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Abstract: Adequate ileadership iis ia ivital ikey ito ithe isuccessful iperformance iof iany ifirm ior ibusiness, iand iit iis 
imuch imore iimportant ito ithe iconstruction iindustry. iThe imain iobjective iof ithis ipaper iis ito iexplore i ithe 
irelationship ibetween idifferent ileadership istyle i ipractices i iand iproject isuccess iin ithe iZambian iconstruction 
iindustry. iThe idata iused iin ithis iresearch iwere iderived ifrom iboth iprimary iand isecondary isources. iThe 
isecondary idata iwas icollected ivia ia idetailed ireview iof irelated iliterature. iThe iprimary idata iwas icollected 
ithrough ia istructured iquestionnaire iaimed iat i150 iproject iand iconstruction imanagers iin ithe iZambian 
iconstruction iindustry. iHowever, i110 iquestionnaires iwere ireceived irepresenting ia i73% iresponse irate. iData 
ifrom ithe iquestionnaire iwere ianalyzed iusing iSPSS i21.0 isoftware. iCorrelation ianalysis iwas iused ito idetermine 
ithe irelationship ibetween ileadership istyles iand iproject isuccess. iLikewise, ithe irelationship ibetween ithe 
idifferent ileadership istyles iand iproject isuccesses iin ithe iZambian iconstruction iindustry iwas iinvestigated iusing 
iPearson iProduct-moment iCorrelation iCoefficient. iFindings ifrom ithe istudy irevealed ithat ithere iis ia ipositive 
irelationship ibetween itransactional ileadership iand iproject isuccess. iThe iresults ifurther irevealed ithat ithere iis 
ino irelationship ibetween iLaissez ifaire ileadership istyle iand iconstruction iproject isuccess. iHowever, ithe istudy 
iexplores ithe irelationship ibetween ileadership istyles iand iproject isuccess iin ithe iZambian iconstruction iindustry. 
iThe istudy icontributes ito ithe ibody iof iknowledge i iof iconstruction ileadership iby iproviding ia irobust 
ibackground ion iconstruction ileadership istyle ipractices iof iproject iand iconstruction imanagers. 
 
Keywords: iConstruction,iLeadership iStyles, iProject iSuccess, iRelationship 
 
1. Introduction 
Good ileadership ihelps iany inational istate 
ithrough itimes iof ichallenges iand ifurther imakes 
ibusiness iorganization ito ibe isuccessful. iIt ialso 
ienables icompanies ito ifulfil itheir imissions. 
iLeadership iis ieven imore ivital iin ithe 
iconstruction iindustry iwere isuccess iis imeasured 
iby ithe iprojects ibeing ion itime iand iwithin 
ibudget. iOn ithe icontrary, ithe iabsence iof 
ileadership iis iequally idramatic iin iits ieffects. 
iWithout ileadership, iorganizations imove itoo 
islowly, istagnate, iand ilose itheir iway. iThus, iit 
iis iimportant ito iunderstand ihow ileaders 
iinfluence ibehaviour, ichange ithe icourse iof 
ievents iand iovercome iresistance. iMoreover, iit 
iis ialso inecessary ito iunderstand itheir ileadership 
ipractices ifor iproject isuccess. iHence, iOgunlana 
i[1] istates ithat, ithe isuccess iof ia iconstruction 
iproject idepends ion iseveral ifactors, ione iof 
iwhich iis ithe icompetencies iof ithe iproject 
ileaders, itheir ipersonalities, icharacteristics, 
iskills iand ileadership istyles, iamongst iothers. 
iAll ithese iimpacts isignificantly ion iconstruction 
iproject ioutcomes. iAccording ito iMüller iand 
iTurner i[2], ithere iis iincreasingly irecognition 
ithat idifferent itypes iof iprojects irequire 
idifferent imethods ifor itheir imanagement iand 
ileadership, ias iwell ias irequiring imanagement 

iprocedures itailored ito imeet ithe ineeds iof ithe 
ispecific iproject. 
 
It iis iimportant ito inote ithat ithe ileader iin ithe 
iconstruction iindustry iis iresponsible ifor ithe 
iperformance iof ithe iteam iand ithe iachievement 
iof itheir igoals. iTherefore, ithe iconstruction 
ileader iwho ihas igood iskills iand imanagement 
istyles ican iexpect igood iresults ifrom ithe iteam 
ientrusted ito ithem. iHence, ithis ipaper 
iinvestigates ithe irelationship ibetween idifferent 
ileadership istyle ipractices iand iproject isuccess 
iin ithe iZambian iconstruction iindustry ias iit iis 
ivery iimportant ito iunderstand ithe ileadership 
istyles iin ithe iconstruction iindustry iand itheir 
iresultant ieffects ion iproject isuccesses. 
 
2. Leadership iin ithe iConstruction iIndustry 
It iis ialso ievident ithat ithe iconstruction iindustry 
ihas ia igreater ineed ifor ileadership ithan 
iarguably iany iother iindustry. iMany ireasons 
isupport ithis inotion iand iit iis ievident iin ithe 
inature iof ithe iconstruction iprojects, iand 
iconstructed iproducts i[3]. iIf ione iword icould 
idescribe ithe iessence iof iconstruction 
imanagement iit iis iresponsibility isince iproject 
ileaders iare iresponsible ifor iall ithat ihappens iin 
ia iconstruction iproject. iThis idoes inot imean 
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ithat ithe iproject ileader ishould ior icould ido 
ieverything iassociated iwith ithe iproject; ibut iit 
idoes imean ithat ithey ihave iultimate 
iresponsibility ifor ithe iproject. iIn iother iwords, 
ithe ibuck istops iwith ithe iproject ileader. iSince 
iconstruction iprojects iare ilarge iand itechnically 
icomplex iand ithey iinvolve ia icombination iof 
ispecialized iskills. iLikewise, iconstruction iteams 
iare inot ionly ilarge ibut iare ialso imulti- 
idisciplinary iand ithe imembers iare ifrom iseveral 
idifferent iconstruction idisciplines iand ithis 
imakes igood ileadership istyle ivital iin ithis 
iindustry. 
 
Leadership ican ibe isummed iup ias ijoint ioutcome 
iof ithe ileader‟s iself-related icognitive 
iinformation, ipersonality itraits, ithe iunderlying 
imotives, iand ihis iunderstanding iof ioperating 
isituational ivariables i[4]. iMoreover, 
iresearchers ion ileadership ihave iproposed ia 
inumber iof ileadership istyles isuch ias idemocratic, 
iautocratic, iconsultative, iand ijoint idecision 
imaking itypes, isuch ias: itransactional, 
itransformational, iand ilaissez ifaire i[5]. 
iBesides, iin ithe iconstruction iindustry, iproject 
iand iconstruction imanagement iwere ideveloped 
iin iconstruction iand iengineering ifields iin 
iorder ito iimprove iplanning iand icost icontrols 
i[6]. 
 
Since, iconstruction iand iproject imanagers iin 
ithe iconstruction iindustry iare iresponsible ifor 
ithe iproductivity iof ithe iproject imembers; ithey 
ishould imaintain icohesion iin ithe iproject. 
iHence, ithey ishould ibe ileaders iwho ican 
imotivate iand iinspire iconstruction iworkers 
iwithin ithe igiven iprojects. iThis iis ibecause 
ileadership iis iconsidered ito ibe igood iif iit iis 
idesigned ito iaccomplish ithe igoal ior imission iof 
ian iorganization iwhich iis idone ithrough iproject 
iteam ileading iand iproject itime imanaging, 
iwithin ibudget, ito ia ihigh iquality, iand iwith ia 
isatisfied icustomer i[7]. iMoreover, iPrice i[8] 
istated ithat ithe isimplest imodel iof ileadership 
iworks iwith ithree idimensions: ivision, ivalues 
iand iexecution. iIf ia ibusiness ior ia icountry 
idoes inot ihave ia iclear ivision iof iwhat iis ito ibe 
iachieved, ichances iare iit iwill ibe istuck iin 
ioperational iproblems. 
 
2.1. Leadership iStyles 
Leadership iis ia ikey ifactor ifor isuccess iin iany 
iactivity ithat iinvolves icollaboration iin ia igroup 
i(or igroups) iof ipeople. iIn iconstruction, 
ileadership iis ieven imore iessential i[9]. iMunns 
iand iBjeimi i[10] iemphasize ithat ithe isuccess ior 
ifailure iof iproject imanagement iis ihighly 
idependent ion ithe iproject ileaders. iIn ian 
iinternational istudy iof ileadership iin ithe 
iconstruction iindustry, iPrice i[8] icited ithat iall 
itransformational ifactors isuch ias: icharisma, 

iinspirational imotivation, iintellectual 
istimulation, iand iindividualized iconsideration 
iare iimportant; ibut iPrice ifurther iinformed ithat 
itransactional ifactors, iwhich iare icontingent 
ireward, imanagement- iby-exception, iactive iand 
ipassiveness iwere iof igreat iimportance ifor ithe 
ieffectiveness iof iany ileadership. iLiterature ialso 
ireveals ithat iwell-perceived ileadership istyle 
ielements iof iconstruction iprofessionals iinclude 
iinspirational imotivation, iidealized iattributes, 
iintellectual istimulation, iidealized ibehaviour, 
icontingent ireward, iand iindividualized 
iconsideration. iAccording ito iPrice i[8], ibuilding 
iprofessionals ishould iadopt iand ipromote ithe 
iuse iof itransformational ileadership iin itheir 
iinteractions iwith iemployees iin iorder ito irealize 
igreater iemployee iperformance iand 
isatisfaction. 
 
2.1.1. Transactional iLeadership 
Transactional ileadership iunderlies imost 
ileadership imodels, iwhich ifocus ion iexchanges 
ibetween ileaders iand ifollowers i[11]. iIt iis ian 
iextrinsic-based imotivation iprocess iby iwhich 
ileaders iachieve itheir igoals, iwhile ifollowers 
ireceive iexternal irewards ifor ijob iperformance. 
iAn iexample iof ithis itype iof ileadership iis ithe 
imanager iwho ioffers irewards, isuch ias 
ipromotions, iextra ipay, ior itime ioff, ifor 
iemployees iwho isurpass itheir igoals. 
iTransactional ileadership ibehaviours iinclude 
iinteractive igoal isetting, icontingent imaterial 
ireward, icontingent ipersonal ireward iand 
ipersonal irecognition i[8]. 
 
2.1.2. Charismatic iLeadership 
Charismatic ileadership ican ibe idescribed ias ia 
ifire ithat iignites ifollowers‟ ienergy iand 
icommitment, iwhile iproducing iresults iabove 
iand ibeyond ithe icall iof iduty i[8]. iThese 
ieffects iare iseen ito ihave ia ihigher iprobability 
iof ioccurrence iin istressful ienvironments iand 
isituations iwhere ifollowers ilook ito ileaders ito 
ideliver ithem ifrom itheir idifficulties i[11]. 
iGenerally, icharismatic ileadership iworks 
ibecause iit icreates icongruence ibetween 
ifollowers iand itheir ivalues iand ithe 
iorganization‟s ivalues iand iculture. 
 
2.1.3. Transformational iLeadership 
Transformational ileadership iis ibasically ia 
imotivational iprocess iwhereby ileaders iengage 
ifollowers ito icreate ia iconnection ithat iraises 
ithe ieffort iand imoral iaspiration. 
iTransformational ileaders iare iattentive ito ithe 
ineeds iand imotives iof ifollowers iand ihelp 
iinspire ithem ito idevelop iinto ileaders i[8]. iThis 
ileadership istyle iproduces itrust iand isatisfaction 
iand iworking ifor ia itransformational ileader 
ican ibe ia iwonderful iand iuplifting iexperience. 
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2.1.4. Democratic ileadership 
Leaders iusing ithis istyle iprovide idirection, ibut 
iallow ithe igroup ito imake iits iown idecisions. 
iSpecifically, ithe ileader iencourages imembers 
ito idetermine igoals iand iprocedures, iand 
istimulates imember‟s iself-direction iand 
iself-actualization i[12]. iIn iaddition, ithe 
idemocratic ileader ioffers isuggestions iand 
ireinforces imember‟s iideas. iThe idemocratic 
istyle isupports ithe iteamwork imethod iand 
ialways icoaches iand ileads istaff ito iachieve ithe 
iorganizational igoals. 
 
2.1.5. Laissez-faire ileadership 
According ito iBoonyachai i[13], ithis ileadership 
istyle iallows ithe igroup ito idevelop ion iits iown 
idecisions, ias ithe ileader ihas ino ireal iauthority. 
iSpecifically, ithe ileader ianswers iquestions, 
iprovides iinformation, ior igives ireinforcement 
ito ithe igroup. iThe isubordinates iof 
iLaissez-Faire ileaders ihave ito iseek iother 
isources ito isupport ithem iin imaking ifinal 
idecisions. 
 
2.1.6. Authoritarian ileadership 
This ileadership istyle iis ithe iopposite iof ithe 
iLaissez-Faire ileadership iand iDemocratic 
ileadership. iAuthoritarian ileaders iare 
icommonly ireferred ito ias iautocratic ileaders. 
iThey iprovide iclear iexpectations ifor iwhat 
ineeds ito ibe idone, iwhen iit ishould ibe idone, 
iand ihow iit ishould ibe idone. iThere iis ialso ia 
iclear idivide ibetween ithe ileader iand ithe 
ifollowers. iAccording ito iEvans i[14], 
iAuthoritarian ileadership isets iagendas iand 
idetermines ithe igroup‟s ipolicies, iassigns itasks 
ito imembers, iand imakes idecisions ifor ithe 
igroup iwithout iconsulting isubordinates. iIn ithe 
iend, ithe ileader itakes iresponsibility ifor ithe 
igroup‟s iprogress, ibut iaccepts ivery ifew 
isuggestions ifrom ithe igroup. iRarely ido ithe igroup 
imembers icommunicate iwith ione ianother, ibut 
ithey icommunicate iwith ithe ileader i[14]. 
 
2.2. Relationship ibetween ileadership 
icharacteristics iand iproject isuccess/failure 
Turner i& iPearce i[15] iwere iof ithe iview ithat ithe 
ileadership istyle iand icompetencies‟ iof ileaders iare 
ikey ito isuccessful iperformance iin ibusiness; iwhich 
ihave ibeen iconfirmed iby iother ischolars ito ihave ia 
icorrelation ibetween ithese iand ithe iperformance iof 
iorganizations iand icompanies. iAdditionally, iZhang 
i[16] inoted ithat ithe iimportance iof iproject ileadership 
ito iproject isuccess imay ibe irelated ito ithe itypes 
iof iproject. iSpecifically, iproject icomplexity ihas 
ibeen ioffered iin ithe iliterature ias ihaving ia ipossible 
imoderating iimpact ion ithe irelationship ibetween 
iproject ileadership ipractices iand isuccess irates. 
iAccording ito iJarad i[7], ithe iteam iis iequally 
iimportant ifor iproject isuccess. iThe icollaboration 
iwithin ithe iteam iand ithe iperformance iof ieach 

iindividual iteam imember ias iwell ias ithe 
iperformance iof ithe iteam ias ione iunit iare icritical 
ifactors ifor iproject isuccess. iWithout ia iperforming 
iteam iit iis idifficult ito isecure iproject isuccess, iand 
ifor ia ileader ito ihave ia iperforming iteam, ithe 
ileaders ihave ito iignite ithe ifire iof iperformance iand 
iset iboundaries iwithin ithe iteam ifor iit ito ifunction. iIn 
iaddition, ileading ia iproject itowards isuccess 
irequires ithe imanager ito iget ithe iwork idone iby 
ithe iteam imembers iefficiently iand ieffectively. iThe 
ientire iprocess irequires ithe ileader ito ihave ia iclear 
ivision, iclarity iin ireasoning, ipractical iin 
ischeduling iand ithe iability ito iattract ia italented iand 
iefficient iteam. iThis, itogether iwith ithe iapplication 
iof ia ileadership istyles ibrings iabout iproject 
isuccess. 
 
3. Research iMethodology 
Research imethodology iconsiders ithe icontext iof 
ithe iresearch iand ithe idesired iresults iin iorder ito 
iachieve imeaningful iresearch ioutcomes. 
iMoreover, ithe iselection iof ian iappropriate 
iresearch idesign iinvolves iseveral isteps, 
ibeginning iwith iidentifying ithe iproblem, 
ipurpose iof ithe istudy iand iin idepth iliterature 
ireview. iThis iresearch iadopted ia iquantitative 
iapproach iwhich iinvolved ithe iuse iof ia 
iquestionnaire. iBurns iand iGrove i[17] idescribes 
iquantitative iresearch ias ia iformal, isystematic 
iprocess ithat idescribes iand itest irelationships 
iand iexamines icauses iamong ivariables. iIn 
iaddition, iPolit iand iHungler i[18] iwere iof ithe 
iview ithat iquantitative iresearch iis ia isurvey ito 
iobtain iinformation ifrom ia isample iof ipeople iby 
imeans iof iself-report, iwhereby ipeople irespond 
ito ia isequence iof iquestions iposed ito ithem iby 
ithe iresearcher. iThe idata iused iin ithis ipaper 
iwere iderived ifrom iboth iprimary iand isecondary 
isources. iThe iprimary idata iwas iobtained 
ithrough ithe iquestionnaire isurvey imethod 
ithrough ithe iuse iof ia ipurposive isample, 
itargeted iat ithe ionly ithe iproject iand 
iconstruction imanagers; iwhile ithe isecondary 
idata iwas iderived ifrom ithe ireview iof iliterature 
iand iarchival irecords. iThe iquestionnaire isurvey 
imethod iwas idecided iupon ifor ithis istudy 
ibecause iof ithe ifollowing ireasons: ithey irequire 
iless itime iand ienergy ito iadminister iand ithey 
ioffer ithe ipossibility iof ianonymity ibecause ithe 
irespondent‟s inames iare inot irequired ion ithe 
icompleted iquestionnaires. iThe irelationship 
ibetween ithe idifferent ileadership istyles iand 
iproject isuccess iwas iinvestigated iusing 
iPearson iproduct-moment icorrelation 
icoefficient i(Correlation ianalysis). iCorrelation 
ianalysis imeasures ithe irelationship ibetween 
itwo iitems, ifor iexample, ia iparticular 
ileadership istyle iand iproject isuccess. iThe 
iresulting ivalue i(called ithe icorrelation 
icoefficient) ishows iif ichanges iin ione iitem iwill 
iresult iin ichanges iin ithe iother iitem i[19]. 
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iPearson icorrelation icoefficient iwas iutilized 
ifor ithis istudy ito imeasure ithe irelationship 
iamongst ithe iresearch ivariables i(relationship 
ibetween ileadership istyle ipractices iand iproject 
isuccess). 
 
However, ibefore iunderstanding icorrelation 
icoefficient iit iis iimportant ito iunderstand ithe 
iimportance iof istatistical isignificance itesting 
i(p-value). iPallant i[19] iinforms ithat ithe ip-value 
iis ithe iprobability iof iobtaining ia itest istatistic 
iresult iof iat ileast ias iextreme ior ias iclose ito 
ithe ione ithat iwas iactually iobserved, iassuming 
ithat ithe inull ihypothesis iis itrue. iResearchers 
ioften i“reject ithe inull ihypothesis” iwhen ithe 
ip-value iturns iout ito ibe iless ithan ia 
ipredetermined isignificance ilevel, ioften ibetween 
i0.05 ior i0.01. iFor ithis istudy, ithe ip- ivalue ifor 
itheileadership istyle ipractices iwas 
ibenchmarked iat 0.05 iin iorder ito iobtain ia 
istatistics isignificance iof ithe ivariables ibeing 
istudied. iAlso, ithe icorrelation icoefficient 
i(r-value) ican irange ibetween i±1.0. iA 
icoefficient iof i+1.0 iis ia i“perfect ipositive 
icorrelation”, imeaning ithat ichanges iin ithe 
iindependent iitem iwill iresult iin ian iidentical 
ichange iin ithe idependent iitem i(for iexample, ia 
icertain ileadership istyle iwill iresult iin iproject 
isuccess). iA icoefficient iof i-1.0, ia i“perfect 
inegative icorrelation,” imeans ithat ichanges iin ithe 
iindependent iitem iwill iresult iin ian iidentical 
ichange iin ithe idependent iitem, ibut ithe ichange 
iwill ibe iin ithe iopposite idirection. iA 
icoefficient iof izero imeans ithere iis ino 
irelationship ibetween ithe itwo iitems iand ithat ia 
ichange iin ithe iindependent iitem iwill ihave ino 
ieffect iin ithe idependent iitem i[19]. iIn iaddition, 
ia ilow icorrelation icoefficient i(for iexample, isay 
iless ithan i±0.30) isuggests ithat ithe irelationship 
ibetween itwo iitems iis iweak ior inon-existent 
i[20]. iThese icorrelations ican ialso ibe itranslated 
ias ifollows: ihigh icorrelation: i0.5 ito i1.0 ior 
i-0.5 ito i1.0; imedium icorrelation: i0.3 ito i0.5 ior 
i-0.3 ito i0.5 iand ino icorrelation: iless ithan i0.3. 
iIn irelation ito ithe istudy, icorrelation ianalysis 
iwas iused ito iaccess ithe irelationship ibetween 
ileadership istyle ipractices iand iproject isuccess. 
 
The ianalysis ifor ithis ipaper iwas ibased ion ithe 
icollected iquestionnaires iand ifrom ithe i150 
iquestionnaires isent iout, i111 iwere ireceived 
irepresenting ia i74% iresponse irate. iThis iwas 
iconsidered iadequate ifor ithe ianalysis ibased ion 
ithe iassertion iby iMoser iand iKalton i[21] ithat 
ithe iresult iof ia isurvey icould ibe iconsidered ias 
ibiased iand iof ilittle ivalue iif ithe ireturn irate iis 
ilower ithan i30–40%. iAlso, iany iresearch ibased 
ion imeasurement iof ivariables imust ibe 
iconcerned iwith ithe iaccuracy iand 
idependability. iA ireliability icoefficient 
idemonstrates iwhether ithe isurvey iinstrument 

idesign iwas iaccurate iin imeasuring ithe 
ivariables ibeing istudied iif ithe iitems iwill iyield 
iinterpretable istatements iabout iindividual 
idifferences i[22]. iHence, iin iorder ito iobtain 
ireliability ifor ithis istudy, ithe iCronbach iAlpha 
iwas iadopted. iGeorge iand iShamas i[23] iinforms 
ithat iCronbach‟s iAlpha iabove i0.7 iis 
iacceptable ifor ireliable ianalysis. iTherefore, 
ithe idescription iof ireliabilities iof iall iscales 
iused iin ithe istudy iindicated ia iCronbach 
iAlpha iof iabove i0.7, iwhich imet iwith ithe 
iminimum istandard iof iacceptability ifor 
ireliability. iFurther, ithe idata ipresentation iand 
ianalysis ifor ithe iresearch, imade iuse iof 
ifrequency idistributions, ipercentages iof iall ithe 
irespondents iand icorrelation ianalysis. 
 
4. Findings iand IDiscussions 
 Based ion ithe icorrelation ianalysis ibetween ithe 
ivarious ileadership istyles iand iconstruction 
iproject, iit iwas iobserved ifrom ithe ifindings ithat 
ithe iPearson icorrelation ishows ipositive 
imoderate isignificance ibetween itransactional 
ileadership iand iproject isuccess i(r i= i0.40; 
ip<0.01). iThis isuggests ithat ithere iis ia 
irelationship ibetween itransactional ileadership 
iand iproject isuccess. iThis iindicted ithat 
itransactional ileadership iin ithe iZambian 
iconstruction iindustry iis imore ilikely ito ihave 
isuccess iin iconstruction iprojects ithan iany 
iother ileadership istyle. iFurthermore, ithe 
ifindings irevealed ithat ithe iPearson icorrelation 
ishows istrong ipositive icorrelation ibetween 
itransformational ileadership iand iproject 
isuccess i(r i= i0.50; ip<0.01), ibut inot ias 
isignificance ias ithe itransactional ileadership 
istyle. iThis ialso isuggests ithat ithere iis ia 
istrong irelationship ibetween itransformational 
ileadership iand isuccess. iTransformational 
ileadership iwas ithe ifirst iranked ileadership 
istyle iin ithe iZambian iconstruction iindustry. 
iHence, ithere iis ia istrong irelationship ibetween 
itransformational iand iproject isuccess. iThis 
iinfers ithat iconstruction itransactional ileaders 
iare iprone ito ihave iproject isuccess iin ithe 
iZambian iconstruction iindustry. 
 
It iwas ifurther iobserved ifrom ithe ifindings, ithat 
ithe iPearson icorrelation ishows ia iweak 
icorrelation ibetween idemocratic ileadership iand 
iproject isuccess i(r i= i0.34; ip<0.01). iThis 
isuggests ithat ithere iis ia ilow irelationship 
ibetween idemocratic ileadership iand iproject 
isuccess iin ithe iconstruction iindustry. iThis 
imeans ithat idemocratic ileaders iare iless ilikely 
ito ihave iproject isuccess iin ithe iZambian 
iconstruction iindustry. iFindings ialso ishow ino 
isignificance irelationship ibetween iautocratic 
ileadership iand iproject isuccess iin ithe iZambian 
iconstruction iindustry i(r i= i- i0.05). iBased ion 
ithis ifinding, iit iis ievident ithat iautocratic 
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ileaders ido inot ihave isuccessful iproject. iIn 
iaddition, ithere iwas ino isignificant irelationship 
ibetween ilaissez ifaire ileadership istyle iand 
iconstruction iproject isuccess i(r=0.14). iThis 
isuggests ithat ithere iis ino irelationship ibetween 
ilaissez ifaire ileadership istyle iand iproject 
isuccess. iHowever, ifurther iresearch iis 
iencouraged ito iunderstand ifully ithe imost 
ilikely ito ibe ia isuccessful istyle iof ileadership. 

 

Table i1: iRelationship ibetween idifferent ileadership istyles 
iand iproject isuccess i 

Leadership istyle i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iPROJECT iSUCCESS 

 
Transactional iLeadership 

Pearson 
iCorrelation 

.403** 

Sig. i(2-tailed) i .000 

N 111 

 
Transformational 
iLeadership 

Pearson 
iCorrelation 

.501** 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .000 

N 111 

 
Democratic iLeadership i 

Pearson 
iCorrelation 

.342** 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .000 

N 111 

 
Autocratic iLeadership i 

Pearson 
iCorrelation 

-.058 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .548 

N 111 

 
Laissez ifaire iLeadership i 

Pearson 
iCorrelation 

.145 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .128 

N 111 

 
** iCorrelation iis isignificant iat ithe i0.01 ilevel i(2-tailed) i 

 
In iorder ito iensure ithat iconstruction ileaders iare 
isuccessful, ithey iare irequired ito iemploy ian 
iadaptive iapproach ito ileadership. iStated 
idifferently, isuccessful ileaders ishould iacquire ia 
iwide irange iof ileadership istyles ior iapproaches, 
iand isuccessfully imatch ithe irequired istyle ito ia 
iparticular isituation. iA ileader ithat ionly ihas 
ione itype iof ileadership istyle iwill ionly ibe 
isuccessful iin ia isituation idemanding ithat 
ispecific ileadership istyle; iwhereas ia idiverse 
irange iof istyles iwill iguarantee isuccess ibecause 
iof ithe idynamics iof ithe iconstruction iindustry. 
iTurner i& iPearce i[15] iindicated ithat ileadership 
istyles iand icompetence iis ikey ito isuccessful 
iperformance iof iconstruction ifirms, iand iother 
isimilar istudies ihave iconfirmed ia icorrelation 
ibetween idifferent ileadership istyles iand 
iconstruction iperformance. iAdditionally, iZhang 
i[16] inoted ithat ithe irelationship ibetween 
ileadership istyles iand iproject isuccess imay 
idepend ion ithe itype iof iproject. iHowever, 
iregardless iof ithe iproject itype, ileadership 
istyles iof ithe ileaders iplays ia iconsiderable ipart 
iin iproject isuccess. i 
 
5. iConclusions 
The irelationship ibetween ithe idifferent 

ileadership istyle ipractices iof iconstruction iand 
iproject imanagers itowards iproject isuccess iin 
ithe iZambian iconstruction iindustry iwas 
idiscussed. iFrom ithe ivarious ileadership istyles 
ias istudied iby ithe iresearch, iit iwas ievident ithat 
ithere iis ia istrong irelationship ibetween 
itransactional iand itransformational ileadership 
istyles iand iproject isuccess iin ithe iZambian 
iconstruction iindustry. iIt iwas ispecifically ifound 
iin ithe istudy ithat itransformational ileadership 
istyle ihas isignificant irelationships iwith iproject 
idelivery. iHowever, idemocratic ileadership istyle 
ishowed ia ilow irelationship ifor iproject isuccess. 
iFindings ifurther irevealed ithat ithere iwas ino 
irelationship ibetween iautocratic ileadership iand 
iproject isuccess iin ithe iZambian iconstruction 
iindustry iand ilastly, ilaissez ifair ialso irevealed 
ino irelationship ifor iproject isuccess. iThe 
iresearch ifindings iof ithis istudy iprovide 
iimportant icontribution iespecially iin ithe 
iZambian iconstruction iindustry iwhereby iit ican 
iprovide isome iguidelines ifor iconstruction iand 
iproject imanagers ito iidentify itheir ileadership 
istyles itowards isuccessful iimplementation iand 
imanagement iof itheir iprojects iin iorder ito 
iachieve iproject isuccess. iIt iis iimportant ito 
inote ithat igood ileadership iassist iin ithe 
isuccessful iexecution iof iprojects. I 
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