. Study findings 
In this study, the researcher interviewed 3 school heads, and 

all questions were answered, giving a response rate of 100 

percent. In the same line, the researcher distributed a total 

number of 77 questionnaire papers to students. Out of these, 

70 questionnaires were returned completely filled by the 

students while only 7 questionnaires were incomplete giving 

a response rate of 91 percent. Thus, according to Morton and 
Carr (2012), the response will be considered to be enough if 

it will have a response rate of 70 percent and above. 

 

4.2 Demographic information of teachers (n=70) 
The section was interested in finding out the gender, age, and 

experience and education qualification of the academic staff. 

The data collected in this respect was analyzed and the results 

are summarized in the table below (table no. 4.1) 

 
Table 4.1: Demographic variables of teachers (n= 70) 

 

Variable  Frequency Percentage 

Gender Male 35 56 

 Female 25 44 

Age    

 21-30 22 19 

 31-40 38 34 

 41-50 12 10 
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 50 and above 08 8 

    

Highest education Qualification   

 Certificate 00 00 

 Diploma 10 13 

 
Degree 

Master Degree 

69 

01 

86 

1 

    

Teaching experience    

 5 Years and below 30 42 

 6 – 11 Years 24 34 

 12 – and above 16 24 

    

Marital Status   

 Married 52 65 

 Single 28 35 

Source: Research findings, 2020. 
 

Table 4.1 Demonstrates the finding of participants by age and 

it revealed that 8 percent of all respondents were in the 

category of 50 years and above, while 15 percent of 

respondents ranged between 41-50 years. Respondents 

between the age of 21-30 were 19 percent. The highest 

number of respondents by age ranged between 31-40 years 

and represented 34 percent. These findings point out that 

majority of the teachers in Temeke Municipality, were very 

young and energetic to carry out the task of teaching. 
However, this category of age may lead the young teachers 

to mishandle the work or if they are not well paid can easily 

quite to find employment somewhere else with green 

pastures.  

Working experience was significant in this study as it helped 

to collect respondents’ views. Table 4.1 above, portrays the 

statistical findings of the respondents by work experience. 

The study revealed that 42 percent of respondents had work 

experience below 5 years, while 34 percent had work 

experience between 6-10 years, and teachers who had 

experience more than 12 years were 24 percent. This shows 

that, all teachers in selected secondary schools in Temeke 

Municipality were having enough experience to perform their 

duties. It is also believed that experienced teachers 

accumulate competency and become more effective in 

teaching process. 

Working experience in schools with special needs was very 
important in this study as it helped to collect respondents’ 

views on the challenges of leadership process in these 

schools.  

 The study findings demonstrated that all teachers were 

having experience of teaching in secondary schools and 

having great experience in leadership. Hence, this implies 

that details gathered from questionnaires were valid since 

respondents had experience of working in schools and had 

managed to handle many challenges in their daily activities. 

Highest level of education reached was very important to 

look at this study. The study demonstrated that 13 percent 

were Diploma holders, while 86 percent were Degree holders 

and 01 percent was Master Degree holder. This implies that 

educational qualification is very important in school 

management and in teaching and learning process since 

Master Degree holder teachers have enough knowledge, 

expertise, competency and efficiency in teaching and are able 

to manage school daily activities when compared to Diploma 
or Certificate holders.  

 

 

4.4. Research findings according to the specific objectives 

and questionnaires. 
Based on the background of the study it was necessary for the 

researcher to identify the effects of head teachers’ leadership 

styles on teachers’ professionalism in secondary schools in 

Temeke Municipality in Tanzania. 

 

4.4.1. Head schools' Laissez-faire leadership style and its 

effect on teachers’ performance. 
The study aimed to find out relationship between school 

heads' laissez-fair leadership style and teacher’s 

performance. 

 

Figure 4.1: Shows head schools' Laissez-faire leadership 

style and its effect on teachers’ performance 

 

School performance Percentage  
Less productivity 30 

Less personal growth 20 

Lack of competence and creativity 15 

Poor academic performance 35 

Total 100  
Source: Research field 2020 

 

Figure 4.1 shows that 30 % of all respondents strongly 

disagree with head schools’ laissez faire style with school and 
academic productivity at all. This means that, in the 

classroom there is no follow up of what staffs and students 

are doing. Therefore, this style of leadership does not give a 

room for creativity hence people will work by habit and not 

by instructional or ethical conducts.  

In interview, one of school Head says, 
 

“The main negative is that laissez faire allows firms to do 

bad things to their workers and their little supervision at 

classroom and students given power to exercise their duty 

they want.” 
  

This indicates that teachers and students at Temeke 

Municipality have lower commitment and lack of creativity 

to perform some duties thereby lowering their efficiency and 

effectiveness.  

Also, there little effort and strong cooperation from the 

school management on support teachers’ activities that at end 

productivity become less. This study agreed with Roman  
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(2017) who commented that laissez-faire style fails to 

challenge students to mature well academically since there no 

strong effort and little supervision on teacher on instruction 

process. 

Also, result shows that, some 20 % of all respondents 

responded “No” to the question that, laissez-faire style 

contributes a lot in personal growth in intellectual and 

academically development. Since it has poor management 

and supervision to the staffs and students, laissez-faire style 

lacks clear vision and aimless on reaching intellectual growth 

because teachers and students decide on their own without 
clear vision since management are hand off on things done 

by his subordinates. 

 

One of Head of school responded that, 
“At an organizational/institutional level, by being indecisive 

and uninvolved, it is difficult for us to mature intellectually”. 

This means that school’s academic achievement can be 

attained only if there is god communication between school 

management, staff and students. Unfortunately, in these 

schools where research was conducted there is no strong 

relationship between school managements and subordinates. 

As a result some are left behind with no support and 

supervision and hence very difficult to grow academically.  

This study supported by Nthoki (2017)who claimed that 

under the laissez –faire style there hand off of principals to 

their staffs so teachers become unsatisfied with management 

situation at school that left them back at intellectual. 

Furthermore, the findings show that 15% claimed that laissez 
-faire style discourage attainment of creativity and 

competence level on their activities since management do not 

interfere on what teachers doing. This reduce morale of work 

at school because teachers and other staff members remain 

static and unsatisfied with some activities operated within the 

school. 

 

From the interview one of the teachers said 
 

“There is no good lesson preparation, no field trips so 

this style is least creative and competence…” 

 

This indicates the, almost all teachers at Temeke 

Municipality lack enough support to raise creativity and 

competence level in the classroom. Study tours and school 

projects are not well supported with laissez-faire style of 

leadership where some of teachers use same materials and 
notes for so long thereby becoming a hindrance for students 

and teachers to improve competence and reach creativity. 

This study concurred with Zinduli et al. (2018), who believed 

that laissez-faire style makes teachers and students become 

laze because this system has no follow up of the activities 

done at the classroom and hence motivation for staff who 

perform well is too low. 

Moreover, results indicated that 35% of participants declared 

that laissez-faire has negative relationship with school 

performance. Supervision are very crucial in teaching and 

learning but unfortunately laisser-faire teachers are not 

involved in supervising students. Also, teachers have less 

commitment to fulfill responsibilities which lead to low 

productivity and at the end performance decline. 

From interview one of the head teacher stated that: 

    

“Performance is not well under laissez-faire style since 
this style is less creativity and productivity”.  

Hence, it can be said that majority of public secondary 

schools in Temeke Municipality which are under the laissez-

faire style of leadership are not performing well in 

examinations because administration and teachers in general 

lack creativity and have no clear vision no how to perform 

their duties effectively and efficiently as a result performance 

becomes low.  

This study is supported by Wirba (2015), who stated that 

laissez-faire style results on demonization and 

disappointment on the side of teachers. They become 

discouraged and less productive and consequently poor 
performance occur at national examination level.  

 

4.4.2: Impact of head schools' Laissez-faire on teaching 

and learning process in public secondary school 
The study aimed at finding out the impact of school heads' 

laissez-faire leadership style on teaching and learning 

process. 

 

Figure 4.1: 

Shows the impacts of head schools' Laissez-faire leadership 

style on teaching and learning process 

 

School performance Percentage  
Less productivity 30 

Less personal growth 20 

Lack of competence and creativity 15 

Poor academically performance 35 

Total 100  
Source: Research field 2020 
 

Figure 4.2 shows that 40% of respondents stated that laissez-

faire leadership are negative significant with supervision to 

the subordinates. It seems that subordinates directed and 

managed themselves since they are competent and they know 

how and what to do thus school management remain minimal 

involvement. 

 

From the interview with one of the teachers claimed that: 
 

“Everything was left in the hands of teachers. School 

management thought that we are competent and 

efficient so teachers should decide and do on their ways”. 

 

This means that, at the organization level, for goals and 

objectives to be successful, leadership is needed to take its 
part in supervising organization activities. Unfortunately, at 

Temeke Municipality, laissez-faire schools have no close 

personal contact between the teachers and management hence 

teachers are performing varieties of responsibility without 

management interference.  

This finding of study agreed with Milenovic (2015), who 

analyzed that through laissez-faire style there is minimal 

involvement of teacher in pupils’ learning process hence 

pupils have complete freedom and they choose methods they 

want for achieving their aims teachers only provide 

information to the pupils for their work when it is needed. 

From the respondent’s side, 35% claimed that laissez faire 

has narrow chance for class preparation where teachers may 

use the same notes and materials every year. Also, there is 

little chance of creativity because there are no projects and 

study tours something which dwarf staffs and students' 

competency. 
During the interview one of the teachers demonstrated that:  
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“Performance is not well, this system is very unattractive 

and boring because there is no study tour, project 

and class preparation for teachers” 

 

This means that laissez faire teachers believe that students 

have prior knowledge about subjects and there is no need to 

prepare study tour and even extra studies. This study is 

supported by Sadiki (2015), who found that teachers with 

laissez faire behaviors are not consistent and employ the 

classroom rules very rarely and they don't take good care of 

lesson preparation and worst enough they are more interested 
in their own needs rather than learning standards in their 

classrooms. 

Also,25% of participants responded that school heads' laissez 

faire have no impact on follow up of activities done by 

students. Teachers are responsible only for supplying notes 

to students rather than supervising them effectively in 

teaching and learning process. 

From the interview one of the teachers believed that: 

    

“Once laissez faire teachers teach, they never check 

again if students understood or not” 

 

This implies that laissez faire style at Temeke Municipality 

has little impact in developing students' talent since there is 

no follow up over things or works done by students at 

classroom. This study has got much support from Schwartz 

(2017) who highlighted that, laissez-faire style has always 

done with little changes because a laissez-faire teacher never 
gives feedback about teaching and learning process. Teachers 

make no efforts to meet the needs of the students and are less 

likely to give attention to the students to assist their needs. 

 

4.4.3. Head schools' Laissez-faire leadership style and its 

effect on teachers’ attitude 
The study intended to find out relationship between school 

heads' laissez-faire leadership style and teacher’s attitude. 

 

Figure 4.3: 

Shows head of schools' Laissez-faire leadership style and its 

effect on teachers’ attitude 

 

Teachers’ attitude Percentage  
Laziness and frustration 35 

Bored and unattractive 30 

Disappointment and demonization 25 
Less commitment and lack of discipline 10 

Total 100  

Source: Research field 2020 
 

Figure 4.3 shows that head of schools’ laissez faire style had 

negative significant with teachers’ attitude where 30 % of all 

respondents claimed that head of schools’ laissez-faire 

encourages laziness and frustration to the staffs and students 

since majority of head teachers’ laissez-faire are not 

accountable in full in supervising and managing teaching and 

learning process. They believe that subordinates are fully 

competent and knowledgeable and they understand what to 

do.  

 

From the interview one teacher claimed that:  
“Laissez-faire style encourage laziness and frustration 

than creativity because students have freedom to propose 
classroom rules instead of teachers” 

This means that laissez-faire style denied both teachers and 

students opportunity of being creative and committed. At 

Temeke Municipality, majority of teachers are so lazy and 

careless since they stand as watchdog and they don’t follow 

up on those assignments given to students and once mistakes 

are done no one is there to give them proper direction. This 

study concurred with, Nthoki (2017) who stressed that, 

laissez-faire style has negative influence on pupils’ 

performance because majority of laissez-faire teachers were 

lazy and tired leading to low productivity.  

Moreover, results indicated that 30% of participants declared 
that laissez-faire style of leadership was bore ring and 

unattractive because teachers looked tired while students 

seemed to be frustrated resulting in lack of motivation and 

support from management.  

From the interview one teacher argued that: “Motivation is 

key point in teaching and learning, unfortunately this style is 

not motivating us instead it makes us disappointed” 

This means in order to attain and achieve set goals, teachers 

needed to be motivated in order to improve their 

performance. However, majority of head schools’ laissez 

faire failed to be accountable to their subordinates. This study 

is supported by Nthoki (2017) and Wirba (2015) who claimed 

that, laissez faire style gives complete freedom to students in 

making decisions on classroom rules and procedures 

resulting in their teachers being neglected and bored.  

In the same manner, study findings showed that 25% of 

respondents revealed that teachers and students under laissez 

faire style are disappointed and de-motivated because head 
schools’ laissez-faire style failed to satisfy and motivate 

staffs to do their best level by supplying teaching materials 

and making the working environment to be conducive.  

From the interview one among the teachers demonstrated 

that: 

 

“It is disappointing us because there is no enough 

cooperation between teachers and management” 

 

This demonstrates that, teachers need full support at work in 

order to bring positive results. Instead, head teachers’ laissez 

faire have never shown support and commitment to the 

teachers at the end of the day, everything is left in the hands 

of teachers to decide. This result concurred with Wirba 

(2015) who claimed that, school management has little efforts 

to motivate their teachers thus making them unable to meet 

their academic demands. 
Similarly, 10% of respondents concluded that laissez faire 

style lacks discipline and commitment on performing tasks 

because head teachers are not committed enough to assist 

their subordinates. School management have little 

accountability to shape student’s behavior due to their 

minimal involvement on them. 

 

From the interview one of the teachers stated that:   
 

“Management is not committed well to some 

responsibilities and there is little effort from the top 

leaders” 

 

Consequently, head teachers at Temeke Municipality are less 

involved in supporting their staff and there is a little 

cooperation between management and staff which leads to 

poor educational development. Also, it seems that at 
classroom, students misbehave since they have full freedom 
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of doing things that they want even though some of them are 

wrong but no one can assist to change their behavior. This 

finding agreed with Shinubi (2012) who argued that, almost 

students misbehave at the classroom because they have 

enough freedom of making decision on ways of teaching and 

learning. Head teachers are not committed well to complete 

their responsibility by taking actions once students behave 

wrongly. 

 

5. Conclusion 
Laissez-faire model of leadership is more an effective style 
to use when: followers are highly skilled, experienced, and 

educated; followers have pride in their work and the drive to 

do it successfully on their own. Also, this leadership style has 

been associated with lower productivity than both autocratic 

and democratic styles of leadership and with lower group 

member satisfaction than democratic leadership. 

From this study, it was found that laissez-faire leadership 

leads to negative consequences in subordinates’ performance 

and attitudes since it has less significant to the academic 

productivity and creativity to the subordinates. Also, this 

study revealed that laissez-faire style is the hands off on 

things done by subordinates and lacks clear vision and 

aimless on reaching intellectual growth. 

In other hand, the results of the study found that head schools’ 

laissez faire style had negative impact on the teachers’ 

attitude where it encourages laziness and frustration to staff 

and students. Moreover, results indicated that laissez-faire 

has boredom and unattractive where laissez-faire teachers 
looked to be tired and frustrated and students are unsatisfied 

to meet their needs. In the same manner, study findings 

revealed that teachers and students under laissez faire style 

are disappointed and unmotivated because head schools’ 

laissez-faire style failed to satisfy and motivate their staff. 
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