
Asrar-ul-Haq, Muhammad et al.

Article

Congruence of perceptions between bank managers
and subordinates about leadership style and
performance in Pakistan

Cogent Business & Management

Provided in Cooperation with:
Taylor & Francis Group

Suggested Citation: Asrar-ul-Haq, Muhammad et al. (2020) : Congruence of perceptions between
bank managers and subordinates about leadership style and performance in Pakistan, Cogent
Business & Management, ISSN 2331-1975, Taylor & Francis, Abingdon, Vol. 7, Iss. 1, pp. 1-12,
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2020.1796270

This Version is available at:
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/244908

Standard-Nutzungsbedingungen:

Die Dokumente auf EconStor dürfen zu eigenen wissenschaftlichen
Zwecken und zum Privatgebrauch gespeichert und kopiert werden.

Sie dürfen die Dokumente nicht für öffentliche oder kommerzielle
Zwecke vervielfältigen, öffentlich ausstellen, öffentlich zugänglich
machen, vertreiben oder anderweitig nutzen.

Sofern die Verfasser die Dokumente unter Open-Content-Lizenzen
(insbesondere CC-Lizenzen) zur Verfügung gestellt haben sollten,
gelten abweichend von diesen Nutzungsbedingungen die in der dort
genannten Lizenz gewährten Nutzungsrechte.

Terms of use:

Documents in EconStor may be saved and copied for your personal
and scholarly purposes.

You are not to copy documents for public or commercial purposes, to
exhibit the documents publicly, to make them publicly available on the
internet, or to distribute or otherwise use the documents in public.

If the documents have been made available under an Open Content
Licence (especially Creative Commons Licences), you may exercise
further usage rights as specified in the indicated licence.

  https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.zbw.eu/
http://www.zbw.eu/
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2020.1796270%0A
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/244908
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.leibniz-gemeinschaft.de/


Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=oabm20

Cogent Business & Management

ISSN: (Print) (Online) Journal homepage: https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/oabm20

Congruence of perceptions between bank
managers and subordinates about leadership style
and performance in Pakistan

Muhammad Asrar-Ul-Haq, Shaheera Amin, Hafiz Yasir Ali, Muhammad
Waheed Akhtar, Moazzam Ali, Sadaf Noor, Kashif Aslam & Ali Khalid |

To cite this article: Muhammad Asrar-Ul-Haq, Shaheera Amin, Hafiz Yasir Ali, Muhammad
Waheed Akhtar, Moazzam Ali, Sadaf Noor, Kashif Aslam & Ali Khalid | (2020) Congruence of
perceptions between bank managers and subordinates about leadership style and performance in
Pakistan, Cogent Business & Management, 7:1, 1796270, DOI: 10.1080/23311975.2020.1796270

To link to this article:  https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2020.1796270

© 2020 The Author(s). This open access
article is distributed under a Creative
Commons Attribution (CC-BY) 4.0 license.

Published online: 21 Jul 2020.

Submit your article to this journal 

Article views: 812

View related articles 

View Crossmark data

https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=oabm20
https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/oabm20
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/23311975.2020.1796270
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2020.1796270
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=oabm20&show=instructions
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=oabm20&show=instructions
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/23311975.2020.1796270
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/23311975.2020.1796270
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/23311975.2020.1796270&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2020-07-21
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/23311975.2020.1796270&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2020-07-21


MANAGEMENT | RESEARCH ARTICLE

Congruence of perceptions between bank 
managers and subordinates about leadership 
style and performance in Pakistan
Muhammad Asrar-Ul-Haq1*, Shaheera Amin2, Hafiz Yasir Ali2, Muhammad Waheed Akhtar2, 
Moazzam Ali2, Sadaf Noor2, Kashif Aslam2 and Ali Khalid2

Abstract:  The purpose of this study was to examine the congruence between 
managers’ (self) and subordinates’ perceptions about their leadership styles and its 
impact on performance outcomes. Leadership styles (independent variables) 
included transformational leadership, transactional leadership and laissez-faire 
leadership. The outcomes (dependent variables) consisted of effectiveness, extra 
effort, and satisfaction. The data were collected from 65 banks (65 managers and 
225 subordinates) using MLQ 360 (5 X Short) by Bass and Avolio. The managers 
responded about their self-perceived leadership styles and its relationship with 
performance outcomes. The subordinates responded about their perceptions of 
managers’ leadership styles and its impact on their performance outcomes. The 
data were analyzed using descriptive statistics (ANOVA) and inferential statistics 
(regression analysis). The results indicated significant differences between man-
agers’ (self) and subordinates’ perceptions about their leadership styles at dimen-
sion level. In addition, a significant difference was found between managers and 
subordinates about the impact of transformational leadership style and laissez-faire 
leadership style on different outcomes. Certain implications of the study and lim-
itations are also discussed.
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1. Introduction
The followers’ behavior fit with the leadership style is an indicator of good performance, 
whereas incongruity leads to the poor (individual and organizational) performance. The role 
of a leader has been recognized widely in ensuring the success of the organization as he has to 
develop a change readiness environment in the organization. Role of the leader in the success 
and failure of organizations has widely been studied Leaders perform some crucial functions 
and activities in the organizations which are directly related to the success and failure of the 
organization, i.e. strategic decision making and its implementation, defining and articulating 
the vision, and most importantly keeping employees motivated in the pursuit of organizational 
goals. Today’s world is characterized by fast global and technological changes which require 
organizations to be adaptable, and integrate changes on individual and organizational levels in 
order to survive and lead in competitive environment (Heifetz & Laurie, 1997). Kotter (1995) 
proclaimed that integration of change in an organization necessitates that a new system must 
be adopted for which leadership is vital.

Leadership is the art of optimizing the human capital by attracting, developing, and retaining them in an 
effective manner. Today, competition among organizations has increased the need for such leaders who 
have the ability to motivate their workforce and align it with competitive challenges in order to accomplish 
organizational goals. Friedman (2005) considered it a paradigm shift where such leaders are required. In 
past couple of decades, a significant number of research studies have covered the concept of leadership 
styles and performance outcomes across globe and certain leadership models are developed. However, 
studies on congruence between leader and their subordinate still needs to be thoroughly conducted in 
different contexts and cultures. Leadership style and power distance might vary across cultures as a leader 
who is effective in one culture might not be effective in any other culture (Fatehi, 1996). Cultural norms and 
values significantly influence leadership styles, subordinates’ attitudes and behaviors. That’s why; existing 
theories and models are validated across cultures time to time. Based on the literature, it is evident that 
individual as well as organizational performance can be improved through aligning leadership styles with 
culture (Muczyk & Holt, 2008). In other words, congruence between managers and subordinates is essential 
for individual as well as organizational success. Therefore, this study is an effort to examine whether 
managers and subordinates are on the same lines about managers’ leadership styles and how it affects 
different performance outcomes in Pakistan. It is presumed that variation in cultural norms and practices in 
Pakistan would not be significantly different from other parts of the world and findings would be consistent 
with available literature.

2. Theory and hypotheses development

2.1. Leader member exchange theory
Leader-member exchange (LMX) theory is about the “effectiveness of leaders as the result of 
psychodynamic exchange between leaders and followers” (Asrar-ul-Haq & Anwar, 2018; Gill, 
2006). LMX theory describes the quality of a series of dyadic relationships and interactions 
between leaders and followers at workplace (Graen & Scandura, 1987). LMX theory posits that 
leaders develop quality relationship with their followers based on the exchange of certain factors 
(Dulebohn et al., 2012). The quality of the relationship ranges from low-quality (based on employ-
ment contract) to high-quality (based on mutual likeness, respect, trust, and influence (Bernerth 
et al., 2007, p. 979). LMX theory, further, states that leaders do not treat their followers equally 
(Atitumpong & Badir, 2018; Hofmans et al., 2019; Hsiung & Bolino, 2018). Therefore, LMX theory 
provides the baseline for this study to examine the level of congruence between self (managers) 
and their others’ (subordinates) perceptions.
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2.2. Transformational leadership
Transformational leadership has been widely researched in leadership domain (Lorinkova & Perry, 
2019; Tepper et al., 2018), due to its benefits over other form of positive leaderships (Conger, 
1999). Bass (1985) defined transformational leader as “an individual who possesses certain char-
acteristics that are posited to motivate followers to move beyond their self-interest and commit 
themselves to organizational goals, thus performing beyond expectations”. Bass et al. (2003) state 
that transformational leadership comprises of five distinct characteristics: idealized influence 
(attributed), idealized influence (behavior), inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and 
individualized consideration. Leaders with transformational leadership style focus on the personal 
development of their followers and motivate the followers intrinsically (Asrar-ul-Haq & Kuchinke, 
2016). Sayadi (2016) stated that transformational leaders are positively related with innovation 
and acceptance of change within the organizations.

2.3. Transactional leadership
A transactional leader is “one who operates within the existing system or culture, prefers

risk avoidance, pays attention to time constraints and efficiency, and generally prefers process 
over substance as a means for maintaining control” (Bass, 1985, p. 2). Transactional leadership is 
considered a reward-driven behavior. Transactional leaders use their authority to reward their 
followers to enhance their followers’ efforts for task accomplishments (Naidoo et al., 2015; Oğuz, 
2010). According to Sayadi (2016), under transactional leadership, both parties (leaders and 
followers) work in an exchange relationship (work and reward).

2.4. Laissez-faire leadership
According to Bradford and Lippitt (1945), Laissez-Faire leadership is “leader’s disregard of super-
visory duties and lack of guidance to subordinates”. In other words, avoidance or absence of 
leadership at workplace is called Laissez-Faire leadership (Judge & Piccolo, 2004). In Laissez- 
faire leadership, leaders try to avoid decision making process, abdicates the responsibilities 
(Limsila & Ogunlana, 2008; Robbins et al., 2007), and have minimum interactions with their 
followers (Bass & Avolio, 1994).

2.5. Self and other agreement in leadership and hypotheses development
Self and Other Agreement (SOA) means the degree of agreement or level of congruence 
between leaders’ self-rating and others’ rating about them, i.e. subordinates, seniors, or 
coworkers (Atwater et al., 2009). In leadership research, the individuals’ self-perception 
about their styles, skills, and performance is not considered accurate and reliable. It is 
evident from literature that individuals’ self-ratings are significantly different from others’ 
ratings about them. Moreover, it is also agreed that only self-ratings about the leadership 
style or performance is challenging (Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988). Therefore, leadership 
performance and effectiveness should not be measured on single ratings (Yammarino & 
Atwater, 1997). However, self-ratings may be used to interpret the level of self-awareness 
(Dunnette, 1993).

The investigation of SOA in leadership has been an area of great interest and importance 
for both researchers and practitioners (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992). There are a number of 
leadership outcomes which have been studied in relation to SOA, i.e. job commitment, turn-
over, job satisfaction, performance, and well-being. However, only self-ratings is not considered 
as an effective and accurate predictor of leadership outcomes due to the possibility of different 
bias and personal interest involved. Some scholars take self-rating as an unreliable, inaccurate, 
invalid, and incomplete way of measuring or predicting any behavior or performance 
(Yammarino & Atwater, 1993). It is only considered and linked with self-awareness about 
their personalities, abilities and capabilities. (Mabe & West, 1982). Yammarino and Atwater 
(1997) argue that individual as well organizational performance can be improved through the 
agreement among self and others’ perceptions at different levels. It is because the self- 
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perception usually lacks accuracy due to overestimation or underestimation. Moreover, differ-
ent other factors like experience, personality traits, contextual factors, and cognitive processes 
also affect self-perceptions that may lead to inaccurate self-ratings. On the other hand, the 
ratings on the basis of only others’ perceptions cannot be ensured as accurate as well. The 
literature shows that there are many factors that influence the accuracy of others’ ratings. 
According to Smith and Fortunato (2008), the personality traits of the raters have a significant 
impact on the quality of ratings. The employees who have lack of trust on their supervisors and 
the employees who have a very close relationship with the management could not provide 
honest ratings. On the same way, if people provide information face to face, the individuals 
show a soft corner in the ratings. There are many factors that impact the accuracy of others’ 
ratings like the personality traits of rater, his/her values, beliefs, motivation, and interaction 
with the ratee. However, the incongruities between self and others’ ratings have a significant 
importance for leaders (Brutus et al., 1999). The literature supports the argument that lack of 
agreement between self-awareness and self-perception to others’ perceptions may have 
unpleasant impact on leaders’ effectiveness (Yammarino & Atwater, 1997). It is, therefore, 
hypothesized: 

H1: Managers’ perception about the impact of their leadership style on effectiveness is significantly 
different from the perceptions of subordinates.

Sometimes, leaders set some unrealistic goals on the basis of self-perceptions which ulti-
mately affect the outcomes and performance of individuals as well as the organization. Further, it 
is evident in the literature that the leaders with congruent ratings set realistic goals and achieve 
the desired goals effectively. Self and others agreement have significant impact on individual and 
organizational performance relative to those whose ratings are incongruent with others (Atwater & 
Yammarino, 1992). It is because the subordinates exert extra effort to accomplish their tasks and 
turn the unrealistic goals into a reality. That’s why; this is hypothesized: 

H2: Managers’ perception about the impact of their leadership style on subordinates’ extra effort is 
significantly different from the perceptions of subordinates.

The followers who do not trust their leaders, cannot work with commitment and motiva-
tion, which ultimately leads to job dissatisfaction. On the other hand, if they have agreement or 
their values and personality traits are compatible (congruent) with each other, they are 
considered more satisfied than those where this level of agreement is low. Thus, it can be 
hypothesized: 

H3: Managers’ perception about the impact of their leadership style on subordinates’ satisfaction is 
significantly different from the perceptions of subordinates.

This study (see Figure 1) is based on Leader-member exchange theory. According to Gill (2006), it 
elucidates that leader’ effectiveness is the result of psychodynamic exchange between leader and 
follower. LMX theory highlights that relationship of a leader with his one follower is different from 
his/her relationship with other followers. The nature of this relationship depends on their under-
standing or perceptions. Therefore, the current study is based on LMX theory to investigate the 
degree to which congruence exists between perceptions of managers and their subordinates about 
leadership styles and performance respectively.
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3. Method
First, the participants and procedures used in this study are described. Then, a brief description of 
scale (used to measure leadership styles, employee satisfaction, effectiveness, and their willing-
ness to exert extra effort) is provided.

3.1. Participants and procedure
Target population for this research study consists of almost 25,000 employees who were either 
branch managers or employees working in all branches of top five banks (selected on the basis 
of their size) in Pakistan. Employees working in 65 branches of above top 5 alpha banks were 
selected as the sample for this study. Data were collected through self-administrated ques-
tionnaire. For the selection of branches and study respondents, purposeful sampling technique 
was used. However, only those branches were selected where minimum five subordinates and 
one branch manager were working in same relationship for at least last six months. Further, 
those employees were selected who were able to understand questions in English language.

3.2. Measure
In order to collect data for this study, MLQ 360 (5X short) by Bass and Avolio1 is used. For this purpose, 
the authors received license to use the instrument. This instrument has already been used in certain 
research studies in Pakistan (Bodla & Nawaz, 2010; Chaudhry et al., 2012). This is Likert based 
instrument ranging from 1 to 5 on scale (from “not at all” to “frequently”). After verbal consent of 
the branch managers, the selected branches were visited to collect data. For this purpose, two paper 
based self-administered questionnaires (for branch manager and subordinates) were used.

4. Results
In order to analyze the data, SPSS 22.0 was used. In total, 320 employees (250 subordinates and 
70 managers) from seventy branches were contacted to participate in this study. However, 292 
employees (227 subordinates and 65 managers) agreed to participate, but 287 filled question-
naires were received that consisted of 224 subordinates and 63 managers with a response rate of 
98.68% for subordinates and 96.92% for managers. The overall internal consistency of both 
questionnaires (managers and subordinates) was checked and found .75 and .85 respectively.

4.1. Descriptive analysis
The sample consisted of 224 subordinates and 63 managers. The detail of demographic informa-
tion is given in Table 1.

Figure 1. Congruence between 
managers and subordinates.
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5. Inter correlation
To measure the relationship among variables, Pearson’s product-moment correlation coefficients 
(r) has been used. Table 2 shows the correlation existing among all the variables of the study.

To check the degree of compatibility between the perceptions of managers and their subordi-
nates, OLS multiple regression technique is used. Moreover, demographic variables (age, educa-
tion, gender, and tenure) were also considered as independent variables. In this regard, two OLS 
regression models were regressed to analyze the level of agreement between managers’ and 
subordinates’ perceptions about their leadership styles and its relationship with their effectiveness 
(see Table 3). The regression model of managers’ perceptions and effectiveness was found 
significant (F = 7.27, p < .001) and R2¼ 0.65. The results (b = −0.47, SE = (0.13), p = .001) show 
that only management by exception passive has significant, but negative relationship with effec-
tiveness outcome, whereas relationship between subordinates’ perceptions and effectiveness was 
found significantly positive with R2 ¼ 0:41. F-test showed that model is best fit and significant at 
1%. Regression results showed that gender (female) and transformational leadership style have 
significantly positive impact on effectiveness (β = 0.36, p < 0.001 and β = 0.33, p < 0.001). Laissez- 
faire style of leadership negatively affects the effectiveness (β = −0.20, p < 0.001)

The level of congruence between managers and subordinate perceptions regarding managers’ 
leadership styles and its relationship with subordinates’ exert to extra efforts was examined 
through two different OLS regression models (see Table 4). The regression of self-perceived leader-
ship styles of managers and subordinates’ extra effort was significant as indicated by F-statistics 
(3.11, p = 0.005). Self-perceived leadership has insignificant impact on extra effort as reflected in 
regression results. The F-test indicated that model of extra effort and subordinates’ perceived 
leadership style was also best fit. Results of regression indicated that transformational leadership 
style has significantly positive impact on extra effort (β = 0.41, p < 0.001)

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of sample
Managers 

n (%)
Subordinates 

n (%)
Gender

Male 56 (90.32) 144 (67.29)

Female 6 (9.68) 70 (32.71)

Age (Years)
25 or less 0 (0) 6 (2.80)

26–35 36 (65.45) 193 (90.19)

36–45 17 (30.91) 15 (7.01)

46 or above 2 (3.64) 0 (0)

Education
Less than 14 years 0 (0) 0 (0)

14 years 8 (13.79) 24 (11.27)

16 years 42 (72.41) 187 (87.79)

18 years or above 8 (13.79) 2 (0.94)

Job Tenure
Less than 1 year 1 (1.85) 13 (6.02)

1–4 years 21 (38.89) 106 (49.08)

5–8 years 20 (37.04) 62 (28.70)

9 years or above 12 (22.22) 35 (16.20)

Note. n = Response, % = Response rate 

Asrar-Ul-Haq et al., Cogent Business & Management (2020), 7: 1796270                                                                                                                           
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2020.1796270

Page 6 of 12



Ta
bl

e 
2.

 I
nt

er
-c

or
re

la
tio

n 
m

at
rix

1
2

3
4

5
6

7
8

9
10

11
12

13
14

15
16

17
1

-

2
.5

6*
*

-

3
.5

6*
*

.5
9*

*
-

4
.3

6*
*

.4
4*

*
.5

2*
*

-

5
.5

6*
*

.4
3*

*
.4

8*
*

.3
9*

*
-

6
.5

1*
*

.5
9*

*
.6

3*
*

.5
0*

*
.4

8*
*

-

7
.5

6*
*

.4
2*

*
.4

7*
*

.3
3*

*
.5

9*
*

.3
8*

*
-

8
.2

4*
*

0.
08

0.
02

−0
.0

9
.3

2*
*

−0
.0

7
.3

8*
*

-

9
0.

05
−0

.0
8

−0
.0

9
−0

.0
7

.2
1*

*
−.

18
**

.2
2*

*
.6

1*
*

-

10
.5

0*
*

.5
4*

*
.5

1*
*

.4
0*

*
.3

1*
*

.5
7*

*
.3

1*
*

−0
.1

0
−.

24
**

-

11
.4

4*
*

.5
5*

*
.6

1*
*

.4
3*

*
.3

5*
*

.4
7*

*
.4

1*
*

0.
08

−0
.0

5
.5

6*
*

-

12
.2

3*
*

.4
4*

*
.4

4*
*

.4
6*

*
.1

8*
*

.4
2*

*
.2

2*
*

−.
18

**
−.

26
**

.4
8*

*
.5

7*
*

-

13
0.

05
−.

15
*

−0
.0

8
−.

22
**

0.
04

−0
.0

3
.1

4*
.2

2*
*

.1
3*

0.
07

−0
.0

3
−.

17
**

-

14
−0

.0
1

0.
01

0.
12

.1
3*

0.
04

0.
12

0.
07

−.
12

*
−.

14
*

0.
09

0.
05

0.
10

−0
.1

2
-

15
−0

.0
1

−0
.0

2
−0

.0
2

.1
4*

−0
.0

3
−0

.0
5

−0
.0

5
−0

.0
9

−0
.1

0
0.

09
0.

05
.1

2*
−0

.1
0

−0
.0

7
-

16
−0

.0
8

0.
02

.1
6*

*
.1

3*
0.

05
0.

05
0.

00
−0

.0
4

0.
03

0.
06

0.
03

0.
05

−0
.1

0
.1

6*
0.

04
-

17
.8

1*
*

.7
5*

*
.7

7*
*

.5
5*

*
.6

6*
*

.6
3*

*
.5

5*
*

.1
9*

*
0.

03
.5

3*
*

.5
7*

*
.3

8*
*

0.
00

−0
.0

4
−0

.0
1

0.
03

-

No
te

. I
nd

iv
id

ua
liz

ed
 in

flu
en

ce
 (a

tt
rib

ut
ed

) =
 1

, I
nd

iv
id

ua
liz

ed
 in

flu
en

ce
 (b

eh
av

io
r)

 =
 2

, I
ns

pi
ra

tio
na

l m
ot

iv
at

io
n 

= 
3,

 I
nt

el
le

ct
ua

l s
tim

ul
at

io
n 

= 
4,

 I
nd

iv
id

ua
liz

ed
 c

on
si

de
ra

tio
n 

= 
5,

 C
on

tin
ge

nt
 re

w
ar

d 
= 

6,
 

M
an

ag
em

en
t b

y 
ex

ce
pt

io
n 

(a
ct

iv
e)

 =
 7

, M
an

ag
em

en
t b

y 
ex

ce
pt

io
n 

(p
as

si
ve

) =
 8

, L
ai

ss
ez

-f
ai

re
 le

ad
er

sh
ip

 =
 9

, E
ffe

ct
iv

en
es

s 
= 

10
, E

xt
ra

 e
ffo

rt
 =

 1
1,

 S
at

is
fa

ct
io

n 
= 

12
, G

en
de

r =
 1

3 
(0

 c
od

e 
is

 u
se

d 
fo

r m
al

es
 

an
d 

1 
fo

r F
em

al
es

), 
Ag

e 
gr

ou
p 

= 
14

 (0
 c

od
e 

is
 u

se
d 

fo
r 3

5 
ye

ar
s 

or
 le

ss
 a

nd
 1

 is
 u

se
d 

fo
r 3

6 
ye

ar
s 

or
 a

bo
ve

 g
ro

up
), 

Ed
uc

at
io

n 
= 

15
 (0

 c
od

e 
is

 u
se

d 
fo

r 1
6 

ye
ar

s 
de

gr
ee

 o
r a

bo
ve

 a
nd

 1
 is

 u
se

d 
fo

r L
es

s 
th

an
 

16
 y

ea
rs

 d
eg

re
e)

, T
en

ur
e 

= 
16

 (1
 c

od
e 

is
 u

se
d 

fo
r 

4 
ye

ar
s 

or
 le

ss
 t

en
ur

e,
 2

 is
 u

se
d 

fo
r 

5–
8 

ye
ar

s 
te

nu
re

 a
nd

 3
 is

 u
se

d 
fo

r 
9 

ye
ar

s 
te

nu
re

 o
r 

ab
ov

e)
, T

ra
ns

fo
rm

at
io

na
l l

ea
de

rs
hi

p 
= 

17
. 

**
p 

< 
.0

1,
 *

p 
< 

.0
5,

 

Asrar-Ul-Haq et al., Cogent Business & Management (2020), 7: 1796270                                                                                                                           
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2020.1796270                                                                                                                                                       

Page 7 of 12



Table 4. Summary of regression results for leadership styles and extra effort
B (SE)

Managers Subordinates
Contingent reward 0.29 (0.24) 0.13 (0.10)

MBE (A) 0.35 (0.23) −0.01 (0.08)

MBE (P) 0.10 (0.16) 0.05 (0.07)

GEN −0.38 (0.31) 0.08 (0.09)

AGE 0.13 (0.18) −0.18 (0.17)

EDU 0.28 (0.24) 0.11 (0.13)

TEN1 0.16 (0.19) −0.16 (0.10)

TEN2 −0.07 (0.22) −0.14 (0.13)

Transformational leadership 0.05 (0.17) 0.41*** (0.07)

Laissez-faire leadership −0.16 (0.14) −0.06 (0.08)

***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05, 

Table 3. Summary regression results for leadership styles and effectiveness
B (SE)

Managers Subordinates
Contingent eward −0.04 (0.18) 0.15 (0.09)

MBE (A) 0.25 (0.18 −0.07 (0.07)

MBE (P) −0.47*** (0.13) 0.00 (0.06)

GEN 0.02 (0.24) 0.33*** (0.24)

AGE 0.25 (0.14) −0.05 (0.15)

EDU −0.07 (0.19) 0.17 (0.12)

TEN1 −0.02 (0.15) −0.14 (0.08)

TEN2 −0.07 (0.18) −0.01 (0.12)

Transformational leadership 0.19 (0.13) 0.36*** (0.06)

Laissez-faire leadership 0.07 (0.11) −0.20** (0.07)

***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05, 

Table 5. Summary of regression results for leadership styles and satisfaction
B (SE)

Managers Subordinates
Contingent reward 0.03 (0.26) 0.37* (0.16)

MBE (A) 0.24 (0.25) 0.03 (0.12)

MBE (P) −0.13 (0.18) −0.01 (0.11)

GEN −0.65 (0.34) −0.12 (0.14)

AGE 0.19 (0.19) −0.04 (0.26)

EDU 0.52 (0.27) 0.19 (0.21)

TEN1 −0.05 (0.20) −0.21 (0.15)

TEN2 −0.57* (0.24) −0.01 (0.21)

Transformational leadership 0.39* (0.18) 0.23* (0.11)

Laissez-faire leadership −0.17 (0.15) −0.41** (0.13)

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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In order to analyze the level of congruence between managers and subordinate perceptions 
about managers’ leadership styles and its relationship with subordinates’ satisfaction, two OLS 
regression models were regressed (see Table 5). The regression of self-perceived leadership 
styles of managers and satisfaction was found significant with R2 ¼ 0.69, F = 8.53, p < .001. 
The results of regression showed that tenure (5–8 years) and transformational leadership style 
have significant effect on subordinates’ satisfaction. Transformational leadership positively 
(β = 0.39, p < 0.05) while tenure (5–8 years) negatively (β = −0.57, p < 0.05) affect the satisfac-
tion. The regression model of subordinates’ perceptions was also found significant as verified 
through F-test. Transformational leadership and contingent reward significantly affect satisfac-
tion variable as reflected in regression results (β = 0.23, p < 0.05 and β = 0.37, p < 0.05). 
Furthermore, laissez-faire leadership has significant, but negative relationship with subordinates’ 
satisfaction (β = −0.41, p = 0.002).

6. Discussion and conclusion
Banking sector in Pakistan is found to be a male dominating sector with 94% representation at 
manager level and 67.29% representation at subordinate level. However, if female ratio in banking 
sector is analyzed, a significant increase is found (i.e. Bodla & Hussain, 2009). Results indicate that 
90.19% subordinates have 26–35 years of age. Similarly, a significant proportion of subordinates 
have work experience of less than 10 years which indicates that majority of banking employees are 
young. Further, majority of subordinates has master degree (16 years education).

The results reveal that perceptions of managers and subordinates vary in terms of their leadership style 
and performance. However, a consistency is found between perceptions of the subordinates on transfor-
mational leadership styles of their managers which validates previous studies (i.e. Bano, 2013; Bushra et al., 
2011; Hunjra et al., 2010). According to subordinate perceptions, transformational leadership style has 
a highly significant relationship with managers’ effectiveness, subordinates’ extra effort, and their satisfac-
tion. Contrary, managers perceive no significant association between transformational leadership style and 
outcome variables (their effectiveness and subordinates’ extra effort). However, this is surprising and 
unexpected in literature on leadership styles and performance (Bass & Avolio, 1994; Ristow et al., 1999). 
Further, the results of this study validate the concept of Vecchio and Anderson (2009) and Ostroff et al. 
(2004) that young leaders usually rate their effectiveness and performance lower. However, it can be 
inferred that if managers assume transformational leadership style, their subordinates will exert extra 
effort on their jobs. According to subordinates, the relationship of laissez-faire leadership with effectiveness, 
and satisfaction is reported as negative. However, managers have assumed no significant relationship of 
performance outcomes with laissez-faire leadership. To get a better understanding of congruence at 
leadership style, dimension level difference with relation to performance outcomes is examined as well. 
Findings of all dimensions of the leadership style (except individualized consideration) indicate that 
a significant difference exists between manager and subordinate perceptions.

7. Implications for research and practice
There existed a gap between the perceptions of managers and the perceptions of their subordi-
nates regarding their leadership styles and performance outcomes. In order to reduce this gap, 
findings of the present study may be helpful. Further, this study may help develop action plans and 
appropriate strategies to recruit or develop best fit human capital and increase the productivity of 
already working employees. In addition, the present study highlights the need for leadership 
development programs for managers to lead, guide, and manage their subordinates effectively.

A plenty of research studies on the congruence between perception of leaders and subordinates have 
been conducted in context of America or Europe. There is still need to study it in other regions of world 
which are culturally different from America and Europe. Northouse (2009) identified that, the perception of 
leadership is quite different in South Asian region which have been validated in current research study. 
Extant research studies on leadership offer vigorous literature which unveils a positive and signification 
relationship between leadership styles and various performance outcomes, i.e. organizational commitment, 
additional efforts, and satisfaction (employees and customers). On the contrary, the findings of the current 
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research studies have elaborated a negative and inconsistent relationship between leadership styles and 
desired performance outcomes of the organizations. Generally, there is common assumption that small 
institutions are characterized by more intimacy, less communication gaps and adapted leadership. 
However, the results of present study reflects that leadership behaviors are observed more critically by 
the employees in smaller institutions.

The results of the present study have certain implications for bank managers also. It can help 
them to improve the performance of their subordinates, develop an atmosphere of trust, and cater 
future challenges. It may be helpful if they intend their subordinates to work more diligently and 
exert extra efforts on job.

8. Limitations
Current research study may prone to certain limitations. Personal bias in the relationship between 
subordinates and managers might have affected the results of this study. Also, the assumption of 
normality for the data were not satisfied completely. Therefore, results should be considered with caution.
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