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literature (e.g. Yukl, 1998; Paglis, 2010). Despite being a
broadly understood notion, leadership is a concept that has
defied a consensus in definition and measurement (House and
Podsakoff, 1994). In one of the penultimate treatments of
theory and research on leadership, Bass (1990) observed that
there are seemingly as many definitions of leadership as there
are scholars endeavoring to study this concept (Schafer, 2010).
Bennis and Nanus (1985), and Oyinlade (2006), reported that
scholars and researchers alike had defined leadership in
different ways over so many years. Conger (1992) also
indicated that leadership is largely an intuitive concept for
which there can never be a single agreed-upon definition.
Although a sample of the writings in the area however
shows some form of common themes (Paglis, 2010), i.e.
leadership is seen as a process of social interaction where the
leader’s ability in influencing the behaviors of their followers
can strongly influence the performance outcomes (PirolaMerlo et al., 2002; Kerr, Garvin, Heaton & Boyle, 2006);
leadership is seen as a process of social influence that focuses
on the accomplishment of common objectives (Yukl, 1998;
Vardiman, Houghton & Jinkerson, 2006; Paglis, 2010).
Alas, Tafel, and Tuulik (2007) viewed leadership in
terms of individual traits, leader behavior, interaction patterns,
role relationships, follower perceptions, influence over
followers, influence on task goals, and influence on
organizational culture (Amagoh, 2009). Three themes that
appear in the literature according to Paglis (2010) are social
influence, voluntary followership and objective/strategy
setting. However, it can be said that the recurring theme that
appeared in many leadership definitions involves the use of
non-coercive influences to coordinate the activities of group
members towards the accomplishment of group goals
(Oyinlade, Gellhaus, & Darboe, 2003; Oyinlade, 2006).
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Abstract— Background: The study on leadership and what
makes it effective can never be over emphasized, it was observed
that since the beginning of the 19th century, there was
proliferation of research studies on the leadership phenomenon
aimed at enhancing the ability to predict effective leadership in
organizations
Aims: - This study attempts to examine the relationship
between leadership self-efficacy and managerial job performance
and whether effective leadership behavior mediates the
relationship.
Methods: Quantitative data using questionnaire was collected
among the branch managers of the banks.
Results: The result shows that LSE influences the managerial
performance. The result shows that hypothesis H1 is hereby
supported. The result of the mediation test shows that LSE is
significantly related to managerial job performance. Hierarchical
regression analysis was conducted using the Baron and Kenny
(1986) method (four steps of mediation analysis). And the result
shows partial mediation had occurred.
Conclusions: The findings of this study on the relationship
between LSE and managerial job performance are in concord
with previous studies. Further, future studies should consider the
other dimensions of interest.
Index Terms— Leadership, Self-Efficacy, Managerial Job
Performance, Effective Leadership Behavior

I. INTRODUCTION
The study on leadership and what makes it effective can
never be over emphasized. Yukl (1989) observed since the
beginning of the 19th century that there was proliferation of
research studies on the leadership phenomenon aimed at
enhancing the ability to predict effective leadership in
organizations (Hendricks & Payne, 2007). Leadership has
been adjudged in work situations as an important phenomenon
due to its connection, to some extent, on what people usually
assume and the extent they demonstrate it to the effectiveness
of organizations. Further it was argued that although
effectiveness has been usually operationalized, it has been
assumed as a unitary characteristic, which defines some form
of commonly accepted theorem showing that leadership is not
unitary, but a combination of related ones, always enhancing
effectiveness.
Several scholars in the past have defined and explained
leadership in various ways based on their interests and
concerns (Oyinlade, 2006). Hence, it is argued that a
universally agreed definition of leadership does not exist in the

II. LITERATURE REVIEW
Leadership Self-Efficacy (LSE) and Effective Leadership
Behavior
The most popular area having much interest in the
research on leadership efficacy and other work related
outcomes is leadership efficacy and effective leadership
behavior relationship (Paglis, 2010). Murphy and Ensher
(1999) assessed twice the quality of relationships and
characteristics over an eight week period. They investigated
the contribution of team member characteristics towards the
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potentials to aid in the predicting of effective leadership in
organizations; as such, a comprehensive and empirically
derived taxonomic structure is needed to aid in hypothesis
development and theory formation. It is on the laudable effort
of Paglis and Green (2002) that Anderson, et al., (2008) built
upon the work in three areas, i.e. to construct two separate
tools for LSE and effective leadership; their taxonomic
structure of LSE and effective leadership and LSE-effective
leadership behavior relationship.

R

Leadership Self-Efficacy (LSE) and Managerial Performance
Managerial performance is often defined as “managerial
behaviors believed to be optimal for identifying, assimilating
and utilizing resources (including human resources) towards
sustaining the organizational unit for which a manager has
responsibility” (Oh and Berry, 2009). McCloy, Campbell and
Cudeck, (1994) defined the term ‘performance’ as those
behaviors or actions which are regarded as relevant to those
goals of the said organization in question. They further argued
that performance cannot be said to be the outcome itself,
consequences or the result of behaviors or action, but rather
performance can be said to be the action itself.
Several of the researches have highlighted the
effectiveness of LSE in predicting leadership, group, and
organizational outcomes (Hoyt et al., 2003; Chemers et al.,
2000; Watson et al., 1996). The meta analysis by Stajkovic
and Luthans (1998) on self-efficacy and performance as well
as organizational performance (Wood & Bandura, 1989a)
have shown a positive and significant result; as such, it is not
surprising that scholars are now showing interest in linking
self-efficacy to leadership domain. Robertson and Sadri
(1993), in their study, found that managerial efficacy relates to
most of performance criteria except written communication.
Thus, it shows that overall managerial efficacy significantly
relates to supervisor rating of performance. Onglatco et al.,
(1993), found that managerial efficacy significantly relates to
perceived mobility, perceived success and earned salary.
One of the studies that serve as an impetus to the current
research is the work of Semadar et al., (2006). They found that
LSE positively relates to job performance ratings when
assessed bivariate but did not add to the predictive validity
beyond political skill, gender and the seniority of the
managers individually; thus it recorded a weaker result.
Furthermore Hannah (2006) used three-conditions under a
thirty-eight week longitudinal study using a sample of ninety
one first year military cadets to develop and test a model of
argentic leadership efficacy (ALE). The result showed that
overall ALE was stable over time as it correlated with higher
levels of self-concept, clarity meta-cognitive ability,
motivation to lead and the senior officers’ ratings of
transformational leadership and performance.
In the same vein, Chemers et al., (2000), in their study,
LSE as seen in the result significantly correlated with the
instructor ratings of leadership potential, the overall officer
ratings in a training camp, the peer-ratings of leadership
effectiveness and the scores on two squad leader assessments.
The result further showed LSE did not significantly relate to
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development of leader-member exchange. It was found that
LSE relates to leaders' own ratings of leader-member
exchange and not that of followers as LSE correlates with
perceptions of follower performance.
The result of Kane et al (2002) showed that LSE related
significantly to a leader’s goal level, strategies and functional
leadership behaviors. Using expectancy-valence models of
career choice, self-efficacy theory and attribution theory,
Singer (1989, 1991) conducted two studies on leadership by
conceptualizing leadership aspirations as a special case of
career choice. In the first study, the result showed that
individuals with higher levels of leadership aspiration scored
higher on their self-efficacy, effectiveness, abilities in
matching their self-efficacy and ease of access. They showed
high positivity towards leadership characteristics and their
belief in leadership is based on internal sources. Furthermore,
in another study using a set of middle managers, Singer (1991)
the result showed all the forms of LSE related positively with
positive attitudes of leadership characteristics in leadership
efficacy-effectiveness relationship.
McCormick (1999), in a study, examined whether sexrole identity and goal orientation influenced LSE development
by conducting fifteen week leadership training with students
in control classes. It was found that LSE was stable over time
as the students were assessed before and after the intervention.
In the same vein, McCormick et al., (2002) extended
Bandura’s (1986) self-efficacy concept to the leadership
domain, it was found that LSE positively correlated with both
prior leadership experience and attempt to assume leadership
positions as it distinguished leaders from non-leaders. Thus
women were found to have significantly lower LSE compared
to men. In line with gender matching, a study conducted in a
union setting by assessing the effects of verbal persuasion and
gender matching on LSE. It was found that being encouraged
to serve as a shop steward was significantly associated with
higher efficacy for leadership and the effect was augmented
when the leader and follower are of the same gender. Further,
female participants were found to be less confident about their
leadership capabilities than men.
In a study aimed at studying the levers of change, Paglis
and Green (2002) tested a theoretical model of LSE and its
relationship to leadership attempts. They surveyed managers
and direct reports in two organizations on bio-data, personality
and LSE, leadership attempts and organizational commitment.
The factor analysis of the study presented three factors i.e.
direction-setting, gaining followers’ commitment and
overcoming obstacles to change. This result is consistent with
studies by McCormick et al. (2002), Chan and Drasgow
(2001) and Hendricks and Payne (2007) on individuals’
attempts/motivation to lead. However, it was argued that the
study of Paglis and Green (2002) only considered managerial
efficacy of driving change related behavior or initiatives. In
line with the call for more research on the relationship
between LSE and effective leadership behavior, Anderson et
al., (2008), improved on the work of Paglis and Green (2002)
to construct taxonomy of LSE and that of effective leadership.
The researchers argued that LSE has all the necessary
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V. RESULTS
Factor Analysis and Reliability Test
Factor analysis and reliability test was conducted.
Leadership self-efficacy is measured by 24 items. The factor
analysis resulted in the deletion of 4 items thus making 20
items to measure LSE. Reliability test was then conducted and
the result shows leadership self-efficacy has a reliability of
(.64). The second factor analysis was on effective leadership
behavior with 17 measures. The result of the factor analysis
shows that 4 items were also to be deleted. The number of
Items, KMO and Bartlett's Test and Cumulative were all found
to meet the assumption of factor analysis. Reliability test was
conducted and the result shows effective leadership behavior
shows a Cronbach Alpha value of .71. Managerial job
performance has 13 items; the factor analysis resulted in the
deletion of 3 items. The number of Items, KMO and Bartlett's
Test and Cumulative are all in concord with the assumptions.
Subsequently, reliability test was also conducted to which the
result shows the Cronbach alpha value of managerial job
performance is .79.
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III. THEORY
This research uses the self-efficacy theory (Bandura,
1986) and the adaptive self-regulation mode (Tsui, 1984).
Bandura (1997) defined self-efficacy as “belief in one’s
capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action
required to produce given attainments”. The stronger the
perceived self-efficacy, the higher the goals people set for
themselves, the firmer their commitment to them (Gist, 1984;
Bandura & Wood 1989). Self-efficacy is an important
motivational construct that influences choices, goals, effort,
coping, persistence, and performance (Hoyt et al., 2003). The
adaptive self-regulation model proposes that standards like
roles, and fit assessments set by various managerial
constituents influence manager behavioral leadership which
may in turn, influence managerial performance (Sosik,
Potosky and Jung, 2002). Tsui & Ashford (1994) stated that
when managers in an organization detect discrepancies that
relate to them or constituent’s standards, then they try to
reduce the discrepancies which in turn influence their
subsequent behavior and standard on their performance.

gives each respondent equal chance of being chosen as a
sample. For this purpose, stratified sampling was adopted.
Measurements of variables of LSE measures were
adapted from the taxonomy of LSE by Anderson et al., (2008);
These measures were found in various studies in the past, i.e.
Anderson et al., (2008); Blake and Mouton (1982); Fleishman
(1975); Bass (1990). This study uses the SPSS software
version 16 for the purpose of the analysis and hypothesis
testing. In this case, several statistical/techniques were
performed in the analysis. Analysis in this study includes the
factor analysis, reliability test and regression analysis.
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non-leadership performance outcomes.
Murphy et al., (2003) found that leadership efficacy relate
to the performance of female and minority managers but not
with white male managers. Additionally, Watson (2001) found
that an individual’s self-efficacy was significantly related to
objective individual performance and the collective efficacy
was significantly related to objective group performance.
Wood and Bandura (1989), in another study, reported that
managerial self-efficacy impacted on prior performance to the
task that is successful. Additionally, findings in the selfefficacy literature (while small in number) also suggested that
LSE perceptions contribute to leadership success (McCormick
2002).
Based on the foregoing results of the literature highlighted
on the LSE and managerial performance, the result of
Robertson and Sadri (1993), Onglatco et al. (1993) Murphy
and Ensher (1999) and Semadar et al. (2006) are in concord
with one another. The studies reported how LSE relates to
managerial and organizational performance. Although the
work of Semadar et al. (2006) did not agree with the studies
when considered individually as it recorded a weaker
relationship, they recommended future studies to measure
managerial job performance based on multidimensional
measure.

IV. METHODOLOGY
This study uses a descriptive and correlational type of
survey design. This type of design is considered suitable for
collecting primary data. Descriptive type of studies are usually
undertaken in organizations so as to learn about or describe
characteristics of a group, i.e. age, level of education, job
status or years of service (Sekaran & Baugie, 2009). The
population of this study comprises the branch managers of
commercial banks. This study uses the probability sampling
technique. According to Sekaran (2003), probability sampling

VI. REGRESSION ANALYSIS
H1 Leadership Self-Efficacy (LSE) and Managerial
Performance
To ascertain the level of this relationship, hypothesis H1
was developed as Leadership self-efficacy significantly
influences managerial job performance. This hypothesis was
tested using the regression analysis. The regression analysis
between LSE and managerial job performance shows that LSE
in this result explains 9.8% of the model (R2= .098, FChange= 44.811, p< .01). It has a Beta value of β= .314, p<
.01. It is therefore found that hypothesis H1 is supported.
H2 Effective Leadership Behaviour Mediates the Relationship
between LSE and Managerial Performance
The result of the hierarchical regression shows that the
independent variable (LSE) is significantly related to the
mediator variable (effective leadership behavior) at β= .314,
p< .000. Further, the next step shows that the independent
variable (LSE) is significantly related to the dependent
variable (managerial job performance) with β= .338, p<.000
which indicates that the second step of the mediation test has
been fulfilled and found significant. In the third step, the
independent variable and the mediator variables were
regressed on the dependent variable and the result shows that
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IX. LIMITATIONS AND SUGGESTION FOR
FUTURE RESEARCH
This study is not without some limitations or
shortcomings. The first limitation of this study is that although
there are a lot of variables that can be considered to measure
LSE and leadership behavior this study is limited to some
dimensions of the Anderson et al., (2008). Secondly, the data
collection of this study is limited to within three months;
hence it can be considered a relatively short period. The third
limitation of this study is that the study considered only the
commercial banks, other sectors i.e. small and medium
enterprises (SMEs) and other manufacturing industries were
not considered.
To overcome some of the limitations of this research, this
study recommends that future studies should consider other
dimensions of the Anderson et al., (2008). Further, future
studies should consider the other dimensions of interest. The
period of data collection in this study tends to be limited to
within the period of three months. Hence, this study
recommends that future researchers should consider
longitudinal study in order to have enough time for data
collection.
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VII. DISCUSSION
In sum, the hypothesis H1 which states LSE influences
the managerial performance. The result shows that hypothesis
H1 is hereby supported. The findings of this study on the
relationship between LSE and managerial job performance are
in concord with previous studies, Stajkovic and Luthans
(1998), Robertson and Sadri (1993), Onglatco et al., (1993),
lastly, the work of Semadar et al., (2006). In order to ascertain
the mediation, hierarchical regression analysis was conducted
using the Baron and Kenny (1986) method (four steps of
mediation analysis). The result of the mediation test shows
that LSE is significantly related to managerial job
performance.
The second step shows that LSE is significantly related to
effective leadership behavior (mediating variable). The
independent variable and the mediator variables were
regressed on the dependent variable and the result shows that
the mediator variable was significant. The fourth step is to
ascertain whether full or partial mediation had occurred. The
result shows that the independent variable’s (LSE) beta value
is still significant but the beta value shows a decrease.
According to Baron and Kenny (1986), a partial
mediation has taken place. This result thus implies that LSE
had a direct and indirect impact on managerial job
performance of the managers in organizations. The result is in
concord with the model of Tsui and Ashford’s (1994) adaptive
self-regulation model, Sosik et al., (2002) Taggar and Seijts
(2003) and Cavazotte, Moreno and Hickmann (2012).

result shows that the independent variable’s (LSE) beta value
is still significant but the beta value shows a decrease.
According to Baron and Kenny (1986), a partial
mediation has taken place. This result thus implies that LSE
had a direct and indirect impact on managerial job
performance of the managers in organizations. The result is in
concord with the model of Tsui and Ashford’s (1994) adaptive
self-regulation model, Sosik et al., (2002) Taggar and Seijts
(2003) and Cavazotte, Moreno and Hickmann (2012).
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the mediator variable was significant β= .152, p< 002. This
indicates that the third step has been fulfilled. The fourth step
is to ascertain whether full or partial mediation has occurred.
The independent variable (LSE) beta value is still significant
at β= .262, p< .000, but the dependent variable have recorded
a decrease in beta value; thus according to Baron and Kenny
(1986), a partial mediation has taken place.

VIII.
CONCLUSION
In sum, the hypothesis H1 which states LSE influences
the managerial performance. The result shows that hypothesis
H1 is hereby supported. The findings of this study on the
relationship between LSE and managerial job performance are
in concord with previous studies, Stajkovic and Luthans
(1998), Robertson and Sadri (1993), Onglatco et al., (1993),
lastly, the work of Semadar et al., (2006). In order to ascertain
the mediation, hierarchical regression analysis was conducted
using the Baron and Kenny (1986) method (four steps of
mediation analysis). The result of the mediation test shows
that LSE is significantly related to managerial job
performance.
The second step shows that LSE is significantly related to
effective leadership behavior (mediating variable). The
independent variable and the mediator variables were
regressed on the dependent variable and the result shows that
the mediator variable was significant. The fourth step is to
ascertain whether full or partial mediation had occurred. The
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