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1.1. Introduction  

The goal of this dissertation is to examine the factors that influence a leader’s self-efficacy 

judgment and thereby how a leader’s self-efficacy perception influences their effectiveness.  Now in 

the uncertain economy of the 21st century, more than ever, organizations need capable leaders who can 

motivate, inspire, and encourage their teams to work together toward common goals.  To successfully 

address the desired goals and objectives, organizations need leaders not only with knowledge, skill, and 

abilities, but perhaps more importantly with a self-confident view of one’s capability to deal with 

leadership challenges (Paglis & Green, 2002).  Social cognitive theory’s main construct, self-efficacy, 

plays a critical role in successful leadership (Machida & Schaubroeck, 2011) through influencing 

leaders’ self-knowledge about their ability to undertake the difficult task of leading organizations 

(Bandura, 1986).  Furthermore, the importance of self-efficacy on leadership performance has been 

widely acknowledged (e.g., Paglis & Green, 2002; Semander, Robins, & Ferris, 2006; Stajkovic & 

Luthans, 1998).  In the first section of the dissertation, we conceptualize self-efficacy (self-efficacy vs 

generalized self-efficacy).  Subsequently, major developments and theories in leadership and the link 

between the theories and leadership self-efficacy (LSE) is discussed.  Then, antecedents and outcomes 

of leadership self-efficacy and major contributions of the dissertation are summarized.  We conclude 

this section by outlining the major chapters that form the dissertation and indicating the research model.  

The second section discusses the goal of the dissertation and outlines the major research 

questions.  The third section is about the context of the study, the banking system in Ethiopia, leadership 

in Ethiopia, and the banking sector.  In the fourth and final section, we discuss the methodology of the 

dissertation, research design, samples, data collection, and analysis.  

Conceptualizing Self-efficacy  

Self-efficacy is commonly understood as being task- and domain-specific confidence in one’s 

own ability to achieve an intended result (Ormrod, 2006).  However, some researchers (e.g., Chen, 

Gully, & Eden, 2001) have conceptualized a generalized sense of self-efficacy as the comprehensive 
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self-belief in one’s ability across a wide range of situations (Luszczynska, Gutierrez-Dona, & 

Schwarzer, 2005).  General self-efficacy represents a broad and stable sense of personal competence to 

deal effectively with a variety of stressful situations.  It might generalize across various domains of 

functioning in which people judge how efficacious they are (Luszczynska et al., 2005).  Further, general 

self-efficacy is one’s belief in the ability to perform across a wide variety of achievement situations 

(Bandura, 1997; Eden, 2001).  Self-efficacy as a concept refers to a task- and situation-specific 

cognition that represents a dynamic motivational belief that may vary depending on the unique features 

of each task and work situation (Stajkovic & Luthans, 2003). 

General self-efficacy and self-efficacy may appear conceptually similar and equivalent in 

measurement.  According to Bandura’s theory and considerable empirical research, self-efficacy and 

general self-efficacy represent different constructs, both conceptually and psychometrically (i.e., in 

terms of measurement) (Stajkovic & Luthans, 2003).  Moreover, social cognitive theorists (e.g., 

Bandura, 1986, 1997; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998) argue that the value of general self-efficacy for both 

theory and practice is low.  Further, Bandura (1997) argues that general self-efficacy measures bear 

little or no relation either to efficacy beliefs related to particular activity or to behavior.  Therefore, to 

better understand efficacy beliefs related to an activity/behavior (e.g., leadership), it is important to 

conceptualize self-efficacy as one’s self-belief in the ability to influence outcomes in a domain of 

functioning and measure it using scales tailored to the specific function being explored (e.g., leadership 

self-efficacy).  In this dissertation, we agree with Bandura (1997) that self-efficacy is a situation-specific 

construct.   

According to theory and research (Bandura & Adams, 1977; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998), self-

efficacy is defined as an individual’s judgment of one’s capability to perform tasks, how much effort 

they will exert, and how long they will persist in difficult situations.  It is argued by Bandura (1986) 

that perceived self-efficacy is a judgment of one’s capability to accomplish a certain level of 

performance.  To be successful, individuals must not only possess the required skills, but also have a 

resilient self-belief in their capabilities to exercise control over events to accomplish desired goals 
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(Bandura & Wood, 1989b).  Therefore, to be successful an individual need to have self-belief in his/her 

capability. 

Self-efficacy makes a difference in how people think, believe and feel (Bandura, 1986). 

Individuals who perceive themselves as performing better than others have higher self-efficacy than 

those who perceive themselves as performing worse than others (Bandura, 1997).  Further, individuals 

with high self-efficacy choose to perform more challenging tasks and set themselves higher goals and 

stick to them.  In contrast to low self-efficacious individuals, highly self-efficacious individuals invest 

more effort and persist longer in their task.  Thus, self-efficacy represent a belief in one’s capability in 

dealing with all kinds of demands (Luszczynska et al., 2005).  In the following section on leadership, 

the domain of self-efficacy in this dissertation is conceptualized and its major developments are 

discussed.   

Major Theories and Developments in Leadership  

Conceptualizing leadership  

Over 100 years of research has yielded strong evidence that organizational success depends 

upon its leaders.  This is because leaders establish direction (e.g., create vision, clarify the big picture, 

set strategies), align people (e.g., set and communicate goals, seek to increase commitment, and build 

teams and coalitions), and motivate and inspire followers (e.g., energize followers) (Northouse, 2015).  

Nevertheless, after 100 years of research on leadership, scholars still are not in agreement on defining 

the term.  It is difficult to find a universal and precise definition of leadership because of its complex 

nature, the growing influence of globalization, and increasing generational differences (Day & 

Antonakis, 2012; Northouse, 2015). 

There is no universally acknowledged definition of leadership in the literature (Bass, 1990; 

Northouse, 2015; Paglis, 2010; Paglis & Green, 2002; Yukl, 1989).  It is usually defined according to 

the specific perspectives of (groups of) researchers and the aspect of leadership that most interests them.  

However, despite the diverse ways in which leadership has been conceptualized, the following common 
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components can be identified: Leadership is a process, it involves influence, it occurs in groups, and it 

involves common goals (Northouse, 2015).  Therefore, based on these components, leadership is 

defined in this dissertation as follows:  

“Leadership is a process whereby an individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a common 

goal” (Northouse, 2015, p. 6).   

According to the above definition, leadership is not a characteristic of a person.  It is rather a 

process, a transactional event that occurs between the leader and his/her followers in such a way that a 

leader affects followers and is affected by followers.  Influence is another central component of 

leadership.  Without influence leadership does not exist.  Furthermore, leadership involves influencing 

a group of individuals who have a common goal.  Finally, leaders direct groups toward achieving the 

common goal.  This implies that leaders and followers have a mutual purpose (Northouse, 2015).  

Leadership is a complex and diverse topic.  Therefore, it is essential to discuss the history of 

leadership and the various theories that have evolved over the years in order to fully understand and 

appreciate the nature of leadership (Day & Antonakis, 2012) and how it is associated with the central 

topic of this dissertation, leadership self-efficacy.  Leadership theory has evolved into several major 

paradigms.  According to Day and Antonakis (2012), leadership research can be divided into nine 

schools, which will each be briefly characterized in the following paragraph.  

Leadership schools 

Trait school of leadership:  The scientific study of leadership began at the turn of the 20th century with 

the trait-based perspective.  This school of thought suggests that certain dispositional characteristics 

differentiate leaders from non-leaders (Northouse, 2015; Stogdill, 1948). Studies (e.g., Judge & Bono, 

2000; Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002; Zaccaro, 2007) link personal dispositional characteristics 

to leadership effectiveness and provide considerable empirical support for the argument that traits do 

matter in predicting leadership effectiveness.  For example, Judge et al.’s (2002) qualitative and 
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quantitative review of personality and leadership indicates extroversion as the most consistent correlate 

of leadership effectiveness.  

Behavioral school of leadership:  In the 1950s, the focus was on the behaviors that leaders enacted and 

how they treated followers.  The influential Ohio State and University of Michigan studies identified 

consideration (the degree to which a leader shows concern and respect for followers) and initiating 

structure (the degree to which a leader defines his/her and followers’ role) as the two principal 

leadership factors (Day & Antonakis, 2012).  However, there was no consistent evidence of a 

universally preferred leadership style across tasks or situations, which decreased interest in behavioral 

theories (Day & Antonakis, 2012).  The meta-analysis by Judge, Piccolo, and Ilies (2004) on the validity 

of consideration and initiating structure in leadership research indicates a relationship between 

consideration and initiating structure with leadership outcomes.  

Contingency school of leadership:  The contingency theory perspective can be exemplified by Fiedler 

(1967), who stated that leader-member relations, task structure, and the position power of the leader 

determine the effectiveness of the type of leadership exercised (Day & Antonakis, 2012). Another well-

known contingency approach by House (1971) suggests that the leader’s role is clarifying subordinate’s 

paths toward individual and group goals.  According to Vroom and Jago (2007), situational factors such 

as subordinates’ characteristics (e.g., ability and locus of control) and environmental characteristics 

(e.g., task, authority system, and work groups) affect leadership, how leaders behave, and the 

consequences of their behavior.  Leaders adjust to the situation or adjust the situation to themselves 

(Gardner, Lowe, Moss, Mahoney, & Cogliser, 2010) because leadership is effective when it is 

compatible with the situation (Gardner et al., 2010; House, 1971; Vroom  & Jago, 2007; Yukl, 2008).  

Relational school of leadership:  Soon after the contingency perspective became popular, another line 

of research focusing on relationships between leaders and followers began generating substantial 

theoretical attention.  This was based on what was originally termed vertical dyad linkage theory 

(Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975), which evolved into leader-member exchange (LMX) theory (Graen 

& Uhl-Bien, 1995).  LMX theory describes the nature of the relationships between leaders and their 
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followers (Day & Antonakis, 2012).  The fundamental tenet of LMX theory is that leaders develop 

differential types of relationships with each of their followers through interpersonal exchanges (e.g., 

material and non-material goods) (Brower, Schoorman, & Tan, 2000; Liao, Yang, Wang, & Kwan, 

2016; Uhl-Bien, 2006).  A high LMX relationship is characterized by a high level of mutual trust, 

affection, and obligation (Brower et al., 2000; Uhl-Bien, 2006) and has been associated with a creative 

work environment (Volmer, Spurk, & Niessen, 2012), organizational citizenship behavior (Harris, Li, 

& Kirkman, 2014), and increased team effectiveness (Boies & Howell, 2006).   

Skeptics of leadership school:  Leadership research faced another challenge in the 1970s and 1980s. 

The validity of questionnaire ratings of leadership was criticized as being likely biased by the implicit 

leadership theories of those providing the ratings (e.g., Eden & Leviatan, 1977).  It was suggested that 

people’s attributions to leadership success are based on observed results even if those results are due to 

factors outside of the leader’s control (Day & Antonakis, 2012).  Leader evaluations are based on 

leadership outcomes – that is, based on the attributions followers make to understand and assign cause 

to organizational outcomes rather than what leaders do. Another line of research in this approach 

questions the existence of leadership and its contribution to organizational performance.  In addressing 

the above questions, leadership studies use more rigorous methodologies, differentiate top level and 

supervisory leadership, and focus on followers and their perception of the real-world situation (Day & 

Antonakis, 2012).  Interest in this perspective declined, although there is increasing interest for 

followers’ roles in leadership processes (Gardner et al., 2010).   

Information processing school of leadership:  The major source for the information processing 

perspective is the work of Lord, Foti, and De Vader (1984).  The focus of the work in this perspective 

has mostly been on understanding how and why a leader is legitimized through the process of matching 

his/her personal characteristics within the prototypical expectations that followers have of a leader.  As 

a result, research in the areas of cognition, information, processing, and emotions continues to provide 

novel understandings of leadership (Day & Antonakis, 2012).  Attribution has been indicated as a cause 
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for a significant proportion of the variance in leadership behaviors  (e.g., Martinko, Harvey, & Douglas, 

2007).  

The new leadership (Neo-charismatic/transformational/visionary) school:  Bass (1985) and others 

argue that previous paradigms of leadership were mainly transactional.  Bass believes that a different 

form of leadership, transformational leadership, is required to account for followers’ outcomes, centered 

on a sense of purpose and idealized mission to transcend their own interests for the greater good (Day 

& Antonakis, 2012).  Bono and Judge’s (2004) meta-analysis indicates the relationship between 

personality and transactional and transformational leadership. Transformational leadership has been 

positively related with followers’ organizational commitment and job satisfaction (Avolio, Zhu, Koh, 

& Bhatia, 2004; Walumbwa & Hartnell, 2011; Walumbwa, Orwa, Wang, & Lawler, 2005), creativity 

(Qu, Janssenb, & Shi, 2015), and wellbeing (Liu, Siu, & Shi, 2010).  

Biological and evolutionary perspectives:  This perspective is related to the trait perspective of 

leadership in its focus on individual differences.  This research stream is novel and is currently 

producing research that examines the effect of hormones on leadership, neuroscientific perspectives on 

leadership, evolutionary points of view, and integrative perspectives (Ilies, Gerhardt, & Le, 2004).  This 

perspective is labeled the sociobiology of leadership (Day & Antonakis, 2012).  The focus of this 

perspective is the influence of genetic differences on work-related constructs (Day & Antonakis, 2012; 

Ilies et al., 2004).  For example, some studies look at the effect of genetics (explained by personality 

and intelligence) on leadership emergence (Ilies et al., 2004) and leadership role occupancy of women 

leaders (Arvey, Zhang, Avolio, & Krueger, 2007).  

Contextual school of leadership: Day and Antonakis (2012) argue that context is an emerging issue in 

leadership research that needs additional research.  From this school’s perspective (Hannah, Uhl-Bien, 

Avolio, & Cavarretta, 2009), contextual factors like hierarchical level, national culture, leader-follower 

gender, and organizational characteristics (Antonakis, Avolio, & Sivasubramaniam, 2003) are likely to 

influence certain leadership behaviors (Liden & Antonakis, 2009).  Furthermore, a top priority area of 

research in leadership is on cultures that are underrepresented in the literature (Avolio, Walumbwa, & 
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Weber, 2009).  Therefore, understanding contextual factors in which leadership is embedded is 

necessary for a more general understanding of leadership (Day & Antonakis, 2012).  In the coming 

section, self-efficacy is related to leadership and leadership self-efficacy is defined.   

Leadership self-efficacy  

Taking the concept of self-efficacy to the leadership domain, self-efficacy is considered critical 

to the leadership process because it determines leaders’ confidence in their abilities, knowledge, and 

skills in areas needed to lead others effectively (Machida & Schaubroeck, 2011).  Furthermore, it affects 

the goals a leader selects, leader motivation, development of functional leadership strategies, and the 

skillful execution of those strategies (McCormick, 2001).  Leadership self-efficacy is defined as one’s 

self-perceived capability to perform the cognitive and behavioral functions necessary to regulate group 

processes in relation to goal achievement.  Therefore, leadership self-efficacy is a leader’s confidence 

in his/her ability to successfully lead an organization (McCormick, 2001).  

Moreover, leaders’ beliefs in their efficacy influence the choices they make, their aspirations, 

how much effort they mobilize in a given endeavor, and how long they sustain in the face of difficulties 

and setbacks (Bandura, 1991).  Perceptions of personal efficacy provide countless personal benefits 

(Bandura, 1997).  In particular, leadership self-efficacy or believing in one’s leadership capabilities 

positively predicts leadership, group, and organizational outcomes (Chemers, Watson, & May, 2000; 

Hoyt, Murphy, Halverson, & Watson, 2003).  Feelings of enhanced self-efficacy might be related to 

high levels of motivation, which could affect levels of aspiration, goal setting, perseverance in the face 

of difficulty, and enthusiasm, causing a leader to work harder and longer to achieve goals.  Therefore, 

the likely avenues for positive effects of leadership efficacy are higher leader credibility, more effective 

problem analysis and judgment, and greater perseverance and resilience (Chemers et al., 2000).  

Enhancing leaders’ self-efficacy is important to improve the quality of leadership in 

organizations (McCormick, 2001).  Hence, organizations should emphasize on understanding and 

building leaders’ capability to lead successfully.  Moreover, to fully understand leadership self-efficacy, 



10 

 

it is important to know what influences leaders’ perceived self-efficacy and thereby its effect on their 

effectiveness.  In the following section, theories on leadership and its link with leadership self-efficacy 

are discussed. 

Leadership theories and leadership self-efficacy 

A central proposition in this thesis is that it is fundamental for leaders to have the self-efficacy 

to play the leadership role.  According to Stogdill (1948), an individual’s self-efficacy is one of the 

personal qualities that differentiates leaders from others (Northouse, 2015).  Individuals who are more 

confident about their own performance are more likely to be identified as leaders by other members of 

their target group (Northouse, 2015).  Self-efficacy helps one to be a leader because it is about one’s 

ability to be certain about competencies and skills which assures his/her ability to lead (Northouse, 

2015).  The topic of leadership has elicited a great deal of research that resulted in the development of 

diverse leadership theories (Dinh et al., 2014).  In the following table, which is mainly based on (Dinh 

et al., 2014) and (Northouse, 2015), the links of leadership theories to the concept of leadership self-

efficacy are discussed.  
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Table 1 

Theories of leadership and the link to leadership self-efficacy (Adopted from (Dinh et al., 2014; 

Northouse, 2015).  

S.N. Leadership theory Underlying concept 

1 Trait theories  Certain dispositional characteristics like stable personality, 

intelligence, and dominance differentiate leaders from non-leaders  

(Jago, 1982; Stogdill, 1948).  Leadership self-efficacy is expected to 

differentiate between successful and unsuccessful leaders.  

2 Leader-member 

exchange theory 

Conceptualizes leadership as a process that is centered on the 

interactions between leaders and followers, or a dyadic relationship 

between leaders and his/her followers (Dansereau et al., 1975). 

Leadership self-efficacy is expected to improve the interactions 

between leaders and followers. 

3 Transformational 

leadership theory  

Concerned with emotions, values, ethics, standards, long-term goals, 

and transforming people.  It includes assessing follower’s motives, 

satisfying their needs, and treating them as full human beings.  

Leadership self-efficacy is expected to be associated with 

transformational leadership. 

4 Authentic leadership 

theory  

Focuses on whether leadership is genuine and “real.” Authentic 

leadership is about the authenticity of leaders and their leadership 

(Avolio et al., 2009).  Leadership self-efficacy is expected to be 

associated with authentic leadership. 

5 Implicit leadership 

theory  

It is based on the idea that one’s description and evaluation of a leader 

is greatly influenced by an individual’s cognitive representation of 

leadership (Rush, Thomas, & Lord, 1977). Leadership self-efficacy 

is a cognitive representation and therefore is associated with this 

approach. 

6 Attribution theory of 

leadership 

In this theory, individuals ascribe causes for positive or negative 

outcomes of others’ behavior (Lord & Smith, 1983).  Leadership self-

efficacy is expected to influence the way the leader makes 

attributions.  
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In the following section, determinants of leaders’ perceived self-efficacy judgment and thereby 

its impact on their effectiveness will be discussed.  

Determinants and Outcomes of Leadership Self-efficacy  

It is important to study antecedents of a leader’s self-efficacy judgment and see how that 

judgment enhances their self-concept of leadership capability.  Though various factors determine a 

leader’s self-efficacy judgment, the most prominent determinants are personal trait factors (self-esteem 

and internal locus of control) and learning experience factors (vicarious learning and emotional arousal).  

According to social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986), a leader’s self-conception of leadership 

capability is determined by vicarious learning from observing others succeed through their effort and 

by the level of the leader’s emotional anxiety.  Therefore, this dissertation examines how vicarious 

learning and the level of emotional anxiety determine a leader’s self-efficacy judgment.  

Furthermore, according to person-organization (P-O) fit theory (Kristof, 1996), the level of 

resource availability (time, human, information, and material) and subordinates’ performance level 

(e.g., knowledge of the job, dependability) determine the positive relationship of self-esteem and 

internal locus of control with leadership self-efficacy.  However, little is known about the moderating 

role of contextual factors of the relationship between personal trait factors and leadership self-efficacy 

(Chatman, 1989).  Prior studies (e.g. Paglis & Green, 2002) focus on the effect of resource availability 

and subordinate performance on leadership self-efficacy.  Therefore, the current dissertation explores 

how organizational supplies (resource and subordinates’ performance) meet leaders’ expectations and 

influence the relationship of self-esteem and internal locus of control with leadership self-efficacy.  

Moreover, from a social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) perspective, leaders’ self-efficacy 

judgment influences their effectiveness.  Perceived self-efficacy is the best predictor of a leader’s 

effectiveness because it affects leaders’ choice of activities, how much effort they expend, and how 

long they persevere in the face of difficulties and adverse experiences (Bandura & Adams, 1977).  

However, according to self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1997), the positive relationship between 
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leadership self-efficacy and effectiveness is influenced by the level of task complexity.  Therefore, it is 

important to explore how the relationship between leadership self-efficacy and effectiveness is 

moderated by the level of task complexity. 

Furthermore, according to self-other rating agreement theory, leaders and their subordinates 

may (dis)agree on evaluations of the leader’s effectiveness.  Core self-evaluation traits (self-esteem, 

leadership self-efficacy, and internal locus of control) determine leaders and their subordinates’ degree 

of agreement on the leader’s effectiveness.  According to Judge, Locke, and Durham’s core self-

evaluation theory (cited in Judge & Bono, 2001; Judge, Locke, Durham, & Kluger, 1998), core self-

evaluation traits indicate individuals’ final evaluation of themselves and are the best predictors of job 

performance (Judge & Bono, 2001).  In this dissertation, we therefore explore how self-esteem, 

leadership self-efficacy, and internal locus of control influence leaders’ self-rating and how their 

subordinates see them, since it determines a leader’s success.   

In general, the goal of this dissertation is to examine the factors that influence a leader’s self-

efficacy judgment and thereby how a leader’s self-efficacy perception influences their effectiveness.  

Although previous studies have indicated the importance of self-efficacy in leadership and how it affects 

leadership effectiveness, there are still issues that need further consideration.  This dissertation focuses 

on four of these issues: inconsistencies in defining leadership self-efficacy and effectiveness, the 

moderating role of contextual factors on the relationship between personal traits and leadership self-

efficacy, the interaction of leadership self-efficacy and task complexity to influence leadership 

effectiveness, and leaders’ and subordinates’ rating (dis)agreement on leaders’ effectiveness.  

First, there is no consensus among researchers on how to define leadership self-efficacy.  Paglis 

and Green (2002) and Semander et al. (2006) define leadership self-efficacy as leaders’ self-perceived 

capability pertaining to leading change, whereas Anderson et al. (2008) define leadership self-efficacy 

broadly as a multi-dimensional construct.  This reflects the wide range of conceptualizations among 

researchers concerning the relevant behavioral domain of leadership self-efficacy (Paglis, 2010).  Yet 

most research focuses on one aspect of leadership self-efficacy and fails to incorporate theoretically 
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driven leadership self-efficacy aspects (Anderson et al., 2008), resulting in divergent findings in the 

field.  

Moreover, despite the potential aid that leadership self-efficacy might provide in understanding 

and predicting effective leadership in organizations, the extant literature has failed to specify a 

comprehensive, empirically derived, taxonomic structure of leadership self-efficacy and leadership 

effectiveness (Anderson et al., 2008).  We contend that a more refined definition of what constitutes the 

domain to which leaders generalize self-efficacy is important in order to understand the diverse array 

of leadership challenges (Hannah, Avolio, Luthans, & Harms, 2008).  Specification of such a 

comprehensive leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness taxonomy can provide much 

needed clarity (Anderson et al., 2008).   

Second, several factors influence leaders’ self-efficacy; however, the dissertation mainly focus 

on the most prominent determinants of leaders’ self-efficacy judgment, namely personal traits (i.e., self-

esteem and internal locus of control) and learning experiences (i.e., vicarious learning and emotional 

arousal).  According to person-organization (P-O) fit theory, a match between individual needs and 

preferences and organizational systems and structures determines leaders’ self-efficacy judgment 

(Kristof, 1996).  Yet, little is known about the effect of the interaction of personal traits and contextual 

factors (i.e., resource availability and subordinates’ performance) on leadership self-efficacy.  

Therefore, it is important to consider the interaction of internal locus of control and self-esteem with 

resource availability and subordinates’ performance in order to understand and predict leadership self-

efficacy (Chatman, 1989).  

Third, according to social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986), it can be argued that leaders’ self-

conception of leadership capabilities determines their effectiveness.  Although self-efficacy, personality 

attributes of a leader, styles of interacting with others, working environment, self-esteem, self-

monitoring, emotional intelligence, and political skill (Chemers et al., 2000; Fiedler, 1967; Paglis & 

Green, 2002; Prussia, Anderson, & Manz, 1998; Semander et al., 2006)  influence leadership 

effectiveness, this dissertation focuses on leadership self-efficacy as the main determinant.  Leaders’ 
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perceived self-efficacy is the best predictor of their effectiveness because it affects the leader’s choice 

of activities, how much effort they expend, and how long they persevere in the face of difficulties and 

adverse experiences (Bandura & Adams, 1977).  Further, prior studies (Anderson et al., 2008; Chemers 

et al., 2000; Fiedler, 1967; Paglis & Green, 2002; Prussia et al., 1998; Semander et al., 2006) and a 

meta-analytic study (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998) confirm self-efficacy as a better predictor of work-

related performance than many of the personal trait-based constructs commonly used in organizational 

research.  However, according to self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1997), the level of task complexity 

moderates the positive relationship between leadership self-efficacy and effectiveness.  According to 

Stajkovic and Luthans (1998), highly complex tasks place greater demand on cognitive ability, 

knowledge, memory capacity, information processing, persistence, and physical effort of leaders.  

These different task demands of behaviors do not lend themselves to easy appraisal and lead to faulty 

judgment of leaders’ self-efficacy.  Consequently, a leader’s faulty judgment of their self-efficacy 

adversely affects the positive relationship between leadership self-efficacy and effectiveness.  

Therefore, it is important to consider the interaction between leadership self-efficacy and task 

complexity in order to understand how the level of task complexity affects the positive relationship 

between leadership self-efficacy and effectiveness (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998).  

Fourth, taking a self-other rating agreement theory perspective, we examine how leaders 

perceive their effectiveness and how subordinates see them.  Looking at how leaders perceive their 

effectiveness and how their subordinates see them is important for leaders’ success.  Further, examining 

the factors that affect the level of rating (dis)agreement is important for leader development.  According 

to Judge, Locke, and Durham’s core self-evaluation theory (cited in Judge & Bono, 2001; Judge et al., 

1998), core self-evaluation traits (self-esteem, leadership self-efficacy, and internal locus of control) 

indicate individuals’ final evaluation of themselves and are the best predictors of job performance 

(Judge & Bono, 2001).  Regardless of the basis of ratings, leaders are not found to be good judges of 

the ways they are rated by others (i.e., subordinates) (Tsui & Patricia, 1988).  Moreover, there is 

considerable evidence that indicates self-ratings being inflated or biased (Carless & Roberts-Thompson, 

2001; Dunning, Heath, & Suls, 2004; Mabe & West, 1982) due to self-enhancement bias or unrealistic 



16 

 

optimism (London & Smither, 1995; Yammarino & Atwater, 1997).  Further, meta-analytic studies 

(Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988; Mabe & West, 1982) confirm a difference between self-ratings and 

ratings made by others.  Because leader’s self-ratings are suspicious of being inflated, appraisals 

obtained from others are essential to understand leader behavior (Brett & Atwater, 2001; DeNisi & 

Kluger, 2000; Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996).  Even though subordinates’  

ratings are certainly not accurate (Ostroff, Atwater, & Feinberg, 2004), feedback from subordinates 

may help leaders see themselves as others see them, which affects leaders’ success (Atwater, Ostroff, 

Yammarino, & Fleenor, 1998; Ostroff et al., 2004).   

Furthermore, although leadership is widely considered to be universal across cultures, the way 

in which it is operationalized is usually culture-specific (Dorfman, Howell, Hibino, Lee, & Tate, 1997).  

Further, cultural differences such as power distance (House, Javidan, Hanges, & Dorfman, 2002) may 

have different implications on self-other agreement in different cultures.  For example, in high power 

distance cultures where leaders accept that power in an organization is distributed unequally (Hofstede, 

1983), leaders may be unreceptive of feedback from their subordinates, which leads to discrepancy in 

self-other agreement.  Some studies (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014; Atwater, Wang, Smither, & 

Fleenor, 2009; Fleenor, Smither, Atwater, Braddy, & Sturm, 2010) note that most prior studies that 

examined self-other rating agreement took place in the U.S.  Therefore, the present study on Ethiopian 

leaders is a contribution to better understanding the potential impact of culture and its implication on 

self-other rating agreement.  

This dissertation offers an industry (commercial banks) level approach that sheds light on the 

importance of research that looks at complete leadership self-efficacy, ranging from its antecedents to 

its implication on leadership effectiveness.  The dissertation consists of three chapters that consider i) 

Leadership self-efficacy and its determinants: The moderating influence of contextual factors, ii) 

Leadership self-efficacy and effectiveness: The moderating influence  of task complexity, and iii) Do 

personal traits of the leaders predict differences in leader and subordinate evaluation of leader 

effectiveness? using empirical evidence from the banking industry in Ethiopia.  Self-efficacy theory is 
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the theoretical perspective the dissertation mainly focuses on to look into the determinants of leadership 

self-efficacy (vicarious experience, emotional arousal, self-esteem, and internal locus of control) and 

thereby its effect on leadership effectiveness.  The dissertation contributes to theory and practice by 

integrating antecedents of leadership self-efficacy and in turn its effect on leadership effectiveness.  The 

next paragraphs outline the three chapters that form the core of this dissertation.  

Chapter 2 – Leadership self-efficacy and its determinants: The moderating influence of 

contextual factors.  This chapter proposes that personal traits (i.e., self-esteem and internal locus of 

control) and learning experience (i.e., vicarious learning and emotional arousal) determine how leaders 

rate their leadership capability.  Further, the chapter proposes that the level of resource availability 

(time, human, information, and material) influences the relationship of self-esteem and internal locus 

of control with leadership self-efficacy (LSE).  Moreover, the chapter proposes that subordinates’ 

performance characteristics (e.g., job knowledge, effectiveness, dependability) influence the 

relationship of self-esteem and internal locus of control with leadership self-efficacy, based on empirical 

evidence from commercial banks in Ethiopia.  To study the relationships, the current dissertation sets 

forth and tests the following hypothesis: Vicarious learning, internal locus of control, and self-esteem 

will be positively related to LSE, whereas emotional arousal will be negatively related.  Further, 

contextual factors (i.e., resource availability and subordinates’ performance) moderate the relationship 

between personal traits (i.e., self-esteem and internal locus of control) and LSE in such a way that the 

relationship will be positive for leaders who indicate higher contextual factors.  Overall, this chapter 

contributes to theory and practice by indicating the moderating role of resource availability and 

subordinates’ performance in the relationship between personal traits and leadership self-efficacy.  

Specifically, the study indicates the importance of resource availability in moderating the relationship 

of internal locus of control and self-esteem with leadership self-efficacy.  Further, the study reveals the 

moderating effect of subordinates’ performance on the relationship between self-esteem and leadership 

self-efficacy.  
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Chapter 3 – Leadership self-efficacy and effectiveness: The moderating influence  of task 

complexity. This chapter deals with the relationship between leadership self-efficacy and leadership 

effectiveness.  Further, the chapter examines the moderating effect of task complexity in the relationship 

between leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness.  We use multisource data (i.e., leaders 

and subordinates) to examine this relationship.  Further, to examine the relationships, the following 

hypothesis is set forth: Leadership self-efficacy is positively related to leadership effectiveness, and 

task complexity moderates the relationship between leadership self-efficacy and leadership 

effectiveness, such that this relationship is weaker when task complexity is higher.  The results provide 

sufficient support for the influence of leadership self-efficacy on self-reported leadership effectiveness.  

Overall, this chapter contributes to the literature through using a comprehensive and theoretically driven 

approach to define leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness.  Further, it empirically tests 

this relationship in industry involving real business leaders.  

Chapter 4 – Do personal traits of the leaders predict differences in leader and subordinate 

evaluation of leader effectiveness? This chapter deals with examining how core self-evaluations traits 

(self-esteem, internal locus of control, and leadership self-efficacy) influence differences in self- and 

subordinates’ ratings of effectiveness.  We use multisource data (i.e., leaders and subordinates) to 

examine the influence of core self-evaluation traits on leaders’ self- and subordinates’ ratings of 

effectiveness.  To understand the effect of core self-evaluation traits on self-other rating agreement, the 

following hypothesis is set forth: The more internal locus and self-efficacy a leader reports, the higher 

the self-other rating agreement will be.  Meanwhile, the more self-esteem a leader reports, the higher 

the self-other rating discrepancy will be.  The results indicate that leaders high in self-esteem and 

leadership self-efficacy overrate their effectiveness compared to subordinates’ ratings.  

Together the three chapters that compose this dissertation advance our understanding of how 

leaders’ self-efficacy is influenced by personal traits and learning experience factors; how contextual 

factors influence the relationship between personal traits and leadership self-efficacy, which in turn 

determine leaders’ effectiveness; and how the level of task complexity influences the relationship 
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between leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness.  Finally, the study provides further 

insights into how core self-evaluation traits predict differences in self-other rating agreement.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Research Model  

1.2. Goals of the current dissertation   

The general aim of this dissertation is to look at what determines leadership self-efficacy and 

thereby how leaders’ self-efficacy affects leadership effectiveness.  In the dissertation, the following 

specific research questions are investigated. 

• What is the relationship between personal trait factors and LSE? (Chapter 2) 

• What is the relationship between learning experiences and LSE? (Chapter 2) 
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• How is the relationship between personal trait factors and LSE influenced by contextual 

factors? (Chapter 2) 

• What is the relationship between leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness? 

(Chapter 3) 

• How is the relationship between leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness 

influenced by task complexity? (Chapter 3) 

• What is the relationship between core self-evaluation traits (internal locus of control, self-

esteem, and leadership self-efficacy) and self-other rating (dis)agreement? (Chapter 4) 

1.3. The context of the study: The banking sector in Ethiopia  

Ethiopia is a developing country situated in the eastern part of Africa.  Furthermore, it is the 

second most populous (105,350,020) country in Africa (CIA, 2017) after Nigeria.  Ethiopian population 

is highly diverse.  There are more than 80 ethnic groups in Ethiopia, of which Amhara, Oromo, Somali, 

and Tigray make up more than 75% of the population.  The population in the northern part of the country 

is predominantly Amhara and Tigray; however in southern Ethiopia all ethnic groups live together, even 

though there is dominance by peoples from that region.  In the capital city, Addis Ababa, all ethnic 

groups live together, though Amhara, Oromo, Gurage, and Tigray are the dominant ethnic groups, 

respectively.  Figure 1 provides the geographical details of the country.   
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Figure 2: Ethiopian map, taken from CIA World Fact Book 

Modern banking in Ethiopia started in 1905 during Emperor Minilik II.  The first modern bank, 

the Bank of Abyssinia, was inaugurated in 1906 in collaboration with the British-owned National Bank 

of Egypt.  The first indigenous bank that was purely Ethiopian in Africa, the Bank of Ethiopia, was 

established in 1931.  Further, the first private bank, Addis Ababa Bank Share Company, started 

operations in 1964.  Following the declaration of socialism in 1974, the government nationalized all 

banks.  However, after 1991, when the current government came to power, Ethiopia liberalized its 

financial sector.  Further, proclamation No. 84/1994, which allowed the private sector to engage in the 

banking business, marked the beginning of a new era in Ethiopian banking (Bezabeh & Desta, 2014). 

In the new era of globalization; the banking sector in Ethiopia has witnessed drastic changes at 

the structural and organizational levels.  The banking industry plays a significant role in accelerating 

the economic growth of Ethiopia by acting as an intermediary to channel financial resources from 

surplus areas to productive investment opportunities that need funds. Further, banks play a significant 

role in the trade and payment system by significantly reducing transaction costs and increasing 
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convenience (Zerayehu, Kagnew, & Teshome, 2013).  The service sector is the principal source of GDP 

(CIA, 2017), and the banking sector is one of the fastest growing service sectors.  Banks opened 494 

new branches in 2015-16, of which 363 were private, raising the total branch network in the country to 

3,187 from 2,693 in the previous year (NBE, 2016). 

The banking system in Ethiopia comprises the National Bank of Ethiopia (NBE) and public and 

private commercial banks.  As one of the key state-owned sectors, the banking industry is restricted to 

domestic investors (CIA, 2017).  The National Bank of Ethiopia (NBE) regulates and supervises the 

commercial banks.  The NBE regulates the commercial banks in different ways, such as: controlling 

interest rates on deposits, credit allocation, reserve requirements, and the appointment of directors 

(officers) of the banks (e.g., setting minimum qualifications of competency, the duties and 

responsibilities of directors of the bank, maximum service years, and the conditions for their re-election) 

(NBE, 2008).  

Currently in Ethiopia, there are 17 commercial banks with 3,187 branches all over the country 

after the merger of the Construction and Business Bank with the Commercial Bank of Ethiopia (NBE, 

2016).  Out of these, 16 are private and 1 is a public commercial bank.  The private banks dominate the 

banking sector in terms of number.  However, the public commercial bank leads the industry (e.g., in 

capital, market share, new branch openings, deposit mobilization, and loan disbursement).  Cognizant 

of the role private banks could play in Ethiopian economic progress, the government is providing 

opportunities for the establishment of new private banks and the expansion of existing ones.  However, 

the state bank’s dominance in the industry and the regulations by the National Bank of Ethiopia are 

indicated as the factors that hinder private banks’ development in Ethiopia (Bezabeh & Desta, 2014).  

Despite the contribution of the banking industry to economic development of the country, there 

is limited research on leadership in the industry.  The banking industry needs good quality leadership 

to come to a point of understanding the elements of human motivation, behavior, and performance that 

drive sustainable organizational performance.  Moreover, leadership in this industry is particularly 
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critical because leaders formulate strategic directions, practices and policies (Walumbwa, Avolio, & 

Aryee, 2011).   

Nyambegera, Sparrow, and Daniels (2000) noted that most managers in Africa still practice 

leadership styles that are largely authoritarian, which they argue are responsible for lowering 

employees’ social status, engagement, and motivation while demanding absolute personal allegiance to 

the manager. Ethiopia is no exception.  Furthermore, leadership in the African context is characterized 

by multicultural societies, made up of social organizations which emphasize humanistic values, 

harmonious teamwork, and accepting responsibilities in managing businesses (Jackson, cited in 

Muchiri, 2011).  Furthermore, like other African countries, in Ethiopia individual achievements are 

frequently much less valued than interpersonal relations (Blunt & Jones, 1997).   

Moreover, Ethiopian national culture has a character that is collectivist, high power distance, 

low uncertainty avoidance and masculine (Hofstede, 1983).  Even though the GLOBE study framework 

(House et al., 2002) is recommended to better understand national culture characteristics, we use 

Hofstede’s (1983) dimensions to discuss cultural characteristics due to the unavailability of information 

about Ethiopia in the GLOBE study.  Leadership in Ethiopia is a group phenomenon, and the culture is 

characterized by collectivism and high power distance (Hofstede, 1983).  Employees are loyal to their 

job, expecting the organizations will return the loyalty in the form of protection.  Furthermore, there is 

tight integration between leaders and their followers (Hofstede, 1983).  Moreover, the leadership style 

is more autocratic, where individual followers do not participate in decision-making (Hofstede, 1983).   

Because of limited research on leadership, the commercial banks replicate leadership practices 

from the west without significant changes to accommodate contextual and cultural influences.  And yet 

the banking sector in Ethiopia, like the country’s culture in general, is characterized by collectivism, 

employee loyalty, and an autocratic leadership style (Hofstede, 1983).  Like in other developing 

countries, in Ethiopia jobs in the banking industry have become more complex and intellectually 

demanding.  However, since banking is one of the most attractive careers in Ethiopia, it draws thousands 

of qualified employees each year in the country who can handle the challenges.  The banking sector in 
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Ethiopia is characterized by a diversified workforce (e.g., age, gender, ethnicity, culture, and religion).  

Despite the long working hours, employees working in commercial banks enjoy the relative benefits 

(e.g., higher salary, loans with low interest rates, medical insurance) that are offered.   

The leaders considered in this study are branch managers of 15 commercial banks in Ethiopia.  

These branch managers have a minimum of two people directly reporting to them in each branch.  The 

leaders in these 15 commercial banks are responsible for playing various roles, which include but are 

not limited to the following:  

• plan, coach and coordinate the activities of the branch  

• participate in development, expansion, and management of customers  

• coordinate efforts to meet customer needs  

• manage service levels against customer expectations  

• measure branch staff members’ operational performance periodically  

• ensure effective and proper utilization of resources 

• identify and recruit potential customers and provide professional advice   

These branch managers will thus be studied in order to understand how leaders develop self-

efficacy, how their perceived self-efficacy affects their effectiveness, and leaders’ dis(agreement) with 

their subordinates on their effectiveness in the Ethiopian context.  

1.4. Methodology  

Research Design  

So that we could have a better understanding of leaders’ behavior (self-efficacy and 

effectiveness), we attempt to test theories (e.g., social cognitive theory) based on a deterministic 

philosophy, in which some causes determine outcomes (e.g., antecedents and leadership self-efficacy) 

(Creswell, 2014).  To study the behavior of leaders in a specific industry (i.e., banking in Ethiopia), 

standardized, validated, and reliable measures are used.  We use surveys as a method of data collection 
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through distributing and collecting close-ended questionnaires to/from research participants (i.e., 

leaders and subordinates).  Finally, a quantitative research approach is followed, and different statistical 

procedures are applied to relate variables and test hypotheses (Creswell, 2014). 

Samples, data collection, and analysis  

For the study described in Chapter 2, data from the banking industry in Ethiopia was collected.  

In the sample majority of leaders, 86.1% (n = 118) were men and 13.9 % (n = 19) women, and 137 

leaders participated.  The mean age and work experience for leader participants was 37.42 and 5.47 

years, respectively.  The majority of the leaders were first degree and above (99.3%).  The participants 

filled out and returned a questionnaire in English on different aspects of personal traits (i.e., self-esteem, 

internal locus of control), learning experience (i.e., vicarious learning, emotional arousal), contextual 

factors (i.e., resource availability, subordinates’ performance), and leadership self-efficacy.  The data 

was analyzed using SPSS version 23 (means, bivariate correlation, and hierarchical multiple linear 

regression) and AMOS version 22 (confirmatory factor analysis). 

For the study described in Chapters 3 and 4, data from the banking industry in Ethiopia was 

used.  The sample consists of 128 leaders and 344 direct subordinates.  The majority of leaders (85.9%) 

and subordinates (64.8%) were male.  The mean age and work experience for leader participants was 

37.42 and 5.47 years, respectively.  The majority of the leaders and subordinates were first degree and 

above (99.2% and 91.5%, respectively).  For the study in Chapter 3, leader participants filled out and 

returned a questionnaire in English on task complexity, leadership self-efficacy, and effectiveness, 

whereas subordinates provided responses on leaders’ effectiveness.  Furthermore, for the study in 

Chapter 4, leader participants filled out and returned a questionnaire in English on self-esteem, internal 

locus of control, leadership self-efficacy, and effectiveness, while subordinates provided responses on 

leader effectiveness.   

The data in Chapter 3 was analyzed using SPSS version 23 (means, standard deviations, 

bivariate correlations, multilevel analysis, and hierarchical linear regression) and AMOS version 22 
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(confirmatory factor analysis).  Further, the data in Chapter 4 was analyzed using SPSS version 23 

(means, standard deviation, bivariate correlation, and multivariate analysis) and AMOS version 22 

(confirmatory factor analysis). 
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Abstract 

The purpose of this paper is to examine the effect of personality trait factors (self-esteem and internal 

locus of control) and learning experiences (vicarious learning and emotional arousal) on leadership 

self-efficacy (LSE).  Furthermore, the study examines whether the relation of self-esteem and 

internal locus of control with LSE is stronger with an increasing level of available resources and 

subordinate performance.  The hypothesized model was tested using multiple regression in a sample 

of 137 banking leaders.  The findings suggest that vicarious learning and emotional arousal are 

essential for LSE.  Resource availability moderates the relationship of internal locus of control and 

self-esteem with LSE in such a way that the relationship of internal locus of control and self-esteem 

with LSE is stronger for leaders who have more resource availability.  Furthermore, subordinates’ 

performance moderates the relationship between self-esteem and LSE in such a way that the 

relationship between self-esteem and LSE is stronger for leaders whose subordinates’ performance 

is higher. 

Keywords Leadership, Self-efficacy, Person-organization fit  
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2.1.  Introduction 

Many organizations struggle to adapt to the rapid changes in a globalizing world.  This leaves 

today’s leaders to face unique challenges that put their leadership skills to the test.  It is not only the 

knowledge, skills, and abilities of leaders, but perhaps even more importantly the self-

conceptualizations of leaders’ leadership capabilities that enable leaders to face the challenges (Paglis 

& Green, 2002).  Leadership self-efficacy (LSE) is of crucial importance.  The importance of self-

efficacy beliefs in leadership has been widely acknowledged (e.g., McCormick, 2001; Paglis & Green, 

2002; Semander et al., 2006).   

Although previous studies have indicated the importance of self-efficacy in leadership, there 

are still several issues that need further consideration.  This paper focuses on three of these issues: 

inconsistencies in defining the construct of LSE, cultural differences in LSE, and the interaction of 

personal and situational factors that influence LSE. 

First, there is no consensus on how to define the construct.  Paglis and Green (2002) and 

Semander et al. (2006) define LSE as leaders’ self-perceived capability pertaining to leading change, 

whereas Anderson et al. (2008) define LSE broadly as a multi-dimensional construct.  This reflects the 

wide range of conceptualizations among researchers concerning the relevant behavioral domain of LSE 

(Paglis, 2010).  Yet most research fails to incorporate the multi-dimensionality of self-efficacy in their 

research and instead focuses on one dimension, resulting in divergent findings in the field. 

Second, although leadership is widely considered to be universal across cultures, the way in 

which it is operationalized is usually culture-specific (Dorfman et al., 1997).  We contend that a more 

refined definition of what constitutes the domain to which leaders generalize self-efficacy is important 

in order to understand the diverse array of leadership challenges (Hannah et al., 2008).  Considering the 

heretofore limited constructs of leadership self-efficacy, the current study follows the broad definition 

of LSE put forth by Anderson et al. (2008).   
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Third, leaders’ self-efficacy is influenced by several factors.  This study focuses on personality 

trait and learning experiences as the main antecedents of LSE.  Person-organization (P-O) fit theory 

states that when there is a match between individual needs and preferences and organizational systems 

and structures (Kristof, 1996), positive outcomes will occur.  Therefore, it is important to consider the 

interaction of personality trait and organizational context factors in order to understand and predict LSE 

(Chatman, 1989).   

The research questions for this study are: “What is the relationship between personality trait 

factors and LSE?” “What is the relationship between learning experiences and LSE?” and “How is the 

relationship between personality trait factors and LSE influenced by contextual factors?”  This study 

makes three contributions to the field.  First, it uses a comprehensive, theoretically driven measure of 

leadership tasks (Anderson et al., 2008).  Second, it examines the interaction between contextual factors 

and personality trait factors.  Third, it examines the relationships in a specific cultural context.   

2.2.  Defining constructs: Self-efficacy, leadership, and leadership self-efficacy   

Self-efficacy is a leader’s beliefs about his/her abilities to mobilize motivation, cognitive 

resources, and courses of action needed to successfully execute a specific task within a given context 

(Bandura & Adams, 1977; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998).  Bandura (1986) argued that perceived self-

efficacy is a judgment of one’s capability to accomplish a certain level of performance.  

There is no universally acknowledged definition of leadership in the literature (Bass, 1990; Northouse, 

2015; Paglis, 2010; Paglis & Green, 2002; Yukl, 1989).  Leadership is usually defined according to the 

individual perspectives of researchers and the aspect of the phenomenon that most interests them.  The 

present study followed Northouse’s definition of leadership as “leadership is a process whereby an 

individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a common goal” (Northouse, 2015, p. 6).   

Leadership self-efficacy is defined by Machida and Schaubroeck (2011) as leaders’ confidence 

in their abilities, knowledge, and skills in areas needed to lead others effectively.  Moreover, Paglis and 
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Green (2002) developed a new, interpersonally oriented construct, which they labeled “leadership self-

efficacy.”  The new construct was defined as leaders’ perceived judgment to successfully execute 

leadership by setting direction, building relationships, and working with followers to overcome 

challenges to change (Paglis & Green, 2002).  However, LSE is defined in the current study as leaders’ 

confidence in their abilities to undertake multi-dimensional leadership tasks (Anderson et al., 2008).  

Leadership Self-efficacy Antecedents 

  Understanding how leaders form judgments of efficacy is important.  Prior studies (Anderson 

& Betz, 2001; Appelbaum & Hare, 1996; Bandura, 1986; Bandura & Adams, 1977; Gist & Mitchell, 

1992; Paglis & Green, 2002) support individual difference characteristics as contributors to an 

individual’s LSE.  According to the theory of core self-evaluation, self-esteem and internal locus of 

control are personality traits in which individuals reach a conclusion about themselves, others, and 

reality (Judge & Bono, 2001; Judge et al., 1998).  Furthermore, Bandura’s theoretical work on sources 

of self-efficacy information suggests that four types of learning experiences are used in the development 

of self-efficacy (Gist & Mitchell, 1992).  Therefore, the main focus in this section is on self-esteem, 

internal locus of control, vicarious learning, and emotional arousal.  In the section that follows, the 

following hypotheses are set forth in the form of relationships between antecedents and LSE.   

Individual antecedents.  According to Bandura’s widely recognized hypothesis, self-

knowledge about one’s efficacy is based on the information from performance attainment, vicarious 

learning from observing the performance of others, verbal persuasion, and emotional arousal, from 

which people partly judge their ability, strength, and vulnerability to dysfunction (e.g., Anderson & 

Betz, 2001; Bandura, 1986; Gist & Mitchell, 1992).  

Vicarious learning, through seeing other similar people perform, can successfully raise self-

perceptions of efficacy in observers that they too possess the capabilities to master comparable activities 

(Bandura, 1986).  It is argued by Bandura (1986) that information derived from one’s physiological 

state determines leaders’ judgment of their capability to perform leadership tasks.  Leaders expect 
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success when they are not affected by negative stimuli.  Thus, in order to gain a sense of self-efficacy, 

a leader can observe someone else doing a task successfully or rely on physiological cues.  Therefore, 

this study hypothesizes that vicarious learning is positively related to LSE (1a).  Further, it hypothesizes 

that emotional arousal is negatively related to LSE (1b). 

Perceived locus of control influences leaders’ self-efficacy perceptions.  Leaders with an 

internal locus of control believe that their actions or personal characteristics are prominent determinants 

of their experiences, whereas those with an external tendency feel outcomes are primarily determined 

by outside factors such as luck, chance, fate, and other circumstances (Paglis & Green, 2002; Rotter, 

1966).  Believing that goals are achievable largely through one’s effort, rather than a product of chance 

or circumstances, enhances leaders’ perception of their ability to undertake leadership tasks.  Studies 

(Appelbaum & Hare, 1996; Gist & Mitchell, 1992; Paglis & Green, 2002) linking locus of control to 

LSE indicate its value in enhancing the perception of leaders’ capabilities to undertake leadership tasks.  

Therefore, it is hypothesized that internal locus of control is positively related to LSE (1c). 

  Prior studies (Gist & Mitchell, 1992; Paglis & Green, 2002) indicate self-esteem as one of the 

LSE determinants.  Nevertheless, Bandura (1986) argues that judgment of one’s self-efficacy and self-

esteem has no uniform relation.  However, (Bruckner, cited in Paglis & Green, 2002) indicates that 

leaders with high self-esteem have more confidence in their capability to undertake leadership tasks 

than leaders with low self-esteem.  Moreover, Gist and Mitchell (1992) and Paglis and Green (2002) 

concluded that leaders with low self-esteem are more likely to suffer anxiety in performance situations 

and tend to focus on their perceived inadequacies.  Therefore, it is hypothesized that self-esteem is 

positively related to LSE (1d).  

Moderation  

      Chatman (1989) indicated the importance of considering both personal and environmental factors 

and their interaction in order to understand and predict behavior.  Person-organization fit occurs when 

there is a match between individual needs and preferences and organizational systems and structures 
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(Kristof, 1996).  Leaders find environmental factors reinforcing and satisfying when environmental 

patterns resemble their personality.  Person-organization interaction has not been examined thoroughly 

in the literature (Chatman, 1989), and the present study is the first to explore the effect of person-

organization interaction on LSE. 

We focus on resource supply and subordinates’ performance because leaders’ judgment of 

efficacy may include consideration of the amount of resources required to complete leadership tasks 

(Bandura, cited in Gist & Mitchell, 1992) and the degree of interdependence with subordinates 

(Kiggundu, 1981).  The following hypotheses are set forth in the form of relationships between 

antecedents and LSE and the moderating influence of context factors of these relationships.  

Resource availability as a moderator   

Availability of resources moderates the relationship between self-esteem and LSE.  A leader’s 

perception of high resource availability facilitates the effect of self-esteem on LSE.  On the other hand, 

perception of resource inadequacies will be a barrier for the relationship between self-esteem and LSE.  

A leader’s perception of resource inadequacies or excess supply above the desired level negatively 

affects the relationship between internal locus of control and LSE.  Leaders’ LSE will be higher when 

both resource availability and internal locus of control are high than when both are low (Kristof, 1996).  

Therefore, this study hypothesizes that resource availability moderates the relationship between self-

esteem and LSE in such a way that the relationship is stronger for leaders who have more resource 

availability (2a).  Further, it hypothesizes that resource availability moderates the relationship between 

internal locus of control and LSE in such a way that the relationship is stronger for leaders who have 

adequate resource availability (2b). 

Subordinates’ performance as a moderator   

Subordinates’ performance moderates the relationship between self-esteem and LSE.  Leaders’ 

positive perception of their subordinates’ performance helps enable leaders who hold themselves in 

high esteem to extend their feelings of self-worth to LSE.  Specifically, the relationship between self-
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esteem and LSE strengthens when leaders’ self-esteem and the perception of their subordinates’ 

performance is high (Kristof, 1996).  Therefore, it is hypothesized that subordinates’ performance 

moderates the relationship between self-esteem and LSE in such a way that the relationship is stronger 

for leaders whose subordinates’ performance is better (2c).   

Subordinates’ performance moderates the relationship between internal locus of control and 

LSE.  Leaders with a high internal locus of control and a perception of their subordinates’ performance 

above or below their desired level negatively affect the relationship between internal locus of control 

and LSE.  Specifically, a marginal increase in subordinates’ performance beyond the desired level 

weakens the relationship between internal locus of control and LSE (Kristof, 1996).  Therefore, the 

study hypothesizes that subordinates’ performance moderates the relationship between internal locus of 

control and LSE in such a way that the relationship is stronger for leaders whose subordinates’ 

performance is acceptable (2d).   

Overview of the LSE Model  

           The model guiding this research is shown in Figure 1.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: LSE model and its determinants (LSE = leadership self-efficacy) 
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On the right side, the leadership self-efficacy construct represents leaders’ self-perceived 

capabilities for general leadership tasks.  On the left side, the personality trait factors (self-esteem and 

internal locus of control) and learning experiences (vicarious learning and emotional arousal) are 

presented as predictors of leadership self-efficacy judgments.  In the middle at the bottom and top, two 

environmental factors – resource availability and subordinates’ performance characteristics – are 

postulated as moderators of the relationship between the personality trait factors and leadership self-

efficacy (LSE).  The central hypothesis focuses on the proposed relationship between LSE and its 

antecedents and the moderating influence of the context factors.   

2.3. Method 

Setting and Sample  

A cross-sectional study within a commercial bank setting in Ethiopia was conducted.  The total 

sample consisted of 168 leaders from 15 public and private commercial banks, and 143 surveys were 

completed.  Hence the response rate was 85.1%.  Leaders in the target population were responsible for 

leading and coordinating the marketing activities of all staff members within their branch, ensuring the 

full utilization of the customer relationship management system to meet and exceed established sales 

goals, and delivering financial service products to current and potential customers.  Due to case-wise 

diagnostics, some cases were deleted and the sample size for the main analysis was reduced to 137 valid 

cases.  Of these 137 participants, 118 were men (86.1%) and 19 were women.  The mean age was 37.42 

years (SD = 7), the average work experience was 5.47 (SD = 5.75) years, and educational level was a 

diploma (associate’s degree) for .7%, a bachelor’s degree for 72.3%, and a master’s degree for 27%.    

Procedures  

In Ethiopia, there were 18 commercial banks with 2,377 branches as of February 1, 2015.  From 

18 commercial banks in the country, 15 with 838 branches in Addis Ababa were considered in the study, 

and three were excluded because they were not willing to cooperate.  Branches in Addis Ababa, which 
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is home to almost 40% of branches in the country, were targeted because of cost, time, and convenience 

considerations.  To ensure sample size adequacy, 20% of the branches were taken as a sample, and this 

number was proportionally distributed to each of the commercial banks.   

Before administering the questionnaires, a formal official letter was submitted to the head 

offices of the commercial banks.  Presidents and other concerned parties were requested to give their 

permission for the research and some background information.  After collecting the background 

information from all banks, the sample size was calculated.  Each leader was formally asked to fill out 

and return a questionnaire in English.  

Measures  

Leaders filled in a questionnaire on their self-esteem, internal locus of control, emotional 

arousal, vicarious learning, resource availability, leadership self-efficacy, and their subordinates’ 

performance characteristics.  As the measures were collected at one point in time, a series of 

confirmatory factor analyses were carried out in AMOS (version 22) to assess the discriminant validity 

of the measures.  A full measurement model was initially tested in which each indicator was specified 

to load on the latent variable it was supposed to measure. Model fit was assessed according to the 

following criteria: χ2 likelihood ratio statistics, Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), and the 

Akaike’s Information Index (AIC).  For CFI, GFI, and TLI, values ≥ .90 indicate acceptable fit, values 

≥ .95 indicate, good fit, and RMSEA values ≤ .08 suggest acceptable fit.  The AIC was suited for 

comparing the fit of alternative models.  The lower the AIC index, the better the goodness of fit.  When 

a poor fit was found for the model, exploratory factor analysis was carried out.  The method was 

principal component analysis (PCA) with varimax rotation.  To determine the number of factors to be 

retained, the scree plot, eigenvalues ≥ 1, and total variance explained were considered, listed from more 

important to important (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2009).    
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Leadership self-efficacy sources.  Bandura’s four leadership self-efficacy sources were 

measured using 16 items adapted from Anderson and Betz (2001).  Leaders rated their sources of 

efficacy on mastery experience, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and emotional arousal.  Four 

items were written to align with each of these four dimensions.  CFA was conducted, and the results 

revealed (χ2 = 259.88, p < .001, GFI = .82, TLI = .68, CFI = .74, AIC = 335.88 and RMSEA = .11) for 

the four-factor model.  However, the two-factor model (emotional arousal and vicarious learning) had 

(χ2 = 4.17, p < .84, GFI = .99, TLI = 1, CFI = 1, AIC = 30.17 and RMSEA = .00), which is a better fitting 

model (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, & Müller, 

2003).  Vicarious learning and emotional arousal were measured with six items, including the following 

examples from each of these subscales: 1) “My favorite leader had good leadership skills” and 2) 

“Undertaking managerial tasks makes me nervous.”  A 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly 

disagree to 5 = strongly agree was used.  Cronbach’s alpha was .72 for both vicarious learning and 

emotional arousal.   

Subordinates’ performance characteristics.  For subordinates’ performance characteristics, 

leaders rated the overall performance of their work unit on 12 items, including 9 adopted from Wayne 

and Ferris (1990) and 3 (effectiveness, efficiency, and innovativeness) added by the researchers.  Two 

of the original items, a) supervisor and technical potential and b) judgment and initiative, were each 

split into two for better clarity.  The PCA results indicated a single construct explaining 69.54% of 

variance in subordinates’ performance characteristics, with item loading greater than .71 for all items 

(Hair et al., 2009).  Cooperation was dropped because of its lower communalities, so the construct was 

measured with 11 items.  A 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = poor to 5 = excellent was used.  

Cronbach’s alpha for subordinates’ performance characteristics was .95.   

Self-esteem.  Self-esteem was measured by averaging responses of leaders on their positive or 

negative attitude towards themselves on four items from the 10-item measurement scale (Rosenberg, 

1965).  The CFA result indicates  (χ2 = 94.29, p < .001, GFI = .87, TLI = .78, CFI = .83, AIC = 134.29 

and RMSEA = .11) for the 10-item construct.  The new model with four items (χ2 = 2.67, p < .26, GFI 
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= .99, TLI = .99, CFI = 1, AIC = 18.67 and RMSEA = .05) is a better fitting model (Cheung & Rensvold, 

2002; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003).  Sample items such as “I feel that I have a 

number of good qualities” were measured with a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree 

to 5 = strongly agree.  Cronbach’s alpha for self-esteem was .79.  

Internal locus of control.  The last individual factor, internal locus of control, was measured 

based on leaders’ responses on eight items adopted from Rotter (1966).  The CFA for the 8-item scale 

was (χ2 = 58.87, p < .001, GFI = .90, TLI = .80, CFI = .86, AIC = 90.87 and RMSEA = .12), and item 

loading for the items was very low.  After model modification, locus of control was measured based on 

three items: “Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ability; luck has little or nothing to do 

with it”; “Becoming a success is a matter of hard work; luck has little or nothing to do with it”; “In my 

case, getting what I want has little or nothing to do with luck.”  These three items loaded .88, .87, and 

.82 and explained 73.5% of variance in internal locus of control.  A 5-point Likert scale ranging from 

1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree was used.  Cronbach’s alpha for internal locus of control 

was .81.   

Resource availability.  A self-developed 5-item scale was used to measure resource 

availability.  The items were: “There are adequate financial resources devoted to work in this 

organization,”; “Adequate and qualified human resources are available”; “There is on-time and valuable 

information to make decisions”; “There is adequate time to focus on basic tasks”; and “Material 

resource needs are fulfilled.”  The results of PCA indicates a one-factor solution explaining 55.7% of 

total variance in resource availability after dropping “There are adequate financial resources devoted to 

work in this organization” (Hair et al., 2009).  A 5-point agree/disagree response scale ranging from 1 

= strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree was used.  Cronbach’s alpha for resource availability was .73.   

Leadership self-efficacy.  To measure leadership self-efficacy, 66 items were adopted from 

Anderson, et al. (2008).  Leaders were asked to rate their self-efficacy based on the 100-point self-

efficacy measurement scale by Bandura (2006) ranging between 0 (“cannot do at all”), 50 (“moderately 

can do”), and 100 (“highly certain can do”).  The CFA results for the 17 dimensions indicate (χ2 = 3716, 
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p < .001, GFI = .57, TLI = .74, CFI = .75, AIC = 4010.06 and RMSEA = .08), while the 3-factor model 

with (χ2 = 165.35, p < .01, GFI = .88, TLI = .95, CFI = .96, AIC = 239.35 and RMSEA = .06) is a 

reasonably fit model (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003).  

Leadership self-efficacy was measured in three dimensions (drive-change LSE, diplomacy LSE, and 

task-orientation LSE) with 17-item scales including items such as “Make and retain solid organizational 

connection.”  Cronbach’s alpha for LSE was .92.    

Analysis 

The hypotheses were tested using hierarchical regression.  Hierarchical multivariate moderated 

regression analysis was employed  (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003).   

Statistical analysis.  SPSS (version 23) was used to calculate the descriptive statistics and to 

test the hypotheses.  Descriptive statistics such as mean values, standard deviations, Cronbach’s alpha, 

and bivariate correlations of the included variables are reported in Table 1.     

Following the recommendation of Cohen, et al. (2003), all the predictor variables were 

centered.  Regression was run three times, one for the personality traits and two for the moderating 

variables.  First the dependent and main effect variables were entered in model 1 – specifically self-

esteem, internal locus of control, vicarious learning, and emotional arousal – and then the moderators 

(resource availability, and subordinates’ performance characteristics) were entered in each step, 

respectively.  Next, interaction terms were added in models 2-3. 

A variance inflation factor test was conducted, and the maximum value was 1.45, which is far 

below the cut-point value of 10, indicating that the analysis was free from multicollinearity.   
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2.4. Results 

Table 1 

Descriptive statistics and correlations between study variables 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. LSE 82.45 8.40 (.92)          

2. Self-esteem 4.27 .60 .36** (.79)         

3. Locus of control 3.87 .86 .23** .22** (.81)        

4. Emotional arousal 1.87 .80 -.42** -.37** -.145* (.72)       

5. Vicarious learning 4 .67 .40** .38** .10 -.17* (.72)      

6. Resource availability 3.45 .74 .19* .08 .04 -.06 .29** (.73)     

7. Subordinates’ performance  3.56 .72 .26** .26** -.05 -.12 .30** .52** (.95)    

8. Age 37.42 7.05 -.17* -.02 .100 .08 -.09 -.09 -.08    

9. Sex   -.19* -.07 -.03 -.01 -.19* -.09 -.09 .04   

10. Educational level   .10 .03 .13 .02 -.00 .07 .06 -.13 .05  

11. Work experience 5.47 5.75 -.05 .05 .05 .00 .08 -.12 -.02 .44** .08 -.07 

Note: Rater male = 1, and female = 0. Rater diploma (associate’s degree) = 1, Rater first degree = 2, and Rater second degree = 3.  

Work experience was measured in years. Leadership self-efficacy was measured using a 100-point response scale (see method section).   

N = 137, with the Cronbach's alphas on the diagonal. 

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level. 

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 2 

Results of regression analysis with leadership self-efficacy as dependent variable and personality trait 

factors and learning experiences as independent variables  

Personality trait factors   

 𝜷    

Self-esteem  .10    

Internal locus of control  .13    

Emotional arousal  -.32**    

Vicarious learning  .30**    

Adj R2  30.2    

 *P<.05, **P<.01.  

For the analysis, all the independent variables were centered.   

Hypotheses 1a, 1c, and 1d stated the positive relationship between vicarious learning, internal 

locus of control, and self-esteem, while hypothesis 1b stated the negative relationship between 

emotional arousal and LSE.  Vicarious learning was positively related with LSE, while emotional 

arousal was significantly and negatively related: (β = .30, p < .01) and (β = -.32, p < .01), respectively.  

These results support hypotheses 1a on vicarious learning being positively related to LSE and 1b on the 

negative relationship with emotional arousal.  The proposed positive relationship between self-esteem 

and internal locus of control to LSE was not fully supported. 
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Table 3 

Results of hierarchical regression analysis with leadership self-efficacy as dependent variable, 

personality trait factors and learning experiences as independent variables, and resource availability 

as moderator   

*P<.05, **P<.01.  

For the analysis, all independent and moderating variables were centered.   

Hypotheses 2a and 2b state the moderating effect of resource availability in the relationship of 

self-esteem and internal locus of control with LSE.  The multiple hierarchical regression results indicate 

significant interaction between resource availability and internal locus of control throughout the model 

(β = -.23, p < .01).  The interaction between self-esteem and resource availability was positive and 

significant in the third model (β = .15, p < .05).  Therefore, the results of the analysis support hypotheses 

2a and 2b.  

 Model 1 

𝜷 

Model 2 

𝜷 

Model 3 

𝜷 

 

Self-esteem  .10 .09 .11  

Internal locus of control .13 .15* .16*  

Emotional arousal -.32** -.31** -.29**  

Vicarious learning  .28** .26** .27**  

Resource availability .08 .10 .07  

Internal locus of control * Resource availability   -.19** -.23**  

Self-esteem * Resource availability   .15*  

Adj R2  30.8 33.7 35.3  

R2 change  32.9 .04 .02  
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Figure 2: The moderating effect of resource availability on the relationship between internal locus of 

control and LSE   

The interaction was examined by setting the moderators at values ± 1 standard deviation from 

the mean.  The results indicate that when leaders perceive that resources are inadequate in the 

organization, the positive relationship between internal locus of control and LSE weakens (see Figure 

2).  According to person-organization fit theory, leaders expect an organization to supply all the 

resources necessary to undertake leadership tasks.  Leaders’ perception of resource inadequacies is a 

barrier to leaders extending their feeling of internal locus of control to LSE.   

 

Figure 3: The moderating effect of resource availability in the relationship between self-esteem and 

LSE  
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The findings indicate that when leaders perceive that resources are abundant in the organization, 

the positive relationship between self-esteem and LSE is strengthened (see Figure 3).  Specifically, 

leaders’ perception of having adequate resources – for example, adequate time, information, human 

resources, and materials – to undertake leadership tasks enhances leaders’ self-esteem.  Therefore, high 

organizational resource availability reduces leaders’ anxiety to undertake leadership tasks or improves 

perceived worthiness to undertake leadership tasks and strengthens the positive relationship between 

self-esteem and LSE.  

Table 4 

Results of hierarchical regression analysis with leadership self-efficacy as dependent variable, 

personality trait factors and learning experiences as independent variables and subordinates’ 

performance characteristics as moderator  

*P<.05, **P<.01.  

For the analysis, all independent and moderating variables were centered.   

Hypotheses 2c and 2d state that the level of subordinates’ performance characteristics in the 

organization moderates the relation of self-esteem and internal locus of control with LSE.  The 

relationship between self-esteem and LSE was influenced by subordinates’ performance characteristics 

(β = .16, p < .05).  The hierarchical regression analysis results support hypothesis 2c about the 

moderating effect of subordinates’ performance characteristics on the relationship between self-esteem 

and LSE.   

 Model 1 

𝜷 

Model 2 

𝜷 

Model 3 

𝜷 

 

Self-esteem  .08 .09 .12  

Internal locus of control .15* .17* .18*  

Emotional arousal -.31** -.27** -.26**  

Vicarious learning  .27** .25** .25**  

Subordinates’ performance  .13 .12 .13  

Internal locus of control * Subordinates’ performance  -.13 -.14  

Self-esteem * Subordinates’ performance   .16*  

Adjusted R2  31.3 32.3 34.3  

R2 change  .338 .02 .02  
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Figure 4: The moderating effect of subordinates’ performance characteristics in the relationship 

between self-esteem and LSE 

Leaders’ positive perception of their subordinates’ performance strengthened the positive 

relationship between self-esteem and LSE (see Figure 4).  Specifically, leaders’ positive perception of 

their subordinates’ performance reduces their anxiety and increases their feeling of worthiness to 

successfully undertake leadership tasks.  Leaders with high self-esteem extend their self-worth to 

undertaking leadership tasks when they perceive their subordinates’ job performance as high.  

2.5. Discussion 

Based on data from 137 banking sector leaders in Ethiopia, the purpose of this research was to 

establish the relationships of personal traits (self-esteem and internal locus of control) and learning 

experience factors (vicarious learning and emotional arousal) with leadership self-efficacy (LSE).  

Furthermore, we explored the moderating role of contextual factors (resource availability and 

subordinates’ performance) in the relationship of self-esteem and internal locus of control with LSE.  

As hypothesized, we found that vicarious learning and emotional arousal are related with LSE.  We also 

found that resource availability moderates the relationship between internal locus of control and self-

esteem with LSE.  Furthermore, the results reveal an interesting indication of the moderating influence 

of subordinates’ performance on the relationship between self-esteem and LSE. 
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This study makes three contributions to the field, first by testing comprehensive, theoretically 

driven leadership tasks (Anderson et al., 2008).  The limitations of past studies centered on the 

theorization and definition of the concept of LSE.  Researchers had defined the concept based on the 

aspect that most interested them and on the tasks they thought the leaders could accomplish (Paglis, 

2010; Paglis & Green, 2002; Semander et al., 2006).  Second, the study introduces the moderation role 

of contextual factors between the personality trait factors and LSE.  Third, it examines the relationship 

in a specific cultural context.   

Though leadership is widely considered to be universal across cultures, the way in which it is 

operationalized is usually culture-specific (Dorfman et al., 1997).  According to the contextual theory 

of leadership, the top priority area of research in leadership is on cultures that are underrepresented in 

the literature (Avolio et al., 2009).  Unique cultures such as history, ethnicity, language, beliefs, values, 

and religion are generally presumed to require distinct leadership approaches in different nations 

(Dorfman et al., 1997; House et al., 2002).  Even though different cultures view LSE, self-esteem, 

internal locus of control, vicarious learning, emotional arousal, subordinates’ performance, and resource 

availability differently than their Western meaning, in this study except for the differences in the 

structure, the association between the variables was similar.  

The findings reveal a negative and significant correlation between leaders’ gender and self-

efficacy.  Further, gender was significantly and negatively correlated with vicarious learning.  

According to various studies, there is a gender difference in expectations of efficacy, as well as in access 

and availability of sources of information, which is important to the development of strong efficacy 

expectations.  Women consistently lack strong expectations of self-efficacy in many career-related 

behaviors, whereas self-efficacy judgment is higher and stronger for men, and men are more exposed 

to vicarious experiences relevant to efficacy expectations (Hackett & Betz, 1981).  However, contrary 

to the previous findings, this study indicates more learning experiences for women.  This could be 

because women in leadership positions are considered more experienced and outstanding to assume the 

position, and due to this they may rank high in learning experience.   
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The result indicates a positive and significant relationship between vicarious learning and LSE.  

Similar to prior studies (Bandura, 1986), this study indicated the value of observing others performing 

well in the organization in predicting LSE.  Leaders’ perceptions of how well others perform leadership 

tasks in their work environment enhance their self-efficacy judgment.  Further, emotional arousal is 

negatively and significantly related with LSE.  Leaders’ state of heightened arousal in terms of fear of 

performing leadership tasks and feeling uncomfortable in social relations with peers and others in the 

organization negatively affects leaders’ self-efficacy judgment (Bandura, 1986).  

According to contingency theory, situational factors (e.g., subordinates’ performance) affect 

leadership, how leaders behave, and the consequences of their behavior (Vroom  & Jago, 2007).  The 

interactions of resource availability and subordinates’ performance characteristics with internal locus 

of control and self-esteem give an interesting indication of the moderating influence of contextual 

factors on the relationship between the personality trait factors and LSE.  

The results indicate a significant and negative interaction between internal locus of control and 

resource availability.  Leaders ranking high in internal locus of control believe that they can control 

outcomes in their organization (Judge et al., 1998).  Furthermore, according to Kristof’s (1996) person-

organization fit theory, leaders find environmental factors to be supportive when environmental patterns 

resemble their personality.  However, leaders’ perception of relatively inadequate or excess (above the 

desired level) resource availability reduces their confidence to control outcomes in their organization.  

Another interesting result is the interaction between self-esteem and resource availability.  Leaders 

higher in self-esteem have more positive beliefs about whether or not they can create meaningful 

changes at their organization (Judge et al., 1998).  High resource availability positively influences 

leaders’ sense of self-worth and strengthens the positive relationship between self-esteem and LSE.   

Furthermore, leaders’ positive perception of their subordinates’ performance, dependability, 

effectiveness, efficiency, innovativeness, overall job knowledge, and other performance characteristics 

strengthens the positive relationship between self-esteem and LSE.  Leaders who have high self-esteem 
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extend their self-worth when their subordinates’ performance is high or when subordinates are 

dependable, effective, efficient, and innovative in their overall job performance.  

Although the independent variables in our analyses were self-esteem, internal locus of control, 

vicarious learning, emotional arousal, and the interaction of self-esteem and internal locus of control 

with resource availability and subordinates’ performance, and the dependent variable was LSE, we note 

that the causal pathway may be either way.  Longitudinal or experimental research needs to affirm the 

direction of the effect.   

Limitations and Future Research  

Vicarious learning and emotional arousal have been proven to hold value for predicting LSE.  

Yet the current results need to be understood in light of several limitations.  First, this study is cross-

sectional, and data was gathered from a single source using a single method, so the data may be affected 

by social desirability and common method biases.  Though we undertake the procedural remedies 

suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003) and run Harman’s one-factor test (Podsakoff et al., 2003; 

Podsakoff & Organ, 1998), and the results suggest that common method variance is not a serious 

problem, it cannot be ruled out.  Therefore, we recommend that further research diligently undertake 

the procedural remedies to minimize the risk of common method variance.  Second, the result of this 

study may be affected by the small sample size.  Though our result did not provide enough evidence of 

the effect of a small sample size on our result, we believe that testing the dimensionality of LSE on a 

relatively large sample size is crucial.  

We believe that conducting future research through defining LSE based on theoretically driven 

aspects (Anderson et al., 2008) is important to bridge the gap in understanding and defining LSE.  

Furthermore, in further research it is important to look at the moderating role of resource availability 

and subordinates’ performance in the relationship between personal traits and LSE, in addition to their 

role in predicting LSE.   

 



59 

 

Implications   

Regardless of the limitations, the findings of this study contribute to the existing knowledge in 

the following ways.  First, the study contributes to the existing knowledge through defining LSE based 

on theoretically driven aspects.  Despite the fact that LSE is important for leaders’ self-conception of 

leadership capability, the extant literature has failed to stipulate a comprehensive theoretically driven 

aspect of LSE (Anderson et al., 2008).  Previous studies (e.g., Paglis & Green, 2002; Semander et al., 

2006) define LSE based on what they think leaders could accomplish considering a single aspect.  

Defining LSE based on theoretically driven aspects bridges the gap in understanding LSE and its 

aspects.  Further, it helps to provide consistent results from findings of different studies (Paglis, 2010).  

Moreover, a more refined definition of what constitutes the domain to which leaders generalize self-

efficacy is important in order to understand the diverse array of leadership challenges (Hannah et al., 

2008).  To our knowledge, this is one of the first studies to use theoretically driven aspects of LSE.  

Therefore, our findings contribute to extant literature by using theoretically driven aspects of LSE, its 

determinants, and the moderating role of resource availability and subordinates’ performance in the 

relationship of self-esteem and internal locus of control with LSE.  

Second, our moderation analyses demonstrate that the level of resource availability (time, 

finance, information, human, and material) appears to influence the positive relationship between 

internal locus of control and self-esteem with LSE.  As stated earlier, the level of resources an 

organization supplies to leaders determines how much leaders extend their internal locus of control and 

self-esteem to LSE.  Our findings underscore the importance of considering resource availability when 

one examines the link of internal locus of control and self-esteem with LSE.  To our knowledge this 

study is one of the first to use resource availability and subordinates’ performance as moderators of the 

relationship between self-esteem and internal locus of control with LSE.  As such, our findings 

contribute to the existing literature through indicating the moderating role of resource availability in the 

relationship of self-esteem and internal locus of control with LSE. 
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Furthermore, the findings of our study have the following practical implications.  First, as 

expected, the present study shows the relevance of selecting leaders whose vicarious learning is high 

and whose emotional arousal is weak.  The implications of LSE for training are numerous.  For example, 

low self-efficacy may determine specific training needs.  Modeling has been the most successful method 

of enhancing self-efficacy (Bandura & Adams, 1977).  Furthermore, modeling has advantages for 

enhancing self-efficacy and thereby diminishing anxiety arousal (Bandura, 1977).  Therefore, 

organizations through mentoring programs should develop leaders’ vicarious experience of seeing 

someone else undertaking leadership tasks effectively, emotional stability, and leaders’ self-efficacy. 

Second, the results highlight the importance of person-organization fit, as it influences the 

relationship between leaders’ personal characteristics and self-efficacy.  The relationship of internal 

locus of control and self-esteem with LSE is influenced by availability of resources in terms of finance, 

time, information, human, and material.  Moreover, subordinates’ performance characteristics proved 

to be a significant moderator of the relationship between self-esteem and LSE.  Therefore, organizations 

that desire to increase leaders’ self-efficacy judgment and thereby organizational success should provide 

an adequate supply of resources.  In previous studies the emphasis was on the effect of resource 

availability and subordinates’ performance on LSE.  However, as the current study reveals, it is 

advisable to consider the other contribution of resource availability in regulating the relationship 

between internal locus of control and LSE.  Therefore, it is worthwhile to consider person-organization 

fit to the extent that the organization meets leaders’ expectation in terms of resource supply.  
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Abstract 

This study examines how leadership self-efficacy (LSE) influences leaders’ effectiveness.  

Furthermore, we examine whether the relationship between self-efficacy and leadership 

effectiveness gets stronger when task complexity decreases.  Multisource data were collected from 

128 banking leaders (who responded about different aspects of leadership self-efficacy, task 

complexity, and leadership effectiveness) and 344 subordinates (who rated their leaders’ 

effectiveness in performing leadership tasks).  The results support the positive relationship of 

leadership self-efficacy (LSE) with self-reported leadership effectiveness (LE) but not with 

subordinate ratings of effectiveness.  Task complexity did not moderate the relationship between 

leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness.  

Keywords: Leadership self-efficacy, leadership effectiveness, task complexity  
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3.1. Introduction 

In today’s uncertain economy more than ever, leaders in organizations rapidly respond to 

changing environments by actively seeking new opportunities and leading their followers (Paglis & 

Green, 2002) to become more effective by improving performance (Stajkovic & Luthans, 2003).  

Leaders’ perception of their capabilities will be an important influence of whether or not organizations 

are effective in facing such challenges (Semander et al., 2006).  

Though several factors influence leadership effectiveness (LE), this study focuses on leadership 

self-efficacy (LSE) as the main determinant.  Empirical and theoretical studies (Anderson et al., 2008; 

Chemers et al., 2000; Fiedler, 1967; Paglis & Green, 2002; Prussia et al., 1998; Semander et al., 2006) 

on the predictive ability of factors indicate a consistent positive result for the self-efficacy construct.  

Furthermore, a meta-analytic study (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998) confirms self-efficacy as a better 

predictor of work-related performance than many of the personality trait-based constructs commonly 

used in organizational research.  Further, from social cognitive theory it can be argued that (Bandura, 

1986) the relationship between leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness is influenced by 

the complexity of the task.  Therefore, it is important to consider the interaction between leadership 

self-efficacy and task complexity in order to understand and predict leadership effectiveness (Stajkovic 

& Luthans, 1998).   

 Although previous studies indicated the importance of leadership self-efficacy to influence 

leadership effectiveness, how leader self-efficacy affects leader behavior and in turn subordinate 

reactions has not been extensively investigated (McCormick, 2001).  In this dynamic environment, 

examining how leader self-efficacy affects leader behavior and in turn subordinate reactions can provide 

a broader view and understanding of the relationship.  Moreover, despite the fact that leadership self-

efficacy has the potential to greatly aid in understanding and predicting effective leadership in 

organizations, the extant literature has failed to specify a comprehensive, empirically derived taxonomic 

structure of leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness (Anderson et al., 2008).  Specification 
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of such a comprehensive leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness taxonomy can provide 

much-needed clarity to the construct domain (Anderson et al., 2008).   

Though there are a small number of empirical studies relating leadership self-efficacy and 

leadership performance (Chan & Drasgow, 2001; Chemers et al., 2000; Hendricks & Payne, 2007; 

Hoyt, 2005; Murphy & Ensher, 1999; Paglis & Green, 2002; Semander et al., 2006), most of the studies 

were conducted outside a real business context.  For example, studies (Bandura & Wood, 1989a; Chan 

& Drasgow, 2001; Chemers et al., 2000; Hendricks & Payne, 2007; Hoyt, 2005) were conducted using 

students, trainees, and military cadets as subjects of leadership research, and other studies (Chan & 

Drasgow, 2001; Ng, Ang, & Chan, 2008) were conducted in a military setting.  

The research questions for this study are “What is the relationship between leadership self-

efficacy and leadership effectiveness?” and “Is the relationship between leadership self-efficacy and 

leadership effectiveness moderated by task complexity?”  This study makes four contributions.  First, 

it examines the nature of the relationship between leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness 

and the moderating effect of task complexity on this relationship.  Second, it examines the relationship 

in industry by taking real business leaders as subjects of the research.  Third, it uses a comprehensive 

theory-driven measure of leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness (Anderson et al., 2008).  

Fourth, it uses multisource data (from leaders and subordinates) to examine the proposed relationships.  

3.2. Defining constructs: leadership, leadership self-efficacy, and leadership 

effectiveness 

According to some authors (Bass, 1990; Paglis, 2010; Paglis & Green, 2002; Yukl, 1989), there is no 

universally acknowledged definition of leadership in the literature.  Leadership is usually defined 

according to the individual perspective of the researchers, and the aspect of the phenomenon that most 

interests them.  This could be, for example, leadership in terms of individual traits, leader behavior, 

interaction patterns, role relationships, followers’ perceptions, influence over followers, and influence 
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on task goals.  In this study, leadership is defined as “a process whereby an individual influences a 

group of individuals to achieve a common goal” (Northouse, 2015, p. 6).   

Interest in self-efficacy began with Bandura’s (1977) social learning theory, renamed as social 

cognitive theory in 1986 (Zulkosky, 2009).  According to theory and research (Bandura & Adams, 

1977; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998), self-efficacy is defined as an individual’s judgment of one’s 

capability to perform tasks, how much effort they exert, and how long they will persist in difficult 

situations.  It is argued by Bandura (1986) that perceived self-efficacy is a judgment of one’s capability 

to accomplish a certain level of performance.  To be successful, leaders must not only possess the 

required skills, but also have a resilient self-belief in their capabilities to exercise control over events to 

accomplish desired goals (Bandura & Wood, 1989b).  Therefore, a leader needs to have self-belief in 

his/her capability to undertake leadership tasks to be effective in his/her role as a leader.  In the current 

study we follow Bandura’s (1986) definition that a leader’s perceived self-efficacy is a judgment of 

one’s capability to execute leadership tasks.   

Leadership effectiveness concerns judgments about a leader’s impact on an organization’s 

bottom line, for example, on the profitability of a business unit, the quality of service rendered, the 

market share gained, or the win-loss record of a team.  Indices of effectiveness are often hard to specify 

and frequently affected by factors beyond a leader’s control.  Leadership effectiveness is the standard 

by which leaders should be judged, with a focus on typical leadership behaviors (Hogan, Curphy, & 

Hogan, 1994).  The current study follows the broad definition of leadership effectiveness as the leader’s 

capability to perform (impartial, relational, technical, creative, directive, tenacious, empowering, 

influential, and strategic) leadership behaviors as set forth by Anderson et al. (2008).  

Perceived Leader Self-efficacy as an Antecedent of Leadership Effectiveness   

Our proposition in this study is that leaders’ perception of their capabilities will be an important 

influence of whether or not they are effective in undertaking leadership tasks.  Leaders high in self-

efficacy can influence events and consequences and will be seen by their subordinates as more effective 
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in performing leadership tasks compared to low self-efficacy leaders (Paglis & Green, 2002; Sosik & 

Megerian, 1999).   

Self-efficacy is an important motivational concept and is related to individual choice, goals, 

emotional reactions, effort, coping, and persistence (Gist & Mitchell, 1992).  People’s beliefs in their 

efficacy influence the choices they make, their aspirations, how much effort they mobilize in a given 

endeavor, and how long they sustain in the face of difficulties and setbacks (Bandura, 1991). 

It is argued by Stajkovic and Luthans (2003) that self-efficacy is the pervading psychological 

mechanism for positively motivating human resources.  Perceptions of personal efficacy provide 

countless personal benefits (Bandura, 1997).  In particular, leadership self-efficacy or believing in one’s 

leadership capabilities positively predicts leadership, group, and organizational outcomes (Chemers et 

al., 2000; Hoyt, 2005; Hoyt et al., 2003).  Furthermore, Stajkovic and Luthans (1998) in their large scale 

meta-analysis confirmed that efficacy beliefs specific to a particular task are critical for the prediction 

of performance in a given situation.    

Self-efficacy judgments are important because they influence not only what skills people 

perceive themselves to have, but also what they believe they can do with the skills they possess. Feelings 

of enhanced self-efficacy might be related to high levels of motivation, which could affect levels of 

aspiration, goal setting, perseverance in the face of difficulty, and enthusiasm, causing a leader to work 

harder and longer to achieve goals.  Therefore, the likely avenues for positive effects of leadership 

efficacy are higher leader credibility, more effective problem analysis and judgment, greater 

perseverance and resilience, and the creation of similar effects in followers (Chemers et al., 2000).  

Furthermore, next to the leaders’ perceptions, also followers expectations and perceptions on 

the leader’s effectiveness should be taken into account (Hollander, 1992; Hollander & Offermann, 

1990).  The follower’s attributions on the leaders’ effectiveness affect the follower’s responses to and 

relation with the leaders.  A leader who demonstrates a sense of leadership capability can give followers 

a strong sense of competence.  In this way the follower’s expectations and perceptions on effective 
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leadership are met (Foti & Miner, 2003).  Leaders who can influence the followers’ perceptions and 

expectations receive increased social power, more credit, better work outcomes, and greater 

commitment to work goals resulting in greater effectiveness (Foti & Miner, 2003).   

Hypothesis 1: Leadership self-efficacy is positively related to leadership effectiveness 

The Moderating Role of Task Complexity in the Relationship between Perceived Leadership 

Self-efficacy and Effectiveness 

Tasks are central parts of all studies of human performance, and task characterstics have been 

suggested as moderators in a diverse range of areas including self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness.  

Bandura and other self-efficacy researchers (Bandura, 1977, 1986; Bandura & Wood, 1989b; Gist & 

Mitchell, 1992) repeatedly point out that in addition to the regulative potential of self-efficacy for 

successful performance, the relative contribution of the complexity of the task to be performed must 

also be considered.  Leaders’ judgment of the difficulty level of tasks will further affect their perceived 

self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977, 1986; Semander et al., 2006; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998; Wood, Mento, 

& Locke, 1987).   

 Tasks vary in their complexity and demand a variety of capabilities of leaders for their 

successful execution.  Highly complex tasks challenge leaders by placing greater demand on the 

required capability, which can in turn convince leaders to judge themselves as incompetent. Also, 

leaders’ personal judgment may be distorted by an adverse perceptive process such as distortion in 

perception of efficacy in relevant past experiences (Bandura, 1986; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998). 

Therefore, from social cognitive (Bandura, 1986) and self-efficacy theory, it can be argued that the 

higher the task complexity, the weaker the relationship between leadership self-efficacy and leadership 

effectiveness.   

Hypothesis 2: Task complexity moderates the relationship between leadership self-efficacy and 

leadership effectiveness, such that this relationship is weaker when task complexity is higher.   
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Overview of the Model   

The model guiding this research is shown in Figure 1.  On the right-hand side, the construct 

represents leadership effectiveness.  On the left-hand side are self-perceived capabilities for general 

leadership tasks.  In the middle of the construct is task complexity as the moderator of the relationship 

between leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness.  The central hypothesis focuses on the 

proposed positive relationship between leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness.   

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Leadership self-efficacy, task complexity, and leadership effectiveness  

3.3. Method 

Setting and Sample  

We conducted a cross-sectional study within a commercial bank setting in Ethiopia.  In 

Ethiopia, there were 18 commercial banks with 2,377 branches as of February 1, 2015.  We focused on 

the 838 branches in Addis Ababa (the capital and main city of Ethiopia), which has almost 40% of the 

branches in the country, because of cost, time, and convenience considerations.  Of the 18 banks, 15 

were willing to cooperate.  The leaders in these 15 banks are responsible for leading and coordinating 

the marketing activities of all staff members within the branch.  Further, they ensure full utilization of 

the customer relationship management system to meet and exceed established sales goals and deliver 

financial service products to current and potential customers.  The present study used stratified random 

sampling.  Each bank was considered as a stratum, and random samples were taken from each bank 
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proportional to the bank’s share of the total branches.  Accordingly, 168 leaders and 454 subordinates 

participated from the 15 commercial banks, and of these, 143 (85.11 %) leaders and 384 (84.58%) 

subordinates completed the questionnaire.  We excluded the data of 15 (10.49%) leaders and 40 

(10.42%) subordinates for various reasons (e.g., leaders with incomplete subordinates’ data, and cases 

that consistently gave high or low answers in response to the items).  Hence, the analyses were carried 

out on 128 leaders’ and 344 subordinates’ valid cases.  

Procedures 

Before administering the questionnaires, a formal official letter was submitted to the head 

offices of the commercial banks.  Presidents and other concerned bodies were requested to give their 

permission to do the research and were requested to give some background information (e.g., number 

of branches).  To test the hypothesized model of the current study, pairs of survey packages were 

distributed to 15 commercial banks in Ethiopia.  Two types of questionnaires were used, one for the 

leaders and the other for their immediate subordinates.  Collecting survey data from two different 

sources allows a separation of evaluating the predictor and outcome variable of the current model to 

minimize the potential same source bias effect (Podsakoff et al., 2003).  Each leader and subordinate 

was formally asked to fill out and return a questionnaire in English. 

Measures 

Leaders filled in a questionnaire on their leadership self-efficacy, leadership effectiveness, and 

task complexity.  Subordinates evaluated their leaders’ leadership behavior.  Leaders were asked to 

indicate their feeling of agreement/disagreement on whether or not they display effective leadership 

behaviors.  The format and the instruction was the same for subordinates except that they were asked 

to indicate their agreement/disagreement on whether or not their leaders engaged in effective leadership 

behavior with a 5-point agree/disagree response scale.  In the following section, we will discuss each 

of the variables.  
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Task complexity.  Task complexity was measured by four items adopted from Jiambalvo and 

Pratt (1982).  Leaders were asked to rate their feeling about the complexity of their task.  Sample items 

such as “In general, the procedures required to complete your assigned task were well-defined” were 

measured with a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree.   

Leadership self-efficacy.  To measure leadership self-efficacy, 66 items were adopted from 

Anderson et al. (2008).  Leaders were asked to rate their self-efficacy on a 17-factor leadership self-

efficacy construct based on the 100-point self-efficacy measurement scale proposed by Bandura (2006), 

ranging between 0 (“cannot do at all”), 50 (“moderately can do”), and 100 (“highly certain can do”).  

Example items are “Have the aspiration and stamina/strength,” “Define the work roles and tasks of 

others,” and “Make and retain solid organizational connection.”    

Leadership effectiveness.  To measure leadership effectiveness, 44 items were adopted from 

Anderson et al. (2008). Leaders and subordinates were asked to rate leaders’ effectiveness on a 9-factor 

leadership effectiveness construct.  Example items are “Takes time to hear others’ points of view,” 

“‘Big picture’ thinker who sees the organization as a whole and understands it as an open system within 

a larger context,” and “Forecasts and prepares for future institutional developments.”  All items use a 

5-point agree/disagree response scale. 

Control variables.  We controlled for the demographic characteristics (age, gender, work 

experience, and educational level) of both leaders and subordinates.  People routinely classify 

themselves with others on the basis of social categories such as gender (Ashforth & Mael, 1989) and 

age.  Negative stereotypes about older workers persist (Ostroff et al., 2004), and older leaders may 

provide high ratings of themselves (Ferris, Yates, Gilmore, & Rowland, 1985).  Furthermore, leaders 

with long work experience tend to rate themselves higher than others rate them, and educated leaders 

supervising subordinates with a better educational level receive higher ratings than they do from less 

educated subordinates (similar leader).  The control variables consisted of age and work experience 

measured in years, gender (dummy coded as male = 1, and female = 0), and educational level (diploma 

(associate degree) = 1, bachelor degree = 2, and master’s degree = 3) of both leaders and subordinates.   
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Analysis strategies 

Our design provided data at two levels: the leader level and the subordinate level, with 

subordinate data being nested within leaders.  Leaders’ self-efficacy, effectiveness, and task complexity 

were assessed at the macro level.  Further, leaders’ effectiveness was assessed at a micro level 

(subordinates).  

After listing participants’ characteristics of leaders and subordinates, we examined the 

measurement model, i.e., the measurement model of leadership self-efficacy and leadership 

effectiveness.  We first carried out confirmatory factor analyses using the proposed 17-factor and 9-

factor models of leaders’ self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness, respectively.  Model fit was 

assessed according to the following criteria: χ2 likelihood ratio statistics, Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), 

Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and 

the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA).  For CFI, GFI, and TLI, values ≥ .90 indicate 

acceptable fit and values ≥ .95 indicate good fit.  Further, RMSEA values ≤ .08 suggest acceptable fit.  

When a poor fit was found for the model, exploratory factor analysis was carried out.  The method was 

principal component analysis (PCA) with oblimin rotation.  To determine the number of factors to be 

retained, we mainly used parallel analysis (e.g. Glorfeld, 1995; Horn, 1965), which is the factor 

retention method that generally has shown the best performance and gets the most recommendations 

from specialists (e.g. Garrido, Abad, & Ponsoda, 2013), and the total variance explained (Hair et al., 

2009).  We used the most recommended variant of parallel analysis suggested by Glorfeld (1995), which 

retains the first factors that all exceed the 95th percentile of their corresponding distribution of reference 

eigenvalues.  The web application https://cemo.shinyapps.io/EKCapp/ was employed to carry out the 

parallel analysis.  

The effect of leadership self-efficacy on leadership effectiveness (Hypothesis 1a) and the 

moderating role of task complexity in this relationship (Hypothesis 1b) were tested using multilevel and 

hierarchical regression.  Multilevel analysis was used to test the hypothesized relationship between 

leadership self-efficacy (LSE) and leadership effectiveness (LE) and the moderating influence of task 

https://cemo.shinyapps.io/EKCapp/
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complexity, where leaders’ effectiveness was measured by the subordinates (dependent variable at the 

micro level).  Explained variance was assessed at the level of individuals (Hair et al., 2009).  

Hierarchical regression analysis was employed (Cohen et al., 2003) to test the hypothesized 

relationship, where leadership effectiveness was measured by leaders (all variables at the macro level).  

Following the recommendation of Cohen et al. (2003), all the predictor variables were centered.   

In the hierarchical regression analyses, controls were entered in Model 1 (gender, age, work 

experience, and educational level of leaders) along with the dependent variable.  Second, main effect 

variables were entered in Model 2 – specifically leadership self-efficacy and task complexity.  Third, 

the interaction between leadership self-efficacy and task complexity was added in Model 3. 

SPSS (version 23) was used to calculate the descriptive statistics and to test the hypothesis, and 

confirmatory factor analysis was carried out using AMOS (version 22) to assess the discriminant 

validity of leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness.  
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3.4. Results 

Table 1  

Participant characteristics   

  Employment category 

  Leader Subordinate  

  (N = 128)  (N = 344) 

Age Mean 
37.42 29.45 

 SD 
7.0 5.7 

Gender Male  
110 (85.9%) 223 (64.8%) 

 Female 
18 (14.1%) 

121 (35.2%) 

Work experience  Mean 
5.47 3.26 

 SD 
5.75 2.88 

Educational level Master’s degree 
35 (27.3%) 29 (8.4%) 

 Bachelor degree 
92 (71.9%) 288 (83.7%) 

 Associate’s degree 
1 (.8%) 27 (7.8%) 

Note: Rater male = 1, and female = 0. Rater diploma (associate’s degree) = 1, Rater bachelor’s   

degree = 2, and Rater master’s degree = 3. Age and work experience were measured in years. 

Table 1 shows the demographic characteristics of participants (leaders and subordinates).  The 

majority of leaders (85.9%) and subordinates (64.8%) were male.  The mean age and work experience 

for leader participants was 37.42 and 5.47 years, respectively.  The majority of the leaders and 

subordinates had a bachelor’s degree or above (99.2% and 91.5%, respectively).  

Measurement Model 

The fit of the 17-factor model of leadership self-efficacy was generally inadequate (χ2 = 

3772.19, p < .001, GFI = .55, AGFI = .52, TLI = .72, CFI = .73, and RMSEA = .08).  Therefore, we ran 

a PCA on all 66 items, which resulted in the first three eigenvalues equaling 29.29 (44.37%), 3.06 

(4.64%), and 2.56 (3.88%).  The corresponding reference eigenvalues of parallel analysis were 2.95, 

2.74, and 2.61, suggesting two underlying components.  Because the first already explained about half 
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of the total variance and the second component did not explain a substantial amount of variance, we 

decided to retain one component.  The scale created by simply averaging all items had a reliability of 

.98, and all corrected item total correlations were in the range of .50 to .77. 

The fit of the 9-factor model of leadership effectiveness was not adequate either, both for self-

rated leadership effectiveness (χ2 = 1594.55, p < .001, GFI = .66, AGFI = .62, TLI = .80, CFI = .80, and 

RMSEA = .08) and subordinate-rated leadership effectiveness (χ2 = 2030.99, p < .001, GFI = .78, AGFI 

= .76, TLI = .88, CFI = .89, and RMSEA = .06), although the fit for the subordinates was close to 

adequate.  Running the PCA on the 44 items of the subordinates resulted in the first three eigenvalues 

being 18.12 (41.18%), 2.67 (6.06%), and 1.90 (4.31%). Corresponding reference eigenvalues of parallel 

analysis were 2.53, 2.32, and 2.18, respectively, suggesting two components.  However, we chose to 

retain just one component because it explained the lion’s share of the variance.  This component resulted 

in a scale with reliability of .97. We excluded one item (“Does favors for persons under my 

supervision”) because it only weakly correlated (r = .154) with the scale.  Corrected item total 

correlations ranged from .38 to .78. Running the same analyses on the leadership data resulted in 

eigenvalues of 21.74 (49.41%), 1.93 (4.38%), and 1.36 (3.09%) and reference values of 1.86, 1.73, and 

1.66, respectively.  Again, we retained one component because it explained almost half of the total 

variance.  The resulting scale had a reliability of .98 after excluding the same item as for the subordinates 

sample (r = .26), with corrected item total correlations ranging from .52 to .77.  Note that the leadership 

effectiveness scale was identical for both samples. 

Descriptive statistics 

The descriptive statistics, reliabilities, and correlations for the study variables included in the 

study are presented in Table 2.  Task complexity had a reliability equal to .77.  The relatively strong 

positive correlation (r = .60, p < .01) between leadership self-efficacy and self-reported leadership 

effectiveness was as expected.  According to social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986), higher leader’s 

self-efficacy is associated with higher leadership effectiveness.  Leadership self-efficacy was not 

positively correlated with subordinates’ rating of effectiveness (r = .06, p = .30).  Task complexity was 
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positively correlated with leadership self-efficacy and self-reported leadership effectiveness (r = .47, p 

< .01 and r = .29, p < .01, respectively). 
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Table 2  

Descriptive statistics and correlations between variables 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. LE (L) 4.18 .46 .97           

2. LE (S) 3.84 .68 .061 .98          

3. LSE (L) 83.05 8.39 .60** .056 .98         

4. Task complexity (L) 3.69 .73 .47** .071 .29** .77        

5. Age (L) 37.57 7.26 -.16** .065 -.17** .025        

6. Sex (L)   .14** .051 .18** .057 -.012       

7. Educational level (L)   .083 .064 .043 .081 -.14** .073      

8. Work experience (L) 5.42 5.87 .039 .054 -.10 .090 .46** .11* -.070     

9. Age (S) 29.42 5.75 -.13* .023 -.091 .040 .14** -.14** -.038 -.002    

10. Sex (S)   -.004 -.090 -.058 -.11* .005 .024 -.017 .046 -.15**   

11. Educational level (S)   .003 .071 -.002 -.018 -.017 .006 .024 -.053 -.001 -.065  

12. Work experience (S) 3.25 2.88 -.053 .016 -.016 .066 .026 .044 -.061 .120* .41** -.048 -.074 

Note:  n=128 for leaders’ data and 344 for subordinates’ data. Letter in parentheses after variable name indicates data source: L = Leaders, S = subordinates. 

LSE was measured using a 100-point response scale. Rater male = 1, and female = 0. Rater diploma (associate’s degree) = 1, Rater bachelor’s degree = 2, 

and Rater master’s degree = 3. Work experience was measured in years.  

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are reported on the diagonal.  

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

  *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Results of Multilevel and Regression Analyses 

We ran multilevel and hierarchical linear regression analyses to examine the effect of leadership 

self-efficacy on subordinates and leaders rated leadership effectiveness respectively and the moderating 

effect of task complexity on this relationship. 

Before testing our hypothesis using multilevel analysis, we examined the between-person and 

within-person variance components of the outcome variables to ensure that multilevel analysis was 

suitable for our data.  We computed the intra-class correlation coefficient (ICC) to check the degree of 

resemblance between micro-units belonging to the same macro-unit.  We found a significant ICC value 

of .26, indicating that 26% of the total variation in subordinate-rated leadership effectiveness can be 

accounted for by systematic differences in ratings of different leaders.  Thus, we cannot ignore the 

group or “leader level” structure, and multilevel analysis is the most appropriate analysis method.  The 

estimates of within group and between group variances were σ2 = .34, (p < .01) and τ0
2 = .12 (p < .01), 

respectively.   
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Table 3  

Multilevel estimates for models predicting leadership effectiveness (control variables included)  

 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Parameter Est(se) T Est(se) t Est(se) t Est(se) t 

Intercept 3.84(.044) 86.73 3.67(.37) 9.83 3.66(.37) 9.81 3.70(.38) 9.81 

Age (subordinates)   .002(.007) .30 .002(.007) .30 .002(.007) .21 

Gender (subordinates)   -.12(.073) -1.62 -.11(.073) -1.52 -.11(.073) -1.53 

Work experience (subordinates)   .004(.014) .31 .004(.014) .29 .005(.014) 35 

Associate’s degree (subordinates = 1)   -.34(.18) -1.90 -.33(.18) -1.90 -.33(.18) -1.85 

Bachelor’s degree (subordinates = 2)   -.027(.13) -.20 -.023(.13) -.17 -.017(.13) -.13 

Age (leader)   .006(.006) .88 .007(.007) .96 .006(.007) .93 

Gender (leader)   .10(.13) .80 .084(.13) .66 .067(.13) .52 

Work experience (leader)   .002(.009) .29 .002(.009) .28 .002(.009) .28 

Associate’s degree (leader = 1)   -.49(.49) -.99 -.37(.50) -.75 -.26(.52) -.49 

Bachelor degree (leader = 2)   -.072(.099) -.73 -.07(.099) -.71 -.071(.099) -.72 

Leadership self-efficacy     .003(.006) .60 .003(.006) .60 

Task complexity     .04(.063) .64 .044(.063) .69 

Leadership self-efficacy*Task complexity       -.006(.007) -.75 

τ2 .12 .11 .11 .11 

σ2 .35 .34 .33 .33 

Deviance (-2 LL) 698.84 682.40 681.34 680.78 

R2   .039 .043 .046 

Note: a. Dependent variable: LES.  Model 1 null model, Model 2 control variables, Model 3 main effect variables, and Model 4 interaction effect.  Rater 

male = 1, and female = 0.  Rater diploma (associate’s degree) = 1, Rater bachelor’s degree = 2, and Rater master’s degree = 3.  Age and work experience 

were measured in years. 
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Table 4  

Multilevel estimates for models predicting leadership effectiveness (without control variables) 

 

The results of the multilevel analysis of the effect of leadership self-efficacy on leadership 

effectiveness and the moderating effect of task complexity on this relationship are summarized in Table 

3 and Table 4.  Models 2-4 in Table 3 display the results of the multilevel analysis of the effect of 

leadership self-efficacy on leadership effectiveness and the moderating effect of task complexity on this 

relationship with control variables included.  Model 1 begins with the null model, Model 2 only contains 

controls variables, Model 3 includes the main effects of leadership self-efficacy and task complexity, 

and Model 4 also includes the interaction of the latter two variables.  Table 4 also displays the multilevel 

results of the latter two models, but without control variables in the model.  

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Parameter Est(se) t Est(se) t Est(se) t 

Intercept 3.83(.044) 87.07 
3.84(.044) 87.57 3.86(.045) 85.03 

Leadership self-efficacy   
.004(.005) .66 .003(.005) .60 

Task complexity   
.055(.062) .89 .057(.062) .92 

Leadership self-efficacy*Task 

complexity 

    
-.008(.007) -1.12 

τ2 .12 .12 
.11 

σ2 .35 .35 
.35 

Deviance (-2 LL) 695.421 692.76 
691 

R2  .007 
.011 

Note: a. Dependent Variable: LES.  Model 1 null model, Model 2 main effect variables, and Model 3 interaction 

effect.  Rater male = 1, and female = 0.  Rater diploma (associate’s degree) = 1, Rater bachelor’s degree = 2, and 

Rater master’s degree = 3.  Age and work experience were measured in years. 
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The results of Model 3 in Table 3 and of Model 2 in Table 4 show that, contrary to our 

expectations, there is no positive relationship between leadership self-efficacy and subordinate-rated 

leader’s effectiveness.  We also found that task complexity did not influence the relationship between 

leadership self-efficacy and subordinate-rated leadership effectiveness.  Model 4 in Table 3 and Model 

3 in Table 4 indicate that leadership self-efficacy did not independently contribute to the prediction of 

subordinates’ ratings of leaders’ effectiveness.  Furthermore, task complexity did not moderate the 

relationship between leadership self-efficacy and subordinate-rated leadership.  Our results do not 

provide evidence that leadership self-efficacy is positively associated with subordinate-rated leadership 

effectiveness as predicted in hypothesis 1a and the moderating effect of task complexity as predicted in 

hypothesis 1b.  Model 4 in Table 3 with control variables explained 4.6% of the variability in leadership 

effectiveness, and Model 3 in Table 4 without control variables explained 1.1% of its variance.  
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Table 5 

Results of hierarchical regression analysis on the effects of leadership self-efficacy, task complexity, 

and their interaction on leadership effectiveness.  

Note: 𝛽 = standardized regression coefficient.  Rater male = 1, and female = 1. Rater diploma 

(associate’s degree) = 1, and no diploma = 0; Rater bachelor degree = 1, and no bachelor’s degree = 0; 

Rater master’s degree = 1 and no master’s degree = 0.  Age and work experience were measured in 

years. Model 1 was compared to 0-model without predictors, Model 2 was compared to the controls-

only model (Model 1), and the moderation model was compared to the direct effect model (Model 2).  

 *P .05, **P < .01. 

Models 1-3 in Table 5 display the results of the hierarchical linear regression analysis of the 

effect of leadership self-efficacy on leadership effectiveness and the moderating effect of task 

complexity on this relationship.  Model 1 begins with our controls-only model and Model 3 ends with 

our complete model, which includes all controls and hypothesized main and interaction effects.  

 Model 1 controls only Model 2 direct effect Model 3 interaction 

 𝜷 t 𝜷 t 𝜷 t 

Age  -.20** -3.40 -.13** -2.92 -.13** -2.93 

Gender .12* 2.31 .020 .50 .018 .44 

Work experience  .10 1.83 .12** 2.69 .12** 2.70 

Associate’s degree -.15** -2.89 -.015 -.37 -.011 -.26 

Master’s degree   .014 .27 .021 .53 .021 .53 

Leadership self-

efficacy 

  .49** 11.49 .49** 11.47 

Task complexity    .32** 7.52 .32** 7.52 

Leadership self-

efficacy*Task 

complexity 

    -.013 -.31 

Adj R2  .066 .467 .466 

R2 change  .079 .399 .000 
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Beginning with the controls, the effect of age on self-reported leadership effectiveness was negative (β 

= -.20, p < .01).  Furthermore, being male was positively and significantly related with leadership 

effectiveness (β = .12, p < .05).  

The regression results of Model 2 support our hypothesis on the positive relationship between 

leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness (β = .49, p < .001).  Furthermore, the relationship 

between task complexity and leadership effectiveness was significant (β = .32, p < .001), which was not 

a hypothesized result.  Model 2 indicates that 46.7% of the variability of self-reported leadership 

effectiveness was accounted for by the explanatory variables.  Model 3 in Table 5 shows that the 

interaction between leadership self-efficacy and task complexity was not significant (β = -.013, p = 

.76.).  Hence, hypothesis 1b was not supported.   

3.5. Discussion 

The goal of this study was to build upon social cognitive theory and leadership self-efficacy 

literature to better understand the relationship between leadership self-efficacy and leadership 

effectiveness and the effect of task complexity in moderating this relationship.  Multilevel and 

hierarchical linear regression analyses were used to test the hypotheses on 124 banking leaders and 344 

subordinates.  The results confirm the positive relationship between leadership self-efficacy and self-

reported leadership effectiveness.  However, the results do not support the moderating influence of task 

complexity on the relationship between leadership self-efficacy and effectiveness.  Further, the results 

do not confirm the positive relationship between leadership self-efficacy and effectiveness and the 

moderating role of task complexity where the subordinates measured leadership effectiveness.  

The results indicate that leaders’ perception of self-efficacy is positively related to self-reported 

leadership effectiveness.  Similar to previous studies (Anderson et al., 2008; Chemers et al., 2000; 

Fiedler, 1967; Paglis & Green, 2002; Prussia et al., 1998; Semander et al., 2006), the study confirms 

the value of leaders’ self-efficacy belief about their abilities to mobilize motivation and cognitive 

resources to successfully execute a task.  Leaders’ positive judgment of self-capability to accomplish a 
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certain level of performance enhances the leaders’ self-belief in their capability to exercise control over 

events to accomplish desired goals (Bandura & Wood, 1989a), and enhanced self-efficacy improves 

leaders’ effectiveness in undertaking leadership tasks.  According to McCormick (2001), leadership 

self-efficacy is very important for a leader’s effectiveness since it affects the goal a leader selects, the 

leader’s motivation, the development of functional leadership strategies, and the skillful 

accomplishment of those strategies.  Furthermore, according to traits theory (Stogdill, 1948; Vroom  & 

Jago, 2007), self-efficacy differentiates leaders from non-leaders, and effective leaders are characterized 

by a high level of self-efficacy (Judge & Bono, 2000; Judge et al., 2002; Zaccaro, 2007).   

The results indicate a nonsignificant relationship between leadership self-efficacy and 

leadership effectiveness, and they show that for relatively high self-efficacy, task complexity does not 

affect the positive relationship between leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness where the 

subordinates measured effectiveness.  A potential reason for differences in outcomes where leaders and 

subordinates indicate leadership effectiveness may be related to different factors.  For example, upward 

feedback agreement may be a reflection of relationships between superiors and subordinates, and 

subordinates’ ratings may vary because supervisors may behave differently for different subordinates 

(London & Smither, 1995; London & Wohlers, 1991).  Subordinates’ evaluation of their leaders may 

also be affected by a similarity/interpersonal attraction effect (Jackson et al., 1991; Pfeffer, 1985; Sears 

& Rowe, 2003).  Moreover, studies that have investigated the relationship between leaders’ self-

perception and their subordinates’ perception of leadership confirmed that discrepancies between the 

two sources often exist (Becker, Ayman, & Korabik, 2002).  Further, meta-analytic studies have shown 

weak agreement between self-ratings and ratings made by others (Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988; Mabe 

& West, 1982).  

Furthermore, according to relational demography theory, a greater degree of demographic 

similarity (sex, age, educational level, and work experience) between a leader and his/her subordinates 

results in a greater degree of congruence between self and others’ ratings (Ostroff et al., 2004; Tsui & 

O'Reilly, 1989).  Further, the accuracy of subordinates’ ratings positively relates to the rater’s perceived 
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similarity to ratees.  Individuals identify with and are more attracted to those who are similar to 

themselves, thereby leading to more positive attitudinal responses (Ostroff et al., 2004).  It is also likely 

that what (Rosenbaum, cited in Ostroff et al., 2004) refers to as “repulsion” could be operating, whereby 

dissimilarity leads to disliking more than similarity leads to liking.  

Furthermore, according to Hofstede (1983), the leadership practice in Ethiopia is more 

autocratic, where subordinates have less participation in the decision-making process.  Subordinates’ 

participation in decision-making affects the relationship between leaders and their subordinates.  

Further, leader-member exchange (LMX) theory reveals that a leader develops different relationships 

with his/her subordinates through interpersonal exchanges (Brower et al., 2000; Uhl-Bien, 2006).  

Another line of theory, transformational leadership theory, indicates that transformational leaders show 

high concern for their employees’ wellbeing and satisfaction (Avolio et al., 2004; Walumbwa & 

Hartnell, 2011).  Therefore, subordinates’ level of participation in decision-making, the type of 

relationship leaders establish with their subordinates, and leaders’ concern for their employees affect 

the relationship between leaders and their subordinates and subordinates’ evaluation of their leaders’ 

effectiveness.   

According to implicit leadership theory, subordinates’ evaluation of leaders’ effectiveness is 

greatly influenced by subordinates’ cognitive representation of leadership effectiveness (Rush et al., 

1977).  Leaders’ evaluation of effectiveness by their subordinates could be attributed to subordinates’ 

cognitive representation of leadership effectiveness.  Further, Hollander (1992) argues that followers’ 

attribution about leaders’ effectiveness influences followers’ response to and relation with leaders.  

Leaders’ perceived attributes including motivation and personal characteristics affect followers’ 

attributions about leaders (Hollander, 1992).  Furthermore, followers’ perceptions of whether leaders 

fit the leadership role influence leaders’ effectiveness (Hollander, 1992).  Followers perception of leader 

effectiveness has practical importance in the leader-follower relationship and thereby in the leader’s 

effectiveness/success (Hollander, 1992).  
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Although the independent and dependent variables in the analyses were leadership self-efficacy 

and leadership effectiveness, respectively, the causal pathway may go either way.  Longitudinal or 

experimental research needs to affirm the direction of the effect.  Furthermore, since leadership is a 

complex phenomenon, longitudinal research (qualitative and quantitative) can provide a better 

understanding of the relationship between the study variables (Hunter, Bedell-Avers, & Mumford, 

2007). 

Limitations and Future Research  

Although the study sheds light on the value of leadership self-efficacy for predicting self-

reported leadership effectiveness and the differences in perceptions between leaders and subordinates 

on leaders’ effectiveness, the current result needs to be understood in light of several limitations.  First, 

the study is a cross-sectional design, which limits inferences about causal direction.  Therefore, 

longitudinal studies on the effects of leadership self-efficacy on leadership effectiveness and the 

moderating role of task complexity on the relationship are recommended.  Moreover, the study reveals 

differences between leaders and their subordinates’ evaluation of the leaders’ effectiveness.  Therefore, 

in further research it is important to consider the effect of the similarity/interpersonal attraction effect, 

demographic similarities (e.g., age, sex, educational level, and work experience), and culture (e.g., 

power distance) on leader-subordinates dis(agreement) regarding leaders’ effectiveness.   

Second, there is evidence suggesting self-reports provide more accurate estimates of parameters 

(Podsakoff & Organ, 1998).  Some procedural remedies were applied to minimize the effect of common 

method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003), and Harman’s single factor method test did not identify 

common method variance as a high concern, and yet it still might have had an effect.  Therefore, it is 

important to apply the design remedies suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003) and Podsakoff and Organ 

(1998) in future research to ensure that common method variance is not a serious concern (Podsakoff 

& Organ, 1998).  
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Third, the study was conducted based on commercial banks in Ethiopia, targeting branches in 

Addis Abeba.  Even though the structure and the context is similar among branches in different 

locations, in future research it is important to consider branches outside Addis Abeba to get a large 

number of participants and to see how the context affects the proposed relationships.   

Fourth, some theoretical issues deserve detailed attention in further research.  For example, it 

might be interesting to see the relationship between different dimensions of leadership self-efficacy and 

leadership effectiveness since there might be differences in the relationships.  

Finally, although theory-driven constructs and multi-dimensional scales of leadership self-

efficacy and effectiveness were used, the data did not provide evidence for the multi-dimensionality of 

the constructs.  Further research may examine the dimensionality of the construct and the factor 

structure of the scale, particularly the external validity of the proposed factor structure for other than 

Western samples.  Cultural differences like individualism vs. collectivism or power distance might 

affect how leaders perceive the constructs.   

Implications  

Our findings offer practical implications for both leaders and organizations by showing the 

importance of leadership self-efficacy judgment for leaders’ effectiveness.  Further, we show the 

perception difference between leaders and their immediate subordinates regarding leaders’ 

effectiveness.  It is important for leaders to understand and acknowledge subordinates’ perception of 

them because these perceptions influence leadership effectiveness.  Further, feedback from others is 

important for leaders to regulate their behavior and make adjustments in behavior in response to 

feedback (Ashford, cited inOstroff et al., 2004).  On the other hand, multisource feedback in 

organizations increases understanding by providing information to the individuals involved (i.e., leaders 

and subordinates).  Furthermore, encouraging employees to participate in various issues of the 

organization, developing similar types of relationship with subordinates, and showing concern for 
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employees’ wellbeing and satisfaction could help leaders maintain positive relationships with their 

subordinates and thereby enhance their effectiveness.   

In conclusion, the current study reveals differences in perception between leaders and their 

subordinates on leaders’ effectiveness and calls for a need for further research on the factors that 

contribute to these differences.   
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Chapter 4: Do Personal Traits of the Leader Predict Differences in Leader 

and Subordinate Evaluations of Leader Effectiveness? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Based on: Habtamu Endris Ali, Rene Schalk, Marloes van Engen.  Do personal traits of the 

leader predict differences in leader and subordinate evaluations of leader effectiveness? 



102 

 

Abstract 

This study examines whether internal locus of control, self-esteem, and leadership self-efficacy predict 

differences in self-other rating agreement on leader effectiveness.  First, we predicted that the greater 

the internal locus of a leader, the more their self-rating will be in agreement with others’ ratings of them 

(1a).  Second, we proposed that the greater the self-esteem of a leader, the more their self-rating will be 

in discrepancy with others’ ratings (1b).  Third, we hypothesized that the greater the self-efficacy of a 

leader, the more their self-rating will be in agreement with others’ ratings (1c).  To test the hypotheses, 

multisource data were collected from 128 banking leaders (who responded about different aspects of 

leadership self-efficacy, internal locus of control, self-esteem, and leadership effectiveness) and 344 

subordinates (who rated their leaders’ effectiveness in performing leadership tasks).  Hypothesis (1b) 

was confirmed.  
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4.1.  Introduction 

Self-other rating agreement has become an important topic in the area of organizational 

behavior.  Regardless of whether ratings are based on skills, leadership behaviors, performance, or 

personality traits, self-ratings of leaders are not found to be good judges of the ways they are rated by 

their subordinates (Tsui & Patricia, 1988).  Because leader’ self-ratings are prone to being inflated, 

appraisals obtained from others are essential to understand leaders’ behavior (Brett & Atwater, 2001; 

DeNisi & Kluger, 2000; Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996).   

Moreover, there is considerable evidence that indicates self-ratings are inflated or biased 

(Carless & Roberts-Thompson, 2001; Dunning et al., 2004; Mabe & West, 1982) due to self-

enhancement bias or unrealistic optimism (London & Smither, 1995; Yammarino & Atwater, 1997).  

Further, meta-analytic studies (Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988; Mabe & West, 1982) have shown weak 

agreement between self-ratings and ratings made by others.  Even though subordinates’ ratings are not 

necessarily accurate (Ostroff et al., 2004), feedback from subordinates may help leaders see themselves 

as others see them (Atwater et al., 1998; Ostroff et al., 2004).   

Different factors predict differences in self-other rating agreement.  For example, studies 

(Fleenor, McCauley, & Brutus, 1996; Mabe & West, 1982; Ostroff et al., 2004; Yammarino & Atwater, 

1997) indicate the relative importance of information on biographic background (age, sex, educational 

level, and job-related experience), individual characteristics (intelligence, achievement status, self-

esteem, and locus of control), cognitive processes (beliefs and expectations), contextual factors 

(political influence, rater experience, and pressure), and similarity in biographic background (age, sex, 

educational level, and job-related experience) in self-other rating agreement.  The current study focuses 

on core self-evaluation traits (internal locus of control, self-esteem, and leadership self-efficacy), 

because, according to Judge, Locke, and Durham’s core self-evaluation theory (cited in Judge & Bono, 

2001; Judge et al., 1998) core self-evaluation traits indicate individuals’ final evaluation of themselves 
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and are the best predictors of job performance (Judge & Bono, 2001).  Therefore, it is important to 

consider core self-evaluation traits in order to understand and predict self-other rating (dis)agreement.  

The contributions of the current study are twofold.  First, the study includes leadership self-

efficacy specific to leadership tasks as influences of self-other rating agreement.  According to 

Bandura’s social cognitive theory (1986), self-efficacy is important because it influences what skills 

people perceive themselves to have, and self-efficacy is also critical for the prediction of job 

performance.  Further, how subordinates perceive their leaders’ self-efficacy will influence how they 

rate their effectiveness.  For example, leaders with high self-efficacy will be seen by their subordinates 

as more effective compared to low self-efficacy leaders (Paglis & Green, 2002; Sosik & Megerian, 

1999).  

Second, cultural differences in, for example, power distance, assertiveness, collectivism, and 

human orientation (House et al., 2002) may have different implications on self-other agreement in 

different cultures.  For example, in high power distance cultures, leaders may be unreceptive of 

feedback from their subordinates, leading to discrepancy in self-other agreement.  Furthermore, some 

studies (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014; Atwater et al., 2009; Fleenor et al., 2010) argue that most prior 

studies that examined self-other rating agreement took place in the U.S.  Atwater et al. (2009) point to 

the role of cultural characteristics and the importance of conducting research outside of the U.S. to 

better understand potential cultural differences and their implication for self-other agreement.  

Therefore, the present study on Ethiopian leaders is such a contribution.  In general, the special interest 

in this study is whether self-other ratings are influenced by personal traits (internal locus of control, 

self-esteem, and leadership self-efficacy).   

4.2. Self-other agreement (self-awareness) and leadership effectiveness          

According to Tekleab, Sims, Yun, Tesluk, and Cox (2008), a leader’s self-awareness is the 

degree of similarity between the leader’s self-description and his or her subordinates’ description of 

his/her behavior.  Self-other rating agreement typically is defined as the degree of agreement between 
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self-ratings and ratings of others, such as subordinates (Fleenor et al., 1996).  When compared with the 

ratings of others, self-ratings may provide an indication of a leader’s level of self-awareness.  

Specifically, leaders whose self-ratings agree with the ratings of others may be seen as more self-aware 

than leaders whose self-ratings are not in agreement with others’ ratings (Fleenor et al., 2010).   

Self-other rating agreement enhances a target leader’s awareness of his/her strength and 

weakness by providing feedback about leadership behavior and skills from others.  It is important to 

understand and acknowledge others’ perception of oneself to make changes in important leadership 

behaviors, since these perceptions often influence one’s leadership success (Ostroff et al., 2004).   

Leaders who provide self-ratings that are in agreement with others’ ratings are more successful 

leaders than those who provide self-ratings that are inflated relative to others (Fleenor et al., 1996; 

Fleenor et al., 2010).  A number of recent studies suggest that individuals who provide inflated self-

ratings relative to the ratings of others are poor performers and less effective than individuals whose 

self-ratings are in greater congruence with others' ratings (Yammarino & Atwater, 1997).  According 

to Atwater and Yammarino (1992) and Vecchio and Anderson (2009), if there are gaps between self-

appraisals and the appraisals obtained from others, then differences in these appraisals may pose a 

potential problem for leader effectiveness.  

Atwater and Yammarino (1992) argue that the relationship between behavior and performance 

are expected to be positive for self-aware individuals and zero for over-estimators.  Leaders’ self-other 

discrepancy in evaluation will be correlated with internal locus of control, self-esteem, and leadership 

self-efficacy, whereby congruent ratings of effectiveness by the leaders will be greater for leaders who 

are internal oriented, lower in self-esteem, and higher in leadership self-efficacy.  These relationships 

are discussed in the following section.  

In conclusion, the literature indicates that leaders who provide self-descriptions that are similar 

to others (i.e., subordinates) are more successful leaders than who provide self-ratings that are inflated 

relative to others.  Reducing discrepant perceptions between self and others (self-awareness) is 
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important for leaders’ success (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992; Fleenor et al., 2010; Ostroff et al., 2004; 

Tekleab et al., 2008; Vecchio & Anderson, 2009; Yammarino & Atwater, 1997).  

Factors affecting self-ratings and congruence between self and others’ ratings  

According to Yammarino and Atwater (1997), there are a number of factors that influence the 

way individuals rate themselves, and these factors may result in differences between self-ratings and 

ratings by others.  In the following section, we will discuss how core self-evaluation traits (self-esteem, 

internal locus of control, and leadership self-efficacy) that reflect leaders’ ultimate self-evaluations 

influence their self-ratings (Judge & Bono, 2001; Judge et al., 1998). 

The meta analytic put forth by Mabe and West (1982) to validate self-evaluation of ability 

includes three personality variables (i.e., intelligence, achievement status, and internal locus of control) 

and indicates perceived internal locus of control as one of the personality attributes associated with 

accurate self-ratings.  Individuals with an internal locus of control believe that their actions or personal 

characteristics are prominent determinants of their experiences, whereas those with an external 

tendency feel outcomes are primarily determined by outside factors such as other circumstances (Paglis 

& Green, 2002; Rotter, 1966).  Leaders who believe that they are in control of things will perceive that 

they have performed better than those who believe the causes of events lie outside of their control (Levy, 

1993).  Leaders with an internal locus seek and retain information about themselves (Atwater & 

Yammarino, 1992) and are likely to provide accurate self-ratings (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992; 

Yammarino & Atwater, 1997).   

Hypothesis 1(a): The more internal locus a leader reports, the higher the self-other rating agreement 

will be.  

The second factor expected to influence self-other rating agreement is self-esteem.  Gist and 

Mitchell (1992) indicate that low self-esteem leaders may feel more anxious and self-critical about 

chances for success when confronting leadership opportunities, compared to high self-esteem leaders.  

Moreover, Levy (1993) found self-esteem to be related to self-ratings on a hypothetical test of 
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managerial potential.  According to the consistency theory presented by Korman (1970), individuals 

perceive their behavior to be consistent with their self-esteem in order to maintain a consistent self-

image.  Accordingly, high self-esteem self-raters evaluate themselves more favorably than low self-

esteem self-raters (Farh & Dobbins, 1989).  Furthermore, Farh and Dobbins (1989) discovered that 

leniency bias in self-rating is related with self-esteem.  Therefore, leaders who believe that they are 

more valuable tend to overestimate their effectiveness because of their perceived worthiness (Fleenor 

et al., 2010; Ostroff et al., 2004).  

Hypothesis 1(b): The more self-esteem a leader reports, the higher the self-other rating discrepancy will 

be.  

Leaders’ self-efficacy to undertake leadership tasks is an important factor in self-other rating 

agreement.  Leaders high in self-efficacy can influence events and consequences (Sosik & Megerian, 

1999), and subordinates are likely attracted to and motivated by a leader who believes that he/she can 

make things happen.  A study by Sosik and Megerian (1999) indicates personal efficacy as a significant 

and positively related factor to self-ratings of leaders, and Ostroff et al. (2004) suggest that self-efficacy 

is an important indicator of background agreement.  Therefore, the underlying assumption here is that 

leaders high in leadership self-efficacy exercise better judgment concerning their effectiveness and tend 

to indicate self-ratings in agreement with others.  

Hypothesis 1(c): The more self-efficacy a leader reports, the higher the self-other rating agreement will 

be.  

Overview of the model  

The model guiding this research is shown in Figure 1.  On the right side, self-other rating 

agreement represents leaders and their subordinates’ evaluation of leaders’ effectiveness.  On the left 

side, the core self-evaluation traits – internal locus of control, self-esteem, and leadership self-efficacy 

– are postulated as predictors of self-other agreement.  The central hypotheses focus on the proposed 

relationship between the personal traits and the self-other agreement.  
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     Figure 1: Personality determinants of agreement   

4.3.  Method 

Setting and Sample  

We conducted a cross-sectional study within a commercial bank setting in Ethiopia.  In 

Ethiopia, there were 18 commercial banks with 2,377 branches as of February 1, 2015.  We focused on 

the 18 banks with 838 branches in Addis Ababa (the capital and main city of Ethiopia), which has 

almost 40% of the branches in the country, because of cost, time, and convenience considerations.  

Fifteen banks were willing to cooperate.  The leaders in these 15 banks are responsible for leading and 

coordinating the marketing activities of all staff members within the branch.  Further, they ensure full 

utilization of the customer relationship management system to meet and exceed established sales goals 

and deliver financial service products to current and potential customers.  The present study used a 

stratified random sampling technique.  Each bank was considered as a stratum, and random samples 

were taken from each bank proportional to the bank’s share of the total branches.  Accordingly, 168 

leaders and 454 subordinates participated from the 15 commercial banks, and of these, 143 (85.11%) 

leaders and 384 (84.58%) subordinates completed the questionnaire.  It was decided to delete 15 

(10.49%) leaders and 40 (10.42%) subordinate respondents in the process of aligning leaders with 

subordinates’ data (e.g., leaders with incomplete subordinates’ data were removed, and cases that 

consistently gave positive or negative answers in response to the items were removed).  Hence, the 

analyses were carried out on 128 leaders’ and 344 subordinates’ valid cases.  

Internal locus of control 

Self-other agreement on 

effectiveness rating 
Self-esteem 

Leadership self-efficacy 

H2 (-)                             

H1 (+) 

H3 (+) 
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Procedures  

Before administering the questionnaires, a formal official letter was submitted to the head 

offices of the commercial banks.  Presidents and other concerned bodies were requested to give their 

permission to do the research and were requested to give some background information (e.g., number 

of branches).  To test the hypothesized model of the current study, pairs of survey packages were 

distributed to 15 commercial banks in Ethiopia.  Two types of questionnaires were used, one for the 

leaders and the other for their immediate subordinates.  Each leader and subordinate was formally asked 

to fill out and return a questionnaire in English. 

Measures  

Leaders filled in a questionnaire on their leadership self-efficacy, internal locus of control, self-

esteem, and effectiveness, and subordinates evaluated their leaders’ leadership behavior.   

As the measures were collected at one point in time, a series of confirmatory factor analyses 

were carried out in AMOS (version 22) to assess the discriminant validity of the measures.  A full 

measurement model was initially tested in which each indicator was specified to load on the latent 

variable it was supposed to measure.  We first carried out confirmatory factor analyses.  Model fit was 

assessed according to the following criteria: χ2 likelihood ratio statistics, Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), 

Adjusted Goodness of fit Index (AGFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and 

the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA).  For CFI, GFI, and TLI, values ≥ .90 indicate 

acceptable fit and values ≥ .95 indicate good fit. Further, RMSEA values ≤ .08 suggest acceptable fit.  

When a poor fit was found for the model, exploratory factor analysis was carried out.  The method was 

principal component analysis (PCA) with oblimin rotation.  To determine the number of factors to be 

retained, we mainly used parallel analysis (e.g. Glorfeld, 1995; Horn, 1965), which is the factor 

retention method that generally has shown the best performance and gets the most recommendations 

from specialists (e.g. Garrido et al., 2013), and the total variance explained (Hair et al., 2009). We used 

the most recommended variant of parallel analysis suggested by Glorfeld (1995), which retains the first 
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factors that all exceed the 95th percentile of their corresponding distribution of reference eigenvalues.  

The web application https://cemo.shinyapps.io/EKCapp/ was employed to carry out the parallel 

analysis.  

Self-esteem.  Self-esteem was measured by averaging responses of leaders on their attitude 

towards themselves on a 10-item measurement scale (Rosenberg, 1965).  However, the confirmatory 

factor analysis (CFA) results (χ2 = 88.16, p < .001, GFI = .86, AGFI = .79, CFI = .83, TLI = .78, and 

RMSEA = .11) indicate that the data did not fit the 10-item construct.  Following the CFA results we 

ran principal component analysis and the results yielded a 4-item self-esteem factor. The four items 

loaded .75, .79, .80, and .85 and explained 63.57% of total variance.  Sample items such as “I feel that 

I have a number of good qualities” were measured with a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly 

disagree to 5 = strongly agree.  Cronbach’s alpha was .80.  

Internal locus of control.  The second individual factor, internal locus of control, was measured 

based on leaders’ responses on eight items adopted from Rotter (1966).  The CFA for the 8-item scale 

was (χ2 = 52.47, p < .001, GFI = .90, AGFI = .83. TLI = .81, CFI = .87, and RMSEA = .11), and item 

loading for the items was very low.  Further, the PCA results for internal locus of control suggest a 3-

item factor.  These three items loaded .82, .86, and .88 and explained 73.05% of total variance in internal 

locus of control.  The construct was measured based on three items: “Getting people to do the right 

thing depends upon ability; luck has little or nothing to do with it”; “Becoming a success is a matter of 

hard work; luck has little or nothing to do with it”; “In my case, getting what I want has little or nothing 

to do with luck.”  A 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1= strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree was 

used.  Cronbach’s alpha was .81. 

Leadership self-efficacy.  To measure leadership self-efficacy, 66 items were adopted from 

Anderson et al. (2008).  Leaders were asked to rate their self-efficacy on a 17-factor leadership self-

efficacy construct based on the 100-point self-efficacy measurement scale proposed by Bandura (2006), 

ranging between 0 (“cannot do at all”), 50 (“moderately can do”), and 100 (“highly certain can do”).  

Example items are “Have the aspiration and stamina/strength,” “Define the work roles and tasks of 

https://cemo.shinyapps.io/EKCapp/
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others,” and “Make and retain solid organizational connection.”  The fit of the 17-factor model of 

leadership self-efficacy was generally inadequate (χ2 = 3772.19, p < .001, GFI = .55, AGFI = .52, TLI 

= .72, CFI = .73, and RMSEA = .08).  Therefore, we ran a PCA on all 66 items, which resulted in the 

first three eigenvalues equal to 29.29 (44.37%), 3.06 (4.64%), and 2.56 (3.88%).  The corresponding 

reference eigenvalues of parallel analysis were 2.95, 2.74, and 2.61, suggesting two underlying 

components.  Because the first already explained about half of the total variance and the second 

component did not explain a substantial amount of variance, we decided to retain one component.  The 

scale created by simply averaging all items had a reliability of .98, and all corrected item total 

correlations were in the range of .50 to .77. 

Leadership effectiveness.  To measure leadership effectiveness, 44 items were adopted from 

Anderson et al. (2008). Leaders and subordinates were asked to rate leaders’ effectiveness on a 9-factor 

leadership effectiveness construct.  Example items are “Takes time to hear others’ points of view,” 

“‘Big picture’ thinker who sees the organization as a whole and understands it as an open system within 

a larger context,” and “Forecasts and prepares for future institutional developments.”  All items use a 

5-point agree/disagree response scale.  The fit of the 9-factor model of leadership effectiveness was not 

adequate either, both for self-rated leadership effectiveness (χ2 = 1594.55, p < .001, GFI = .66, AGFI = 

.62, TLI = .80, CFI = .80, and RMSEA = .08) and subordinate-rated leadership effectiveness (χ2 = 

2030.99, p < .001, GFI = .78, AGFI = .76, TLI = .88, CFI = .89, and RMSEA = .06), although the fit for 

the subordinates was close to adequate.  Running the PCA on the 44 items of the subordinates resulted 

in the first three eigenvalues being 18.12 (41.18%), 2.67 (6.06%), and 1.90 (4.31%).  Corresponding 

reference eigenvalues of parallel analysis were 2.53, 2.32, and 2.18, respectively, suggesting two 

components.  However, we chose to retain just one component because it explained the lion’s share of 

the variance.  This component resulted in a scale with reliability of .97.  We excluded one item (“Does 

favors for persons under my supervision”) because it only weakly correlated (r = .154) with the scale.  

Corrected item total correlations varied from .38 to .78.  Running the same analyses on the leadership 

data resulted in eigenvalues of 21.74 (49.41%), 1.93 (4.38%), and 1.36 (3.09%) and reference values of 

1.86, 1.73, and 1.66, respectively.  Again, we retained one component because it explained almost half 
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of the total variance.  The resulting scale had a reliability of .98 after excluding the same item as for the 

subordinates sample (r = .26), with corrected item total correlations ranging from .52 to .77.  Note that 

the leadership effectiveness scale was identical for both samples. 

Leaders were asked to indicate their feeling of agreement/disagreement on whether or not they 

display effective leadership behaviors, such as “Takes time to hear others’ points of view,” “‘Big 

picture’ thinker who see the organization as a whole and understands it as an open system within a 

larger context,” and “Forecasts and prepares for future institutional developments,” with a 5-point 

agree/disagree response scale.  Cronbach’s alpha was .97.  The format and the instruction was the same 

for subordinates, except that they were asked to indicate their agreement/disagreement on whether or 

not their leaders engaged in effective leadership behavior with a 5-point agree/disagree response scale.  

Cronbach’s alpha was .98.  How self-other rating agreement was assessed is discussed in the following 

section. 

Analysis strategies  

Our design provided data at two levels: the leader level and the subordinates’ level. Leaders 

provided data on their self-efficacy, self-esteem, internal locus of control, and effectiveness, whereas 

subordinates indicated their leaders’ effectiveness in performing leadership tasks.  Subordinate level 

data were nested within leaders (The average was 2.65 subordinates per leader).  

Day, Fleenor, Atwater, Sturm, and McKee (2014), in their review of 25 years of research and 

theory on leaders and leadership, indicate the importance of using straightforward techniques such as 

comparisons of self-ratings to mean ratings of others rather than complicated techniques (e.g., 

polynomial regression) in self-other agreement studies.  Nevertheless, other researchers (Edwards, 

1995; Fleenor et al., 2010; Ostroff et al., 2004) indicate the disadvantage of using difference score and 

recommend a multivariate regression procedure as a more appropriate technique in studies where 

congruence is a dependent variable.  
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Multivariate regression does not combine self-ratings and others’ ratings into a single index; 

rather, self and others’ ratings are retained separately and are tested jointly (Edwards, 1995).  

Multivariate regression is performed by jointly regressing both self-ratings and others’ ratings as a 

dependent variable on predictor variables (Edwards, 1995; Ostroff et al., 2004).  The self and others’ 

ratings are not combined as a single index variable; rather, each is retained as a separate component.  

Keeping both self and others’ ratings and undertaking the multivariate procedure on the joint equations 

has two advantages.  First, it allows for estimating the effects of each predicator on each component 

measure as a set.  Second, the sources of rating discrepancies (e.g., self-ratings are higher than others’ 

ratings or others’ ratings are higher than self-ratings) can be determined (Edwards, 1995; Ostroff et al., 

2004).   

The first test to interpret is the omnibus multivariate test of association between predictors and 

the self and others’ ratings of the joint test of the equations based on an overall Wilks' Lambda (Fleenor 

et al., 2010; Ostroff et al., 2004).  Multivariate tests based on Wilks' Lambda are conducted to assess 

the effects of each predictor on the set of self and others’ ratings.  A significant Wilks’ Lambda indicates 

that the predictor is related to the self and others’ ratings.  However, a nonsignificant Wilks’ Lambda 

indicates that equal but opposite effects of a predictor on self-other agreement are possible, provided 

that a predictor regression coefficient is different from zero (Fleenor et al., 2010; Ostroff et al., 2004).  

Further, to determine the source of  any rating discrepancy that may exist, regression analysis is 

conducted to examine the relationship between the predictor and the corresponding self and others’ 

ratings independently for each significant predictor (Fleenor et al., 2010).  

Therefore, multivariate regression was performed by jointly regressing both leaders’ self-

ratings and subordinates’ ratings as a dependent variable on internal locus of control, self-esteem, and 

leadership self-efficacy as predictor variables. 

SPSS (version 23) was used to calculate the descriptive statistics and to test the hypothesis and 

AMOS (version 22) for the confirmatory factor analysis.  We report descriptive statistics such as mean 
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values, standard deviations, Cronbach alpha, and bivariate correlations of the included variables in 

Table 2.  

4.4. Results 

Table 1 

Participant characteristics   

Note: Rater male = 1, and female = 0. Rater diploma (associate’s degree) = 1, Rater bachelor’s degree 

= 2, and Rater second degree = 3. Age and work experience were measured in years.  

Table 1 shows the demographic characteristics of participants (leaders and subordinates).  The 

majority of leaders (85.9%) and subordinates (64.8%) were male.  The mean age and work experience 

for leader participants was 37.42 and 5.47 years, respectively.  The majority of the leaders and 

subordinates had a bachelor’s degree and above (99.2% and 91.5%, respectively).  

 

 Employment category 

 Leader 

(N = 128) 

Subordinate 

(N = 344) 

Age  Mean  37.42 29.45 

SD 7.0 5.7 

Gender  Male  110(85.9%) 223(64.8%) 

Female  18(14.1%) 121(35.2%) 

Work experience  Mean  5.47 3.26 

SD 5.75 2.88 

Educational level  Master’s degree 35(27.3%) 29(8.4%) 

Bachelor’s degree 92(71.9%) 288(83.7%) 

Diploma 1(.8%) 27(7.8%) 
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Table 2  

Descriptive statistics and correlations between variables 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. LEL 4.18 .46 .97            

2. LES 3.84 .68 .061 .98           

3. LSE 83.05 8.39 .60** .056 .98          

4. Self-esteem 4.28 .60 .53** .064 .40** .80         

5. Locus of control 3.86 .88 .13** .090* .20** .24** .81        

6. Age (L) 37.57 7.26 -.16** .065 -.17** -.014 .10*        

7. Sex (L)   -.14** -.051 -.18** -.038 -.057 .012       

8. Educational level (L)   .083 .064 .043 .080 .14** -.14** -.073      

9. Work experience (L) 5.42 5.87 .039 .054 -.10* .034 -.044 .46** -.11* -.070     

10. Age (S) 29.42 5.76 -.13** .023 -.091* -.009 .070 .15** .14** -.038 -.002    

11. Sex (S)   .004 .090* .058 .067 .10* -.005 .024 .017 -.046 .16**   

12. Educational level (S)   .003 .071 -.002 .055 .031 -.017 -.006 .024 -.053 -.001 .065  

13. Work experience (S) 3.25 2.88 .053 .016 -.016 .015 .022 .026 -.044 -.061 .12* .42** .048 -.074 

Note: n=128 for leaders’ data and 344 for subordinates’ data. Letter in parentheses after variable name indicates data source: L = leaders, S = subordinates. 

LSE was measured using a 100-point response scale. Rater male = 1, and female = 0. Rater diploma (associate’s degree) = 1, Rater bachelor’s degree = 2, and 

Rater master’s degree = 3. Age and work experience were measured in years.  

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are reported on the diagonal.  

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed). 
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Table 2 presents means, standard deviations, and correlations among the study variables. The 

relatively strong positive correlation (r = .60, p < .01) between self-reported leadership effectiveness 

and leadership self-efficacy is expected.  Further, self-reported leadership effectiveness was correlated 

with self-esteem (r = .53, p < .01) and internal locus of control (r = .13, p < .01).  Subordinate-rated 

leadership effectiveness was positively correlated with internal locus of control (r = .090, p < .05).  

Further, subordinate-rated leadership effectiveness was positively correlated with self-reported 

leadership effectiveness (r = .061, p < .13), leadership self-efficacy, and self-esteem, but the correlation 

was not strong (see Table 2).  

  The results of the self and others’ ratings analysis are similar to previous findings in that 

average self-ratings are higher than subordinates’ ratings (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992; Fleenor et al., 

1996).   

Before running a multivariate regression analysis, we ran ICC where leadership effectiveness 

is measured using subordinates’ response and found a significant ICC value of .26, which is greater 

than the cutoff .05 value (Bass, Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003; Bliese, 1998, 2000; LeBreton & Senter, 

2008).  The ICC value indicates that the nested character of the data needs to be taken into account 

when testing the hypotheses.  
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Table 3  

Multivariate association of personality trait factors on self-other agreement 

Table 3 summarizes the association of leadership self-efficacy, self-esteem, and internal locus 

of control with self-other rating agreement where the dependent variable leadership effectiveness was 

considered jointly (both the self-reported and subordinate-rated).  The multivariate regression analysis 

results in Table 3 indicate that leadership self-efficacy and self-esteem predict differences in self-other 

ratings.  The results reveal that leadership self-efficacy was related significantly to self-other ratings 

considered jointly (Wilks’ Λ = .74, F (2,339) = 58.42, p  .001, partial 2 = .26).   

Leaders’ perception of high self-worth was significantly associated with self-other rating 

agreement when self and others’ ratings were considered jointly (Wilks’ Λ = .84, F (2,339) = 32.20, p 

 .001, partial 2 = .16).  Furthermore, the omnibus multivariate test for self and subordinates’ ratings 

indicated that internal locus of control was not significantly related to the set of self and subordinates’ 

ratings (Wilks’ Λ = .99, F (2,339) = 1.80, p > .05, partial 2 = .010), providing evidence that an equal 

but opposite effect is possible.  The results in Table 3 partially support hypotheses 1a and 1b that self-

esteem predicts differences in self-other rating agreement while internal-oriented leaders will provide 

ratings similar to others.  However, the hypothesis that high self-efficacy leaders will provide ratings in 

congruence with others was not supported.  

 

 

 

Variables  Wilks’ 

Lambda 

F Statistic df Error df P Value Partial Eta 

Squared 

Leadership self-

efficacy  

.74 58.42 2 339 .000 .26 

Self-esteem   .84 32.20 2 339 .000 .16 

Internal locus of 

control  

.99 1.80 2 339 .17 .010 
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Table 4 

Univariate effects of personality trait factors on self-other agreement  

Independent variables  Dependent 

Variable 

df Error 

df 

F 

Statistic 

P 

Value 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Leadership self-

efficacy 

LE (L) 1 340 117.16 .000 .26 

LE (S) 1 340 .19 .66 .001 

Self-esteem LE (L) 1 340 64.43 .000 .16 

LE (S) 1 340 .35 .56 .001 

Internal locus of 

control 

LE (L) 1 340 1.67 .20 .005 

LE (S) 1 340 1.85 .18 .005 

Note: LE = Leadership effectiveness. Letter after variable name indicates data source: L = leaders, S = 

subordinates. 

Table 4 displays the results of independent effects of leadership self-efficacy, self-esteem, and 

internal locus of control separately on self-rated and subordinate-rated leadership effectiveness.  The 

results in Table 4 indicate the sources of discrepancy in self-other rating agreement, meaning whether 

the discrepancy is due to high self-rating or high others’ ratings.  A separate ANOVA on self and others’ 

ratings was conducted, and the results for leadership self-efficacy indicate a significant leaders’ self-

rating (F (1,340) = 117.16, p  .001, partial 2 = .26) (see Table 4).  The effect of subordinates’ ratings 

was not significant.  Therefore, contrary to what we proposed, high self-efficacy leaders overrate their 

effectiveness.  Hypothesis 1c that leaders high in self-efficacy would be in agreement was not supported.   

Moreover, the univariate effect of self-esteem on self-other rating agreement in Table 4 

indicates a significant leaders’ self-rating (F (1,340) = 64.43, p  .001, partial 2 = .16) (see Table 4).  

The regression coefficient for subordinates’ ratings was not significant.  Therefore, the results confirm 

that leaders high in self-esteem overrate their effectiveness.  Hypothesis 1b that leaders high in self-

esteem would overrate their effectiveness was supported.  
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The separate regression of internal locus of control on leaders’ and subordinates’ response 

separately was not significant (see Table 4).  The regression coefficients for both leaders’ and 

subordinates’ evaluations were not significant, and the results did not fully support equal but opposite 

effects of internal locus of control on self-other agreement (see Table 4 and 5).  

Table 5  

Regressions of personality trait factors on self and others’ ratings of leadership effectiveness    

                                                    Self-subordinates’ rating comparison 

Self Subordinates 

Antecedents  Β SE t β SE t 

Intercept  4.18** .02 230.86 3.84** .037 104.28 

Leadership self-efficacy  .026** .002 10.82 .002 .005 .44 

Self-esteem .27** .033 8.03 .040 .068 .59 

Internal locus of control  -.028 .021 -1.30 .059 .044 1.36 

R2 .463 .011 

**p < .001 

    N=344  

Table 5 summarizes the effect of each of the predictors – self-esteem, leadership self-efficacy, 

and internal locus of control – on self-reported and subordinate-rated effectiveness independently. The 

results provide limited evidence on the effect of internal locus of control on self-reported or subordinate-

rated leadership effectiveness (β =-.028, p = n.s. and β =.059, p = n.s., respectively).  The predictor 

variables explained 46.3% and 1.1% of the variation on perceived self-reported and subordinate-rated 

leadership effectiveness.  
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4.5. Discussion 

The purpose of the current study was to examine how core self-evaluation traits (self-esteem, 

leadership self-efficacy, and internal locus of control) predict differences in self-other rating agreement.  

Overall, we found that self-esteem and leadership self-efficacy tend to relate to self-other rating 

agreement.  Next, we examined how self-esteem and leadership self-efficacy relate with self-other 

rating agreement.  The results reveal that leaders high in self-esteem and self-efficacy tend to overrate 

their performance.  Further, we examined whether overrating is the result of higher self-rating or lower 

others’ ratings or both.  The results reveal that overrating was due to higher leaders’ self-rating for both 

self-esteem and leadership self-efficacy antecedents.  The results indicate a non-significant relationship 

of internal locus of control with self-other rating agreement jointly, meaning an equal but opposite effect 

is possible.  However, the independent analysis for the effect of internal locus of control on self and 

subordinates’ rating was not significant, and internal locus of control did not yield equal but opposite 

effects. 

  Leaders with discrepant ratings may misdiagnose their leadership strength and weakness, 

which can adversely affect their leadership effectiveness (Fleenor et al., 1996).  When leaders’ self-

ratings are higher than ratings provided by subordinates, the difference often results from self-

enhancement bias.  Even though this bias reflects a positive self-evaluation, overestimation also leads 

to ignoring feedback and neglecting needed changes in important leadership behaviors, which in turn 

may affect future performance (Atwater et al., 1998). 

Self-esteem predicts differences in self-other rating agreement, and leaders high in self-esteem 

overrate their effectiveness.  However, the overrating in our study was due to higher self-rating.  It is 

highly likely for leaders high in self-esteem to overrate their effectiveness, due to their perceived 

worthiness.  Similar to previous studies (Farh & Dobbins, 1989; Fleenor et al., 2010; Levy, 1993), self-

esteem predicts differences in self-other rating agreement, and high self-esteem leaders overrate their 

effectiveness compared to their subordinates’ evaluation.  Furthermore, consistent with Korman’s 
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(1970) consistency theory, leaders perceive their behavior as consistent with their self-esteem in order 

to maintain a consistent self-image, and leaders high in self-esteem rate their effectiveness more 

favorably than low self-esteem self-raters do.   

In terms of self-efficacy, the results reveal a significant main effect for leadership self-efficacy 

on self-other agreement.  Leaders high in self-efficacy were found to overrate their effectiveness 

because of higher self-rating.  Similar to a previous study (Sosik & Megerian, 1999), leader self-efficacy 

is positively and significantly related to self-other agreement.  Further, the results indicate that leaders 

high in self-efficacy tend to overrate their leadership effectiveness.  According to authentic leadership 

theory, leaders who are genuine and real (Avolio et al., 2009) and high self-efficacy leaders are expected 

to be genuine to reflect their self-evaluation of effectiveness and thus will not overrate.  In contrast to 

the underlying assumption that leaders high in leadership self-efficacy exercise better judgment 

concerning their effectiveness and tend to indicate self-ratings in agreement with others, these leaders 

in this study overrate their leadership behavior.  Further, it was expected that leaders high in self-

efficacy are believed to influence events and consequences, and subordinates are likely attracted to a 

leader who believes that he/she can make things happen (Sosik & Megerian, 1999) and will be in 

agreement.  However, the current study indicates that leaders high in self-efficacy overrate their 

effectiveness due to higher self-rating.  

The overrating of leadership effectiveness by high self-efficacy leaders could be associated 

with the power distance between leaders and their immediate followers.  Hofstede’s (1983) study on 

cultural relativity in organizational practices and theories, in which Ethiopia was included, indicated 

that power distance is larger in third world countries.  In countries where power distance is larger, 

leaders may be unreceptive to feedback from their subordinates, leading to discrepancy in self-other 

rating agreement (House et al., 2002).  Leaders in the Ethiopian banking industry acknowledge their 

power inequality with their subordinates, and there is a significant gap (distance) between leaders and 

their subordinates.  The interaction between leaders and subordinates is limited, and subordinates have 

only limited participation in decision-making and other important activities (eg., deposit mobilization).  
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Furthermore, leaders do not pay much attention to followers’ views and feedback.  Therefore, leaders 

high in self-efficacy may perceive that they are unequal in authority and intellectual ability with their 

subordinates.  Leaders’ perception of being unequal with their subordinates increases the degree of 

autocratic leadership and limits subordinates’ participation in decision-making (Hofstede, 1983), and it 

makes leaders unreceptive to feedback from subordinates, so they do not learn.   

According to leader-member exchange (LMX) theory, leaders develop different types of 

relationships with each of their subordinates through interpersonal exchanges (Brower et al., 2000; Uhl-

Bien, 2006).  A low LMX relationship is characterized by low levels of mutual trust, affection, and 

obligation (Brower et al., 2000; Uhl-Bien, 2006).  Further, LMX has been associated with team 

effectiveness (Boies & Howell, 2006), and it influences leaders and their subordinates’ agreement on 

leaders’ effectiveness.  Moreover, according to transformational leadership theory, transformational 

leaders are more concerned about subordinates’ long-term goals, satisfying their needs, assessing their 

motives, and treating them as full human beings (Avolio et al., 2004; Walumbwa & Hartnell, 2011). 

High transformational leadership fosters good relationships between leaders and their subordinates and 

results in agreement on leaders’ effectiveness between leader and their subordinates. 

It may be interesting to conduct a comparative study to see cultural differences and how they 

affect self-other rating agreement.  It is indicated in the literature that most of the research conducted 

on self-other rating agreement was conducted in the U.S.  Therefore, it is important to conduct studies 

outside of the U.S. and compare the results to see how cultural differences such as large or small power 

distance affect self-other rating agreement.  

Limitations and Future Research  

Notwithstanding the insights obtained from this study, we acknowledge some limitations that 

may have influenced our results.  First, the study is a cross-sectional design, which limits inferences 

about causal direction.  Although the results of our study contribute to understanding how personality 

traits are related to self-other rating agreement, our study is limited to showing how feedback from 
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subordinates impacts leaders’ changes in leadership behavior.  Further longitudinal studies that examine 

self-other rating agreement and behavioral changes over time are needed to better understand these 

relationships.  We therefore recommend that longitudinal studies be conducted on the effects of self-

efficacy, self-esteem, and internal locus of control in predicting differences in self-other rating of 

leaders’ effectiveness.  

Second, although we use multisource data to test the proposed relationship, leadership self-

efficacy, internal locus of control, and self-esteem were self-reported, so the data may be affected by 

social desirability and common method variance.  Further, there is evidence suggesting that self-reports 

provide more accurate estimates of parameters (Podsakoff & Organ, 1998).  Although we apply some 

of the procedural remedies to minimize the effect of common method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003), 

and Harman’s single factor method test did not identify common method variance as a high concern, it 

still might have had an effect.  Therefore, it is important to apply the design remedies suggested by 

Podsakoff et al. (2003) and Podsakoff  and Organ (1998) in future research to ensure that common 

method variance is not a serious concern (Podsakoff & Organ, 1998).  

Implications  

The findings of this study in general have implications for research and for organizations that 

aim to increase leaders’ effectiveness.  Our findings offer practical implications for both leaders and 

organizations.  Self-other rating agreement has an impact on leader and organizational outcomes (Sosik 

& Megerian, 1999).  

Even though subordinates’ ratings are not necessarily accurate (Ostroff et al., 2004), it is 

important for leaders to understand and acknowledge subordinates’ perception of them, because 

subordinates are always in a unique position to evaluate their leaders and these perceptions influence 

leadership effectiveness (Atwater, Roush, & Fischthal, 1995).  Further, feedback from subordinates is 

important for leaders to regulate their behavior and make adjustments in behavior in response to 

feedback (Ashford, cited in Ostroff et al., 2004).  
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Atwater, Roush, and Fischthal (1995) argues that leaders’ inflated ratings result in three 

potential problems for organizations.  First, if a leader fails to perceive weaknesses, he/she will not be 

aware that changes in behavior are needed.  Second, leaders who provide discrepant self-ratings have 

been found to be poor performers compared to their counterparts.  Third, reaction to feedback is 

influenced by self-assessment.  Moreover, leaders may inflate their ratings because they are unaware of 

how they are seen by their subordinates or are defensive, or they may attempt to draw better evaluations 

from their subordinates by enhancing their evaluation of themselves (Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988).  

Therefore, organizations should invest in multisource data.  Through investing in multisource data on 

leaders’ effectiveness and communicating the information to leaders and their subordinates, 

organizations may increase understanding between leaders and their subordinates and ultimately 

increase organizational success.   

In conclusion, it is important to understand the relationship between self-other rating agreement 

and its predictors.  For example, the current study reveals that a significant portion of differences in 

self-other rating was accounted for by self-esteem and leadership self-efficacy. Further, leaders high in 

self-esteem and leadership self-efficacy overrate their effectiveness compared to their subordinates’ 

evaluation.  Organizations’ understanding of the multisource rating and intervention in the feedback 

process will be important in providing more specific and helpful information to leaders.   
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Chapter 5: Conclusions, Lessons, and Areas for Future Research   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

132 

 

5.1.  Conclusions, lessons and areas for future research   

In today’s complex and dynamic environment, organizations need capable leaders who can 

understand the current situation and foresee future challenges and opportunities.  The current study 

focused on determinants and outcomes of leadership self-efficacy, which is one aspect of the self-

knowledge (Bandura, 1986) that determines a leader’s conception of leadership capability and thereby 

effectiveness (success).  Specifically, the dissertation examined how leaders form judgments of 

efficacy.  Further, using a person-organization (P-O) fit (Kristof, 1996) and contingency (Vroom  & 

Jago, 2007) theory perspective, the dissertation examined how contextual factors (resource availability 

and subordinate performance) shape the positive relationship between personal trait factors (self-esteem 

and internal locus of control) and leadership self-efficacy.  Moreover, by applying self-efficacy theory 

(Bandura, 1997), this dissertation shed light on how the level of task complexity moderates the positive 

relationship between leadership self-efficacy and effectiveness.  Finally, using self-other rating 

agreement theory, the dissertation indicated how core self-evaluation traits predict differences in 

leaders’ and subordinates’ rating agreement on leaders’ effectiveness.  Below, I first summarize the 

chapters of the dissertation.  Next, I discuss the theoretical implications, the implications for practice, 

and the limitations.  Finally, I include some suggestions for future research.  

The current dissertation was conducted based on survey data from commercial bank leaders 

and their subordinates in Ethiopia.  According to the contextual theory of leadership, the top priority 

area of research in leadership is cultures that are less represented in the literature (Avolio et al., 2009).  

Therefore, exploring the relationship between antecedents and outcomes of leadership self-efficacy in 

Ethiopia, where the culture is different from countries where prior studies were conducted, presents the 

opportunity to see the impact of culture on leadership.  Moreover, use of a comprehensive model of 

antecedents and outcomes of leadership self-efficacy is scant in the literature, particularly in Ethiopia.  

Chapter 2 - Leadership self-efficacy and its determinants: The moderating influence of 

contextual factors examined how personal traits (self-esteem and internal locus of control) and learning 
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experience factors (vicarious learning and emotional arousal) relate to leadership self-efficacy.  From 

social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) it was expected that for leaders indicating high self-esteem, 

internal locus of control, vicarious learning, and low emotional arousal, the leaders’ perceived self-

efficacy will be stronger.  Further, the chapter examined the moderating role of contextual factors (i.e., 

resource availability and subordinates’ performance) in the relationship between personal traits and 

leadership self-efficacy.  From person-organization (P-O) fit (Kristof, 1996) and contingency (Vroom  

& Jago, 2007) theory, it was expected that for leaders indicating high contextual factors (i.e., resource 

availability and subordinate performance), the relationship between personal trait factors and leadership 

self-efficacy would be stronger.  The results of this chapter revealed the relationship of vicarious 

learning and emotional arousal with leaders’ self-efficacy judgment.  However, the results did not 

confirm the relationship of self-esteem and internal locus of control with leadership self-efficacy.  

Vicarious learning, observing how well someone else performs leadership tasks, has a positive effect 

on leaders’ self-efficacy judgment.  Further, leaders’ state of heightened arousal in terms of feeling 

uncomfortable in social relations with others (e.g., subordinates) and fear of performing leadership tasks 

negatively affects leaders’ self-efficacy judgment.   

Further, the chapter uncovered the importance of resource availability and subordinates’ 

performance in moderating the relationship of internal locus of control and self-esteem with leadership 

self-efficacy.  According to P-O fit theory, leaders find environmental factors to be supportive when 

environmental patterns resemble their personality.  Furthermore, contingency theory asserts that 

situational factors (e.g., subordinates’ performance) affect leadership, how leaders behave, and the 

consequences of their behavior (Vroom  & Jago, 2007).  The results support the moderating role of 

resource availability and subordinates’ performance in the relationship of self-esteem and internal locus 

of control with leadership self-efficacy.  Specifically, the relationship of self-esteem and internal locus 

of control with leadership self-efficacy is stronger for leaders who indicate more resource availability.  

Furthermore, the relationship between self-esteem and leadership self-efficacy is stronger for leaders 

who indicate high subordinates’ performance. Nevertheless, the results did not provide sufficient 

evidence to support the moderating effect of subordinates’ performance on the relationship between 
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internal locus of control and leadership self-efficacy.  This chapter thus contributes to the literature 

through uncovering the moderating role of contextual factors (resource availability and subordinate 

performance) in the relationship between personal traits (self-esteem and internal locus of control) and 

leadership self-efficacy.  

Chapter 3 – Leadership self-efficacy and effectiveness: The moderating influence of task 

complexity studied the relationship between leadership self-efficacy and effectiveness.  Further, the 

chapter examined how the level of task complexity influences the relationship between leadership self-

efficacy and effectiveness.  From self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1997), it was expected that for leaders 

indicating high task complexity, the relationship between leadership self-efficacy and effectiveness 

would be weaker.  The results did not support the direct effect of leadership self-efficacy on leadership 

effectiveness nor the moderating effect of task complexity on this relationship for subordinate-rated 

leadership effectiveness. 

However, the results did provide sufficient evidence for the effect of leadership self-efficacy 

on self-reported leadership effectiveness, though not for the moderating effect of task complexity on 

this relationship.  The results revealed that leadership self-efficacy contributes to self-reported but not 

subordinate-rated leadership effectiveness.  The results uncovered differences on how leaders and their 

subordinates perceive leaders’ effectiveness and pointed to the need for additional research to examine 

the differences.  Furthermore, this chapter contributes to the literature by shedding light on using 

theoretically driven comprehensive leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness constructs 

involving real business leaders. 

Chapter 4 – Do personal traits of the leaders predict differences in leader and subordinate 

evaluation of leader effectiveness? Specifically, the results indicated that the greater the self-esteem and 

self-efficacy of a leader, the higher the discrepancy in self-other rating agreement.  The results provided 

sufficient evidence that self-esteem predicts differences in self-other rating agreement.  According to 

Korman’s (1970) consistency theory, individuals perceive their behavior to be consistent with their self-
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esteem in order to maintain a consistent self-image. Therefore, leaders with high self-esteem provide 

higher self-ratings than their subordinates’ ratings, thereby overrating their effectiveness.  

The results did not confirm that the higher the self-efficacy of a leader, the more the leader’s 

self-ratings will be in agreement with others’ ratings.  To the contrary, leaders reporting higher self-

efficacy rated themselves higher than their subordinates did, probably due to the high power distance 

between leaders and subordinates and the autocratic leadership style in Ethiopia (Hofstede, 1983).  

Leaders reporting high self-efficacy may ignore feedback from others and not be willing to learn.  

Furthermore, the results did not support that leaders indicating a high internal locus of control will be 

in agreement with others’ ratings.  Leaders with more of an internal locus are likely to seek and retain 

information about themselves and provide accurate self-ratings (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992; 

Yammarino & Atwater, 1997).  However, the results did not provide sufficient evidence that the greater 

the internal locus of a leader, the more the self-rating will be in agreement with others’ ratings.  Further, 

the fact that leaders and subordinates rating (dis)agreement on leaders’ effectiveness was conducted in 

a different context than previous studies is a contribution to leadership literature.   

Theoretical implications and future research agenda  

The results presented in the three empirical chapters that compose this dissertation offer 

suggestions for future research.  To begin with, empirically testing a comprehensive, theoretically 

driven leadership self-efficacy and effectiveness construct is a large contribution of this study. The 

study contributes to the existing literature through defining LSE based on theoretically driven aspects 

(e.g., change, drive, motivate, relate LSE).  The extant literature has failed to stipulate a comprehensive 

theoretically driven aspect of LSE (Anderson et al., 2008). For example, studies (e.g. Paglis & Green, 

2002; Semander et al., 2006) define LSE based on what they think leaders could accomplish considering 

a single aspect.  Defining LSE based on theoretically driven aspects bridges the gap in understanding 

LSE and its aspects.  Moreover, it helps to provide consistent results from findings of different studies 

(Paglis, 2010) and to understand the diverse array of leadership challenges (Hannah et al., 2008).  

Therefore, future research could use the theoretically driven leadership self-efficacy and effectiveness 
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constructs to better understand the diverse aspects of leadership self-efficacy and effectiveness.  

Conducting such research will help solve the limitations that leadership researchers face in defining the 

constructs and help them understand the different ranges of leadership self-efficacy and effectiveness.  

Further, using a comprehensive definition of leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness could 

reduce the divergent results in the field.  

Second, exploration of person-organization fit in leadership research is lacking, so this 

dissertation sheds light on the moderating effect of contextual factors in the relationship between 

personal traits and leadership self-efficacy.  The moderation analyses demonstrate that the level of 

resource supplies appears to influence the positive relationship between personal trait factors and LSE 

(i.e., the more the resources the stronger the relationship).  Our findings underscore the importance of 

considering resource availability when one examines the link between internal locus of control and self-

esteem with LSE.  As such, our findings contribute to the existing literature (Kristof, 1996) through 

indicating the moderating role of contextual factors (i.e., resource availability and subordinate’s 

performance) in the relationship of personal trait factors (self-esteem and internal locus of control) with 

LSE.  Therefore, future research could be conducted on the moderating effect of resource availability 

and subordinates’ performance on the relationship of personal traits and leadership self-efficacy as well 

as on other contextual factors.  

Third, Chapter 4 explored the relationship between core self-evaluation traits and self-other 

rating agreement.  Specifically, this study contributes to leadership literature through indicating the role 

of core self-evaluation traits in predicting differences in self-other rating agreement. Specifically, high-

efficacy leaders indicate high self-evaluation compared to subordinates’ ratings.  This could be because 

of the power distance between leaders and their immediate followers.  Leaders’ perceived power 

inequality with their subordinates influences how they receive feedback and evaluate their effectiveness 

incongruence with others’ evaluation.  Furthermore, the nature of leadership style (i.e., autocratic) could 

be another factor contributing to the differences between leaders and subordinates’ ratings of leaders’ 
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effectiveness.  Therefore, it could be interesting to see how self-efficacy is related to self-other rating 

agreement in a context where power distance is not high and the leadership style is not autocratic.   

Fourth, although I used theory-driven constructs and multi-dimensional scales of leadership 

self-efficacy and effectiveness, the data did not provide evidence for the suggested multi-dimensionality 

of the constructs. Instead I found a uni-dimensional construct.  The result suggests further research to 

examine the dimensionality of the construct and the factor structure of the scale, particularly the external 

validity of the proposed factor structure for non-Western samples.  The result indicates the influence of 

national culture (i.e., power distance) in self-other rating agreement, which suggests further research to 

examine the effect of national culture (high vs. low power distance) in self-others rating agreement.  

Practical implications 

Taken together, the dissertation has three important implications for organizations that aim at 

developing leaders’ self-efficacy and effectiveness.  First, the dissertation shows the relevance of 

selecting leaders whose vicarious learning is high and emotional arousal is weak.  According to traits 

theory (Stogdill, 1948; Vroom  & Jago, 2007), self-efficacy differentiates leaders from non-leaders and 

effective leaders are characterized by high levels of self-efficacy (Judge & Bono, 2000; Judge et al., 

2002; Zaccaro, 2007).  Therefore, it is important to enhance leaders’ self-efficacy judgment.  The 

implications of LSE for training are numerous; for example, low self-efficacy may determine specific 

training needs.  Modeling has been the most successful method of enhancing self-efficacy (Bandura & 

Adams, 1977) through enhancing vicarious learning and diminishing anxiety arousal (Bandura, 1977).  

Through observational experiences, leaders use vicarious experience as source of self-efficacy to rate 

their own capability (Bandura, 1997).  Designing leadership training programs (i.e., mentoring) by 

organizations could create opportunities for leaders to share realistic and practical experiences with 

more experienced persons in the same role.  Moreover, effective mentoring programs increase leaders’ 

role clarification and technical expertise, and by extension leaders’ self-efficacy.  Therefore, through 

mentoring programs, organizations should develop leaders’ vicarious experience of seeing someone 
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else undertaking leadership tasks effectively, as well as leaders’ emotional stability and leadership self-

efficacy.   

Second, according to person-organization (P-O) fit and contingency theory, satisfying leaders’ 

expectation in terms of organizational resources (resource availability and subordinate performance) is 

essential to shape the relationship of self-esteem and internal locus of control with leadership self-

efficacy.  The relationship between leaders’ personal traits (self-esteem and internal locus of control) 

and leadership self-efficacy is stronger for leaders indicating more organizational resources (adequate 

resource supply, higher subordinates’ performance).  Availability of organizational resources such as 

adequate financial resources, time to focus on basic tasks, and valuable information for decision-making 

positively affect the relationship of self-esteem and internal locus of control with leadership self-

efficacy.  This means availability of organizational resources supports leaders with high self-esteem 

and internal locus of control to extend their self-worth to positively judge their leadership self-efficacy.  

Absence of these resources, on the other hand, deters the perception of leaders with high self-esteem 

and internal locus of control that they are effectively undertaking leadership tasks, and in turn decreases 

their perception of self-efficacy.   

On the other hand, overall subordinates’ performance – for example, dependability, 

cooperation, job knowledge, innovation, work quality, and more – positively influences the relationship 

between self-esteem and leadership self-efficacy.  Leaders who perceive higher subordinates’ 

performance extend their self-worth and positively judge their capability to perform leadership tasks.  

Organizations need to recognize that providing adequate organizational supplies is important for leaders 

to extend their self-esteem and internal locus of control to leadership self-efficacy.  Therefore, through 

matching leader needs with organizational supply, organizations could increase leaders’ self-efficacy.  

Therefore, it is worthwhile for organizations that desire to increase leaders’ self-efficacy judgment and 

thereby organizational success to meets leaders’ expectation in terms of resource supply.   

A third, practical implication is the call for using multisource data to measure leaders’ 

effectiveness.  Chapter 3 and 4 indicate differences in how leaders perceive their effectiveness and how 
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subordinates see them.  The difference in self- and subordinates’ rating is probably due to power 

distance between leaders and subordinates, leadership style (e.g., autocratic), followers’ attribution of 

leadership effectiveness, demographic similarity between leaders and subordinates (e.g., age, sex, 

educational level, and work experience), leader-member exchange, leaders’ concern for their 

subordinates, and leaders’ authentic characteristics.  Organizations that aim at increasing leaders’ 

effectiveness need to use multisource data (e.g., subordinates, peers, supervisors) to evaluate that 

effectiveness.  That is because feedback from others (i.e., subordinates) can be used to improve leaders’ 

behavior and skill, and in turn, effectiveness.  Therefore, organizations need to use multisource data to 

evaluate leaders’ effectiveness and communicate the results to leaders to let them learn and bring about 

the required changes in behavior and skill.  

Limitations  

The contributions and practical implications highlighted above should be understood in light of 

the limitations of the chapters presented in this dissertation.  First, cross-sectional data was used for the 

three chapters.  However, it is important to conduct longitudinal research to better understand the 

relationship between determinants of leadership self-efficacy and thereby its effect on leadership 

effectiveness.  Specifically, in Chapter 4, I examine the effect of core self-evaluation traits on self-other 

rating agreement, using cross-sectional but multisource (leaders and subordinates) data.  However, it is 

important to conduct longitudinal research to see how leaders change in behavior and skill over time 

based on the feedback received from others (i.e., subordinates).  

Second, as there is evidence that suggests self-reports provide more accurate estimates of 

parameters (Podsakoff & Organ, 1998), I apply some of the procedural remedies to minimize the effect 

of common method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Harman’s single factor method test did not 

identify common method variance as a high concern, but it still might have had an effect.  Specifically, 

in Chapter 2 I use single source data to measure all the variables included in the study.  Therefore, it is 

important to strictly apply the design remedies suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003) and Podsakoff and 

Organ (1998) in further research to ensure that common method variance is not a serious concern.   
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Third, this study considers commercial banks in Ethiopia, specifically bank branches in Addis 

Ababa.  Even though the structure and the context is similar among branches in different locations, in 

future research it is important to consider branches outside Addis Ababa to get a large number of 

participants and to see how the context affects the proposed relationships.  

Fourth, the small sample size could affect the results of this study.  Conducting research on the 

empirically derived and comprehensive leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness construct 

on a large sample size is essential.  Specifically, it is essential to better understand how the theoretically 

driven and comprehensive definition of leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness works in 

industry involving real business leaders.  Furthermore, some theoretical issues deserve detailed attention 

in further research.  For example, it might be interesting to see the relationships between different 

dimensions of leadership self-efficacy and leadership effectiveness, since there might be differences in 

the relationships.   

Fifth, I note that the causal pathway between the dependent and independent variables in the 

three chapters may be either way.  Longitudinal or experimental research needs to affirm the direction 

of the effect. 

Lessons  

The current dissertation attempted to link antecedents and outcomes of leadership self-efficacy.  

The dissertation focused on a more refined definition of what constitutes the domain to which leaders 

generalize self-efficacy and effectiveness to understand the diverse array of leadership challenges.  

Leaders and organizations have overlooked the crucial intervening process that contextual factors 

explain about the positive relationship between personal trait factors and leadership self-efficacy.  

However, as the current dissertation revealed resource availability and subordinates’ performance play 

significant roles in moderating the relationship of internal locus of control and self-esteem with 

leadership self-efficacy.  Leaders’ perceived self-efficacy and effectiveness are positively related, but 

nevertheless, leaders and their subordinates often disagree on leaders’ effectiveness.  Core self-
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evaluation traits – self-efficacy, self-esteem, and internal locus of control – affect how leaders rate their 

effectiveness and thereby their agreement with their subordinates’ ratings.  Leaders’ success is not 

merely a reflection of their self-efficacy judgment, but how leaders perceive their effectiveness and how 

their subordinates rate them is also important.   
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Appendix A: Measurement scale (Leaders)  
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Dear respondent,  

The purpose of the questionnaire is to collect data for research on leadership self-efficacy and 

leadership effectiveness in Ethiopian commercial banks. The research is designed to identify 

the factors that affect leadership self-efficacy (self-confidence to undertake leadership tasks) 

and to investigate how leaders’ leadership self-efficacy judgment influences their effectiveness. 

The research outcomes are important for leadership development strategies and to add 

knowledge in the area of leadership. Your genuine and honest response is very important for 

the success of the research, and the researcher would like to thank you for your cooperation in 

advance.    

Note: For any clarification or question, please do not hesitate to contact the researcher through 

the following address. Name: Habtamu Endris, mobile phone: 0913273314, email: 

ehabtamu@uvt.nl or habtamuendris@gmail.com 

General Instructions:  

1. No need to write your name, 

2. Your response confidentiality will be maintained.     

3. Instruction for each part of the questionnaire is given at the beginning of the questions.   

Part I: General background information  

Age _______                    

Sex ________ 

Religion ___________ 

Educational level _______________________         

Work experience in the current position ______________________ 

Thank you for your collaboration! 

mailto:ehabtamu@uvt.nl
mailto:habtamuendris@gmail.com
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Listed below are a series of statements that represent available organizational resources.  With 

respect to your own feeling about the organization for which you are now working, please indicate 

the degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement by putting a tick mark (√) on 

one of the five alternatives. Responses are measured on 5-point scales with the following verbal 

anchors: Strongly Disagree (1), Disagree (2), Neither Disagree or Agree (3), Agree (4), and 

Strongly Agree (5). 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

   Strongly 

Agree 

There are adequate financial resources devoted to 

work  

     

There is adequate time to focus on basic tasks        

There is on-time and valuable information to make 

decisions  

     

Adequate and qualified human resources are 

available  

     

Material resources are fulfilled       
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Listed below are dimensions of job performance. With respect to your own feeling, please rate 

your subordinates’ performance level with each statement by putting a tick mark (√) on one of the 

five alternatives. Responses are measured on 5-point scales with the following verbal anchors: 

Poor (1), Fair (2), Good (3), Very Good (4), and Excellent (5). 

 Poor    Excellent  

Quality of work      

Cooperation      

Knowledge of the job       

Dependability       

Initiative       

Judgment      

Supervisory potential       

Technical potential      

Overall job performance      

Effectiveness      

Efficiency       

Innovativeness       
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Listed below are five basic task characteristics. Please put a tick mark (√) next to each statement 

to indicate how well the following statements characterize your task. Responses are measured 

on 5-point scales with the following verbal anchors: Strongly Disagree (1), Disagree (2), 

Neither Disagree nor Agree (3), Agree (4), and Strongly Agree (5). 

 

 

 

 

 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

   Strongly 

Agree 

In general, the procedures required to complete 

your assigned task were well- defined  

     

In general, you could have selected any of 

several different approaches in completing each 

of your assignments 

     

In general, it is relatively simple to determine 

the appropriateness of the procedures used to 

complete those tasks assigned to you  

     

In general, much judgment was required by you 

to determine when enough evidence had been 

accumulated to consider your portions of the 

task adequately completed  

     

Overall, the tasks assigned to you were 

relatively simple   
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Listed below are a series of statements that represent possible positive or negative attitudes 

individuals might have towards themselves. With respect to your own feelings, please indicate the 

degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement by putting a tick mark (√) on one 

of the five alternatives. Responses are measured on 5-point scales with the following verbal 

anchors: Strongly Disagree (1), Disagree (2), Neither Disagree nor Agree (3), Agree (4), and 

Strongly Agree (5). 

 

 

 

 

 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

   Strongly 

Agree 

On the whole, I am satisfied with myself      

At times I think I am not good at all      

I feel that I have a number of good qualities      

I am able to do things as well as most other people      

I feel I do not have much to be proud of      

I certainly feel useless at times      

I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal 

plane with others  

     

I wish I could have more respect for myself      

All in all, I am inclined to think that I am a failure      

I take a positive attitude toward myself      
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Listed below are a series of a measures of personal beliefs. With respect to your own feelings, 

please indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement by putting a tick 

mark (√) on one of the five alternatives. Responses are measured on 5-point scales with the 

following verbal anchors: Strongly Disagree (1), Disagree (2), Neither Disagree nor Agree (3), 

Agree (4), and Strongly Agree (5). 

 

 

 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

   Strongly 

Agree 

When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can make 

them work  

     

Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for me as 

making a decision to take a definite course of action  

     

Becoming a success is a matter of hard work; luck has 

little or nothing to do with it  

     

In my case, getting what I want has little or nothing to 

do with luck  

     

Getting people to do the right thing depends upon 

ability; luck has little or nothing to do with it  

     

A good leader makes it clear to everybody what their 

jobs are 

     

It is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck 

plays an important role in my life 

     

What happens to me is my own doing       
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Listed below are a series of statements that represent possible feelings that individuals might have 

about themselves. With respect to your own feelings, please indicate the degree of your agreement 

or disagreement with each statement by putting a tick mark (√) on one of the five alternatives. 

Responses are measured on 5-point scales with the following verbal anchors: Strongly Disagree 

(1), Disagree (2), Neither Disagree nor Agree (3), Agree (4), and Strongly Agree (5). 

 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 

   Strongly 

Agree 

Undertaking managerial tasks makes me nervous      

I am uncomfortable around my peers in the 

organization   

     

I get a sinking/dropping feeling when I think of 

performing managerial tasks  

     

I get really uptight/bothered in social situations       

People have told me that I am easy to talk to       

My peers tell me I am skilled in social situations       

Other people see me as being poor in social situations        

I was encouraged to use my social skills in my career 

choice   

     

My favorite leader had good leadership skills       

Many of the peers I admired had good leadership skills       

My career role models have had poor leadership skills      

In general, the peers I look up to have good leadership 

skills 

     

I always have difficulty in undertaking managerial 

tasks 
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 I always perform my tasks effectively        

 I always feel like I know what I am doing in my 

position  

     

I have always been skilled socially        
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0          10             20           30           40            50           60          70             80            90          100 

  Cannot                                                        Moderately                                                Highly certain 

   do at all                                                        can do                                                          can do 

Listed below are a series of statements that represent possible leader tasks. With respect to your feeling, 

please rate your degree of confidence to undertake the tasks by recording a number from 0 to 100 using 

the above scale. 

Leadership Tasks                                                                                                      Confidence (0-100) 

Believe in ability to understand levers of change                                                                                        ______                                                                                     

Conceptualize a new organizational reality, and manifest it in the world                                                   ______ 

Envision a better future and strategic path for the organization                                                                   ______ 

Operationalize ideas in meaningful ways                                                                                                     ______ 

Have the aspiration and stamina/strength                                                                                                     ______ 

Able to act in the organization’s interest                                                                                                           ______ 

Achieve goals                                                                                                                                               ______ 

Hold a firm belief in your overall ability to get things done                                                                        ______ 

Work with technical proficiency and expert knowledge                                                                              ______ 

Sort complex information and come up with quality organizational solutions                                         ______ 

Belief in ability to find sound solutions to organizational problems of varying complexity                ______ 

Bringing to bear experience, skill, and attention to detail                                                                           ______ 

Believe in ability to choose individuals for positions who are well suited for the job                            ______ 

Identify the right mix of knowledge, talent, skill, and personality for a team                                            ______ 

Attract individuals to the organization                                                                                                         ______ 

Understand the various needs of the organization                                                                                       ______ 

Allocate limited resources                                                                                                                            ______ 

Take reasonable risks to realize objectives                                                                                                  ______ 

Make clear and timely decisions in the face of competing priorities or ideas                                             ______ 

State a point of view, even in the face of perceived resistance                                                                    ______ 

Influence co-workers to adopt particular courses of action                                                                         ______ 

Authorize others to assume work responsibilities on one’s behalf                                                              ______ 
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Leadership Tasks                                                                                                      Confidence (0-100) 

Bring relevant information to the attention of others                                                                                  ______ 

Involve subordinates in decision-making                                                                                                     ______ 

Consider different perspectives about people and organizational issues                                                     ______ 

Maintain composure and stability across a wide range of organizational situations                            ______ 

Control personal behavior in the workplace                                                                                                 ______ 

Stay on top of priorities without being distracted                                                                                        ______ 

Form, develop, and maintain positive organizational relationships                                                             ______ 

Approach and converse with co-workers                                                                                                     ______ 

See humor/funniness in organization life                                                                                                    ______ 

Scrutinize and regulate the work of others                                                                                                   ______ 

Define the work roles and tasks of others                                                                                                    ______ 

Hold individuals or groups at work responsible for actions and outcomes                                                  ______ 

Act consistently in accordance with principles, values, and organization ethics                                     ______ 

Create a positive first impression through conduct and appearance                                                            ______ 

Act in a way that fosters trust by following through on commitments                                                        ______ 

Establish specific, challenging, and attainable performance targets                                                            ______ 

Set high standards of performance                                                                                                               ______ 

Get results by realizing organization objectives                                                                                           ______ 

Assess progress toward goals and objectives                                                                                               ______ 

Provide guidance and advice                                                                                                                        ______ 

Cultivate a sense of teamwork and cohesion                                                                                                ______ 

Take responsibility for setting direction                                                                                                      ______ 

Set priorities                                                                                                                                                 ______ 

Take steps to accomplish short-term objectives                                                                                           ______ 

Understand the sociopolitical landscape and behave appropriately in the context                                  ______ 

Keep subordinates well-informed on key issues                                                                                          ______ 

Demonstrate a personal concern for the well-being of others                                                                      ______ 
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Leadership Tasks                                                                                                      Confidence (0-100) 

Make and retain solid organizational connections                                                                                       ______ 

Provide role modeling and psychosocial support to protégés                                                                     ______ 

Further the career of protégés by providing opportunities and protection                                                   ______ 

Demonstrate a general ability to influence, direct, assist, train, and motivate others’ work                ______ 

Take time to let others know when they have done a good job                                                                     ______ 

Encourage others to higher levels of achievement                                                                                       ______ 

Convince others of their ability to succeed                                                                                                  ______ 

Confer with others on important matters                                                                                                      ______ 

Help resolve issues and remove obstacles when others are in need                                                          ______ 

Put the larger interests of the organization ahead of personal needs                                                            ______ 

Admit errors and share credit                                                                                                                       ______ 

Behave adaptively as circumstances at work evolve                                                                                    ______ 

Appreciate the value in human differences                                                                                                  ______ 

Perform informative and interesting formal presentations                                                                           ______ 

Speak fluently and articulately                                                                                                                     ______ 

Represent the values, interests, and goals of the organization to those outside                                      ______ 

Stay on top of current information, trends, and events in the organization and among customers and 

relevant events for the success of the organization                                                                                            ______ 
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Listed below are a series of statements that represent possible leader behavior. With respect to your 

feeling that you exhibit the behaviors listed below, please indicate the degree of your agreement 

or disagreement for each behavior by putting a tick mark (√) on one of the five alternatives. 

Responses are measured on 5-point scales with the following verbal anchors: Strongly Disagree 

(1), Disagree (2), Neither Disagree nor Agree (3), Agree (4), and Strongly Agree (5) 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

   Strongly 

Agree 

Effective interpersonally                                                                            

Do favors for persons under my supervision        

Exhibit personal concern for the well-being of others      

Take time to let others know when they have done a good 

job 

     

Approach and converse with co-workers      

Cultivate a sense of teamwork, cohesion, and 

inclusiveness 

     

Exhibit behavioral decorum/good behavior       

Make fair decisions without personal bias       

Consider various perspectives in decision-making      

Take time to hear others’ points of view       

Calm and fair/unbiased       

Perform work with proficiency and expert knowledge      

Sort complex information and come up with quality 

solutions 

     

Demonstrate work environment knowledge       
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Perform job tasks with rigor and precision       

Well-informed organizational know-how      

Skilled in professions or areas of expertise      

Seeks new ways to deal with institutional issues      

Take reasonable risks to realize objectives      

Take new initiatives and organizational opportunities      

Outside-of-the-box thinker with a vision of the future 

and willingness to make it a reality 

     

Goal and task-oriented      

Scrutinize and regulate the work of others      

Play the classic managerial role of close supervision      

Define the work roles and tasks of others      

Make performance expectations clear       

Emphasize planning, execution and evaluation of work 

behavior in your relationship with subordinates  

     

Dedicated, energetic, and selfless in pursuit of key 

organizational priorities 

     

Display physical and mental courage on the job      

Put the larger interests of the organization ahead of 

personal needs 

     

Show effort in the face of adversity      

“Hands-off” – letting people get on with their work       
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Skilled in discerning those attributes in others that 

qualify them for various assignments 

     

Place people in positions for which they are well suited      

Create a work environment in which people choose to 

remain 

     

Attract individuals to the organization      

Persuasive, self-assured, and polished      

Speak fluently and articulately       

Create a positive first impression through conduct and 

appearance 

     

Demonstrate a personal confidence in organizational 

matters 

     

“Big picture” thinker who sees the organization as a 

whole and understands it as an open system within a 

larger context 

     

Forecast and prepare for future institutional 

developments 

     

Understand the evolving nature of institutional changes      

Act to change cultural norms and values for the purpose 

of organizational realignment 
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Appendix B: Measurement scales (Subordinates)  
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Dear respondent,  

The purpose of the questionnaire is to collect data for research on leadership self-efficacy and 

leadership effectiveness in Ethiopian commercial banks. The research is designed to identify 

the factors that affect leadership self-efficacy (self-confidence to undertake leadership tasks) 

and to investigate how leaders’ leadership self-efficacy judgment influences their effectiveness. 

The research outcomes are important for leadership development strategies and to add 

knowledge in the area of leadership. Your genuine and honest response is very important for 

the success of the research, and the researcher would like to thank you for your cooperation in 

advance. Please note that your responses are anonymous and will not be shared with your leader 

personally.  

Note: for any clarification or question please do not hesitate to contact the researcher through 

the following address. Name: Habtamu Endris, mobile phone: 0913273314, email: 

ehabtamu@uvt.nl or habtamuendris@gmail.com 

General Instructions:  

1. No need to write your name. 

2. Your response confidentiality will be maintained.     

3. Instruction for each part of the questionnaire is given at the beginning of the questions.   

Part I: General Background Information  

Age _______  

Sex ________ 

Religion ___________ 

Educational level _______________________ 

Work experience in the current position ______________________ 

Thank you for your collaboration! 

 

mailto:ehabtamu@uvt.nl
mailto:habtamuendris@gmail.com
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Listed below are a series of statements that represent possible leader behavior. With respect to your 

own feeling, please indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement on your supervisors’ 

behavior with each statement by putting a tick mark (√) on one of the five alternatives. Responses are 

measured on 5-point scales with the following verbal anchors: Strongly Disagree (1), Disagree (2), 

Neither Disagree nor Agree (3), Agree (4), and Strongly Agree (5). 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

   Strongly 

Agree 

Is effective interpersonally                                                                            

Does favors for persons under his/her supervision        

Exhibits personal concern for the well-being of 

others 

     

Takes time to let others know when they have done 

a good job 

     

Approaches and converse with co-workers      

Cultivates a sense of teamwork, cohesion, and 

inclusiveness 

     

Demonstrates behavioral decorum/good behavior       

Makes fair decisions without personal bias        

Considers various perspectives in decision-making      

Takes time to hear others’ points of view       

Is calm and fair/unbiased       

Performs work with proficiency and expert 

knowledge 

     

Sorts complex information and comes up with 

quality solutions 
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Demonstrates working environment knowledge       

Performs job tasks with rigor and precision       

Is well-informed in organizational know-how       

Skilled in his/her profession or areas of expertise      

Seeks new ways to deal with institutional issues      

Takes reasonable risks to realize objectives      

Identifies new initiatives and organizational 

opportunities 

     

Is an outside-of-the-box thinker with a vision of the 

future and willing to make it a reality 

     

Is goal and task-oriented      

Scrutinizes and regulates the work of others      

Plays the classic managerial role of close 

supervision 

     

Defines the work roles and tasks of others      

Makes performance expectations clear       

Emphasizes planning, execution and evaluation of 

work behavior in their relationship with 

subordinates  

     

Is dedicated, energetic, and selfless in pursuit of key 

organizational priorities 

     

Displays physical and mental courage on the job      

Puts the larger interests of the organization ahead of 

personal needs 
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Shows effort in the face of adversity      

“Hands-off” – letting people get on with their work       

Is skilled in discerning those attributes in others that 

qualify them for various assignments 

     

Places people in positions for which they are well 

suited 

     

Creates a work environment in which people choose 

to remain 

     

Attracts individuals to the organization      

Is persuasive, self-assured, and polished/graceful       

Speaks fluently and articulately      

Creates a positive first impression through conduct 

and appearance 

     

Demonstrates personal confidence in institutional 

matters 

     

“Big picture” thinker who sees the organization as a 

whole and understands it as an open system within a 

larger context 

     

Forecasts and prepares for future developments      

Understand the evolving nature of institutional 

changes  

     

Acts to change cultural norms and values for the 

purpose of organizational realignment 

     

 


