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Abstract: As the rational becomes more turbulent and the economy gets tougher, leaders are being 
stretched to their limit to deliver and move forward at the same time. What has worked in the past 
may not work the same way now. This study examines the validity of the leadership competency 
construct and how organizational culture moderates the effects of the leadership competencies and 
employees’ job performance. Data were gathered from 530 respondents from academicians in major 
Malaysian public universities. Descriptive statistics were reported, followed by factor analysis, 
reliability analysis, Pearson correlation and hypotheses testing using hierarchical multiple 
regression. It was found that each organizational culture dimension has moderating influence on the 
relationship between the leadership competencies and employees’ job performance. Implications for 
managers are later discussed. This paper contributes to the enrichment of the existing literature on 
leadership and organizational culture by proposing a model that was empirically tested to be a valid 
and reliable predictor of job performance. Adoption of the right leadership competencies will lead the 
organization to excel in the highly competitive business environment. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 It has been acknowledged by the academia that the standards and competition among tertiary public 
education sector especially in producing research, publications, innovation and revenue generation are 
increasing rapidly in recent times. The need for strong leadership capabilities are not only restricted to private 
and profit based corporations, but it’s also required by public academic institutions as they struggle to become 
profit-driven and resources-efficient organizations amid their public entity status. The pressure among academic 
leaders to perform arises when they have to compete with each other in securing government financial grants 
and avoiding cuts in expenditure. 
 Then, there’s the issue of continuous and endless struggle among the public institutions of higher learning 
to outperform and excel in the world’s university ranking. The traditional way of running things in the campus 
complacently has to end and replaced with a streamlined approach that focuses on multi-pronged visionary 
outcomes and at the same time increasing the academicians’ capabilities. It has become clear that academic 
leaders should begin to realize that it’s time to rethink their role as not only as the day-to-day campus 
administrator, but as change catalyst and human talent pool developer.  
 Existing competency frameworks have a propensity to reinforce individualistic practices that dissociate 
leaders from the relational work environment and could restrain other inclusive and collective forms of 
leadership (Bolden & Gosling, 2006). There is a need for a broad theory of leadership competency that includes 
important situational variables that are related to job responsibility, team influence and organizational cultures 
(Hollenback, McCall Jr & Silzer, 2006) 
 When establishing measures for leadership competencies, its utmost important to consider how they will be 
used to increase the organization’s productivity by using the competencies measures to influence leadership 
development, assessment and performance management activities (Horey & Jon, 2003). Thus there’s a need to 
discover a competency-based model of leadership that is inclusive of its organizational environment in which 
the leaders’ operate and provides an accurate assessment of their leadership competencies. 
 
Literature Review: 
Job Performance: 
 Job performance of employees is critical for the success of the organization. In this paper, job performance 
refers to the quantity, quality and accuracy of work, and also the customer service provided to both internal and 
external customers, by the employees. There has been a vast of concepts pertaining to job and work performance 
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across the literature. Campbell, Henry and Wise (1990) describe job performance according to behavioural 
context and classifies them into eight dimensions which are task specific behaviours, non-task specific 
behaviours, communication, effort, personal discipline, leadership and managerial task.  
 Job performance is also viewed in the context of employees’ contextual performance towards the 
organization (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997). Contextual performance occurs when employees display 
constructive discretionary behaviors such as volunteer for extra tasks, obeys company’s rules and procedures 
despite being personally inconvenient, and assisting and cooperating with coworkers. It is implied that abilities 
and skills tend to predict job performance while personality and related factors tend to predict contextual 
performance. 
 Welbourne, Johnson and Erez (1998) suggested that employees in organizations perform five main job roles 
that encompass individual behavioural performance which are job, career, innovation, team and organization 
roles. These are concerned with the responsibilities that employees must accomplish and the necessary 
expectations for them to become good organizational citizens. This construct of job performance is explicated 
through prescribed role (job, career and team); which is concerned on specified work requirements, and 
proactive roles (innovator and organization); which can be described as the employees’ effort to go above and 
beyond his or her call of duty.  
 An empirical study by Griffin, Neal and Parker (2007) classify a new model of job performance that takes 
into account the uncertainty of the organizational outcomes and the interdependency of the employees to 
become effective as an individual, a team and the organization as a whole. Their model of job performance 
cross-classify three types of role behaviors (individual, team and organization) and three types of work 
behaviors (proficiency, adaptivity and proactivity). Proficiency deals with fulfillment according to job 
description; adaptivity relates with responding to changes; and proactivity is concerned on self-initiated actions 
to improve the work system or work roles. 
 Another different configuration of job performance construct is explained by Murphy (1990) which 
categorized it into four dimensions namely task performance, interpersonal, downtime behaviors, and 
destructive behaviors. Task performance emphasizes on the execution of role-prescribed tasks and the expected 
job requirements. Interpersonal behaviors correspond with assisting others, engaging as a team and embracing 
social relationships. Downtime behaviors comprise of lateness, tardiness, absences and negative effort exerted 
by employees during work. Finally, destructive behaviors relates with lack of compliance, job violence, theft 
and other negative behaviors that are counterproductive towards reaching organizational goals. 
 In this paper, this research focuses on task performance which is prescribed by the formal job role instead 
of the voluntary nature of contextual performance.  
 
Leadership Competency: 
 Leadership theories over the past few decades mostly revolved around the traits, behaviours, actions, 
contingency and leaders-followers’ approach.  Burns (1978) was the earliest to theorize the transformational and 
transactional leadership approach. For transformational leaders, their leadership skills and styles becomes the 
source of motivation to their subordinates around them and related to them. Transformational leaders are 
identified as individuals who inspire and challenge subordinates to go beyond their personal interests in order to 
achieve goals of benefit to the wider group or organization.  
 In contrast, transactional leadership is a reward-driven behaviour in which the follower behaves in such a 
manner to elicit rewards or support from his/her leader (Field & Herold, 1997). Transactional leadership 
explains the relationship between leader and follower as an exchange of well-defined transactions. Sequentially, 
the leader rewards the follower with regard to his/her performance. More often than not, transactional leadership 
emphasis on extrinsic reward which doesn’t inspire employees to work harder and thus, maintaining the status 
quo instead of promoting changes. 
 Previous researchers have discussed leadership style practiced by administrators in the education sector. 
Jeffrey Glanz (2002) in his book “finding your leadership style: a guide for educators” explores three primary 
leadership styles: the dynamics, the adaptives and the creatives. Dynamics are regarded as highly charismatic 
individuals, while adaptives are those who adapt well to varied situations, although they are neither charismatic 
nor creative. Meanwhile, creatives are imaginative or have artistic ability that allows them to perceive the world 
differently and more imaginatively than dynamics or adaptives. 
 In this paper, the leadership competency is based on the leadership theory developed by Ulrich, Smallwood 
and Sweetman (2009).  The five dimensions of the leadership competency are based on three core facets: time 
(short-term and long-term thinking and implementation), focus (attention to organizational capabilities, and 
individual needs and abilities), and leader’s individual self-mastery. First four of the leadership competency 
dimensions can be illustrated through the use of a 2x2 matrix with two axis intersecting the center of the matrix; 
one representing ‘time’ (short term or long term) and the other representing ‘focus’ (individual or organization). 
The last dimension, Self-Mastery, encapsulates all the four possible dimensions of time and focus at the center 
of matrix. 
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 The first dimension is being a ‘futurist’, which focuses on having a point of view about the future. It is 
about knowing where the organization is going and ensuring that others fully understand that direction. 
Rothschild (1993) refutes the idea that leaders can lead any strategy; there's no leader for all strategies. Instead 
leadership must fit the strategy instead of the other way around. There has been little attention given on 
assigning the right leader and the right teams to implement organizational strategies due to the overwhelming 
focus on strategic planning as compared to strategic leadership. Strategies must cover direction, drivers, and 
implementation. 
 The second dimension, being a ‘governor’, deals with realizing the plan into action in the near term. 
Employees generally prefer to have a leader providing systematic structure when they cannot tolerate 
ambiguous or unclear assignments, in order for the leader to create a stable working environment within the 
organization (Rodrigues, 1993). Vision and ambition needs to be initiated for the change to materialize, and 
therefore a leader who is also an implementer or executor.  
 Being engaged in charting vision and executing it at the same time is not an easy task. It’s not only about 
the leader planning the work, but working the plan as well. Positioning the organization for success is one thing, 
while realizing it is quite another (Bergeron, 2004). Effective leaders leverage on employees’ abilities to 
accomplish work activities. Leaders should ensure not only they are accountable of themselves; they should also 
certify that employees are accountable when they are empowered to execute the necessary tasks. Accountability 
refers to the person willingness to accept the duties that are essential in his or her capacity, to improve the well-
being of the organization (Wood & Winston, 2005). 
 Aptitude manager makes up the third dimension, which emphasizes the need to engage and communicate 
effectively with employees and helping them to develop their competencies for the good of the organization. 
Talent management initiatives work well when there are improvement in employee recruitment and retention 
rates and enrichment in employee engagement (Hughes & Rog, 2008). Thus, it is of great concern that senior 
management commits in building and nurturing the talent through the top-down approach. 
 The forth dimension deals with the leader being a ‘workforce developer’, the leader develop next-
generation talent to ensure that the organization has long-term competencies that are required for future strategic 
success. According to Bergeron (2004), an action plan should take place in building the talent strategy through 
proper documentation and annual review. Next, that action plan is put into place through implementation of 
talent building projects, and finally the outcomes of the mix of projects are monitored to ensure its congruency 
with the organization's needs and goals. 
 The final dimension focuses on the leader’s self-mastery. It relaets to how much the leader can accomplish 
through and with other people. Clear thinking, decisive, passionate about beliefs and interests, personal energy, 
integrity and trust are the hallmarks of leaders with self-mastery. This type of competency focuses on the 
leader’s own personal proficiency in daily work routines through the practice of clear thinking, true self 
discovery, capability of managing stress, upholding integrity and demonstrating learning agility (Ulrich et al., 
2009).  
 Dainty, Cheng, and Moore (2005) observed the competencies construction managers require and concluded 
that they require team building, leadership, decision making, mutuality and approachability, honesty and 
integrity, communication, ability to learn, self-efficacy, and an external focus.  
 
Leadership Competency and Employee’s Job Performance: 
 Various researches are carried out to investigate the precursors of job performance. Job performance 
antecedents include both direct determinants and indirect determinants.  The direct determinants are knowledge, 
skill, motivation, habits, and situational opportunities and constraints, while the indirect determinants include 
individual differences in ability and personality (Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000). 
 Befort and Hattrup (2003) clarifies that core of job performance depends on the demands of the job, the 
goals of the organization and the types behavior that are valued most by the organization. It is undeniable that 
organizations retain its stability due to clearly specified work roles that employees’ depends on before their 
performance can be judged. Employees’ turnover may be high but organizations remain constantly intact 
because of their work roles which guide their expected behavior (Katz & Kahn, 1978).  
 Previous literature has found positive linkages between leadership behaviour of the leaders and employees’ 
job performance. Muchiri and Cooksey (2011) findings confirmed that transformational leaders have the ability 
to raise employees’ job performance. Organization with transformational leadership climate enhances 
employees' collective job performance by nurturing positive affective tone under the conditions of high internal 
trust (Befort & Hattrup, 2003).  
 Attention to followers’ needs, encouragement to think creatively, is the hallmark of transformational 
leadership. In terms of employee-focus leadership competency dimensions, McCallum and O’Connell (2009) 
found that human capital development is the most dominant social leadership construct that may contribute to 
high performance. However, different leadership paradigms may affect performance differently, depending on 
the situational context (Jing & Avery, 2008). 
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 Leaders who possess ‘employee-engagement’ competencies in terms of respect for others and concern for 
their development and well-being are found to be a good predictor of employees’ job performance, job 
satisfaction and organizational commitment (Alimo-Metcalfe, Alban-Metcalfe, Bradley, Mariathasan & Samele, 
2008). 
 Muller and Turner (2010) study on project managers found that several leadership competencies have 
positive impact on the employees’ performance and satisfaction in implementing projects. These competencies 
involved the leaders’ ability to think critically in making sound judgments, to influence others to change and to 
display commitment in staying on course for the chosen direction.  
 
Organizational Culture: 
 According to Daft (2010), organizational culture is generally seen as a set of key values, assumptions, 
understandings, and norms that is shared by members of an organization and taught to new members as correct. 
One of the earliest models on organizational culture was developed by Wallach (1983) which classified it as 
bureaucratic, innovative and supportive culture. Bureaucratic culture referred to hierarchical lines of authority, 
which focused on control and power. Innovative culture involved dynamic, exciting, challenging and risk-taking 
work environment, despite of potential stress due to constant pressure to achieve goals. Finally, supportive 
culture is reflected by warm and friendly environment whereby employees are having open, equitable, trusting 
and collaborative relationships. 
 The relationship between organizational culture and effectiveness is relatively well established in the 
literature with the competing values framework (CVF) being the most popular approach. Quinn and Spreitzer's 
(1991) CVF conceptualizes the differences between organizational cultures along two dimensions: structure and 
focus. The structure dimension ranges from flexibility at one extreme to control at the opposite extreme.  
 Meanwhile, McDonald and Gandz (1992) proposed four dimensions of organizational culture; relationship-
oriented organizations (Quadrant I), change-oriented organizations (Quadrant II), task-oriented organizations 
(Quadrant III) and organizations interested in maintaining status-quo (Quadrant IV). Another near-identical was 
described as group, developmental, rational and hierarchical culture, with two specific dimensions (Hooijberg & 
Petrock, 1993). One dimension reflects the extent to which an organization has a control orientation which puts 
emphasis either on stability or flexibility. The second dimension reflects the extent to which an organization is 
focusing on its internal or external functions 
 
The Link among Organizational Culture, Leadership Competency and Employee’s Job Performance: 
 Majority of sources from the literature as positioned leadership behavior as the outcome of work cultures in 
organizations. For example, Taormina (2008) discovers that leader behaviors tend to be more control-oriented in 
bureaucratic culture; and more flexible-oriented in innovative culture. Hartog, Van Muigen & Koopman (1996) 
found that there is a positive relationship between the group culture and transformational leadership factors. 
Organizational cultures are also seen as predictors of job performance. Lok and Crawford (2003) found that 
innovative and supportive cultures, and a consideration leadership style, had positive effects on job satisfaction. 
Previous studies using meta-analysis techniques on job satisfaction has confirmed its positive links with job 
performance (Iaffaldano & Muchinsky, 1985; Petty, McGee, & Cavender, 1984). 
 Overall, organizational culture acts as a crucial role in moderating the relationship between leadership 
behavior and organizational commitment (Yiing & Ahmad, 2009).  Organizational commitment has been found 
to be closely associated with job performance. Jaramillo, Mulki and Marshall (2005) extensive study across 14 
countries for 25 years indicate that the relationship between organizational commitment and job performance is 
positive. In the hospitality business sector, it is found that organizational commitment is positively linked with 
contextual performance, which includes patterns of behavior beyond the employees' job-specific duties (Cichy, 
Cha & Kim, 2009).  
 Villa, Howell and Dorfman (2003) suggested the use of organizational culture and values as a situational 
variable that has the potential to moderate the effects of the various available leadership constructs. For 
example, employees who share organizational values require less supervision (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997) 
and therefore may produce acceptable job performance if the organizational culture setting is desirable. A study 
by Charbonnier-Voirin, El Akremi and Vandenberghe (2010) ascertained that the climate for innovation 
moderates the relationship between transformational leadership and employees’ adaptive performance in the 
workplace. Adaptive performance refers to the employees’ ability to learn new skills and adapt to various 
contexts. Empirically, there is some indirect evidence that rational and group culture may moderate the 
relationship of leadership competencies to employee’s job role performance. Based on the literature review, the 
following hypotheses are developed: 
H1 Leadership Competencies have significant relationship with employee’s Job Role Performance. 
H2 Organizational Culture (hierarchical, developmental, rational and group) moderates the relationship 
between Leadership Competencies and employee’s Job Role Performance. 
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Methodology: 
Sampling and Data Collection: 
 The present study utilizes correlational research design to investigate the relationships between leadership 
competencies and job performance and the moderating effects of organizational culture on the studied 
relationships. Data for the study were collected from academicians from four universities, namely Universiti 
Teknologi MARA, Shah Alam, Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia, Bangi, Universiti Malaya, Petaling Jaya and 
Universiti Sains Islam Malaysia, Nilai.  
 Stratified random sampling was employed to ensure the samples reflect the distribution of the academics 
according to their position. The respondents were asked to complete the questionnaire, which consists of 
statements which gauge their perception on the leadership of their deans or heads of departments. A total of 530 
sets of questionnaire were collected from 1,221 distributed questionnaires, representing a response rate of 43%. 
The collected data were coded and analyzed using SPSS Version 20. These data were analyzed using descriptive 
statistics, factor analysis, correlation and multiple regression analysis in order to answer all the research 
questions. 
 
Measures: 
 The Leadership Competency instrument comprises of 26 items which measures the employees’ perception 
on their leaders that are developed based on grounded theory. Of the 26 items, 4 items were developed to 
measure Futurist, 5 items for Governor, 5 items for Aptitude Manager, 5 items for Workforce Developer and 7 
items for Self-Mastery. In terms of organizational culture, 32 items of the revised Quinn and Spreitzer's (1991) 
Competing Values Framework (CVF) which are redesigned by Gregory, Harris, Armenakis, and Shook (2009) 
were used. For the main precedent variable, four items from Welbourne, Johnson and Erez’s (1998) Role-based 
Performance Scale (RBPS) is used to measure employees’ job role performance. 
 
Findings: 
Respondents’ Profile: 
 
Table 1: Respondents profile. 

  Frequency Percentage 
Institution Universiti Teknologi Mara 186 35.0 

 Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia 150 28.0 
 Universiti Malaya 150 28.0 
 Universiti Sains Islam Malaysia 44 8.0 

Position Professor 12 2.3 
 Associate Professor 67 12.6 
 Senior Lecturer 112 21.1 
 Lecturer 339 64.0 

Education Level Bachelor Degree 11 2.1 
 Master Degree 404 76.2 
 PhD 115 21.7 

Age <30 years old 101 19.1 
 30 – 39 years old 249 47.0 
 40 – 49 years old 131 24.7 
 >50 years old 49 9.2 

Length of Service <5 year 251 47.4 
 6 – 10 years 128 24.2 
 11 – 20 years 110 20.8 
 >20 years 41 7.7 

 
 Table 1 shows that the data for the study were collected from four public universities in Malaysia 
comprising Universiti Teknologi MARA (186), Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia (150), Universiti Malaya 
(150), and Universiti Sains Islam Malaysia (44). Out of 530 sets of questionnaire collected, 12 sets of 
questionnaire were from professors, 67 sets were answered by associate professors, 112 sets were responded by 
senior lecturers and 339 sets were collected from lecturers. The majority of the respondents hold master degree 
qualification (404), followed by those who have PhD (115) and the remaining respondents possess Bachelor 
degree.  
 Regarding the age distribution of the respondents, most of them aged in the range of 30 to 39 (249), 
followed by those aged between 40 and 49 (131), those with the age less than 30 (101), and the rest of the 
respondents aged more than 50 (49). Concerning the length of their service, the majority of the respondents 
(251) have less than five years of experience on the job, followed by those with 6 to 10 years of job experience 
(128), 11 to 20 years of job experience and 41 respondents have more than 20 years of job experience.  
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
Factor Analysis of Leadership Competencies: 
 Factor Analysis with varimax rotation was conducted to determine the factor structure of the newly 
developed instrument to measure leadership competencies. The results of the analysis are displayed in Table 2. 
The KMO value of 0.958 indicates the suitability of factor analysis to be conducted. The MSA values in the 
range of .941and .972 indicate the adequacy of the data to perform the analysis. The results of the analysis 
highlight the existence of five clear factors underlying the 26-item leadership competency construct, explaining 
78.9% of the total variance. The first factor consists of seven items measuring the extent to which leaders are 
perceived as having clear thinking, aware of strengths and weaknesses, emotional resilience, learning agility, 
integrity, personal care, energy and passion. This factor is named Self-Mastery.  
 The second factor consists of four items measuring the extent to which leaders are perceived as competent 
in shaping the future of the organization, determining the direction, providing the required platform and 
ensuring the employees’ understanding of the organization’s mission and vision. This factor is named Futurist. 
The third factor is made up of five items reflecting leaders’ abilities in developing organizational members by 
strengthening their competencies, providing them with necessary resources to be productive, and creating 
positive and fun working environment. This factor is called Aptitude Manager. 
 
Table 2: Results of factor analysis for leadership competencies items. 

 Component 
1 2 3 4 5 

Futurist 1  .739    
Futurist 2  .685    
Futurist 3  .781    
Futurist 4  .762    

Governor 1    .611  
Governor 2    .538  
Governor 3    .808  
Governor 4    .639  
Governor 5    .703  
Aptitude 1   .630   
Aptitude 2   .656   
Aptitude 3   .676   
Aptitude 4   .727   
Aptitude 5   .596   

Workforce 1     .809 
Workforce 2     .565 
Workforce 3     .637 
Workforce 5     .576 

Self Mastery 1 .673     
Self Mastery 2 .750     
Self Mastery 3 .776     
Self Mastery 4 .626     
Self Mastery 5 .635     
Self Mastery 6 .732     
Self Mastery 7 .688     

      
% variance explained 20.962 16.113 15.557 14.915 11.322 

KMO     .958 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity  Approx. Chi-Square 14066.700 

   df  300 
   Sig.  .000 

MSA     .941-.972 
 
 The fourth factor consists of five items measuring leaders’ competencies in making things happen or 
translating the strategy into action, by means of ensuring accountability among employees, building teams that 
supports ongoing learning, and ensuring that employees have the right skills in performing tasks. This factor is 
labelled Governor. The fifth factor comprises four items concerning the ability of leaders in reviewing the 
workforce plan, building a pool of talents and securing the right individuals for the critical positions in the 
future, assisting employees in managing their personal careers, meeting the organization’s future employment 
needs, and creating ‘employee brand’. This factor is known as Workforce Developer.  
 
Factor Analysis of Organizational Culture: 
 Factor analysis with varimax rotation was conducted to clarify the factor structure of organizational culture 
construct. As shown in Table 3, the KMO value of 0.939 indicates the suitability of factor analysis to be 
performed while the MSA values in the range of .798 and .960 indicate the adequacy of the data to conduct 
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factor analysis. The results of the analysis reveal the emergence of four distinct factors originating from the 32-
item organizational culture measure, explaining 71.109% of the variance. Each factor comprises eight items 
measuring different facets of culture, therefore, the first factor is named Hierarchical, the second factor is 
labelled Developmental, the third factor is known as Rational, and the fourth factor is identified as Group. 
 
Table 3: Results of factor analysis for organizational culture items. 

 Component 
1 2 3 4 

OcHierarchical1   .644  
OcHierarchical2   .666  
OcHierarchical3   .601  
OcHierarchical4   .770  
OcHierarchical5   .752  
OcHierarchical6   .712  
OcHierarchical7   .688  
OcHierarchical8   .691  

OcDevelopmental1 .637    
OcDevelopmental2 .749    
OcDevelopmental3 .739    
OcDevelopmental4 .724    
OcDevelopmental5 .782    
OcDevelopmental6 .738    
OcDevelopmental7 .727    
OcDevelopmental8 .716    

OcRational1    .754 
OcRational2    .647 
OcRational3    .740 
OcRational4    .720 
OcRational5    .633 
OcRational6    .547 
OcRational7    .541 
OcRational8    .539 
OcGroup1  .646   
OcGroup2  .662   
OcGroup3  .729   
OcGroup4  .639   
OcGroup5  .646   
OcGroup6  .610   
OcGroup7  .765   
OcGroup8  .676   

     
% variance explained 21.318 17.402 16.981 15.408 

KMO    .939 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 17578.108 

  df  496 
  Sig.  .000 

MSA    .798-.960 
 
Factor Analysis of Role Based Performance Measure: 
 The varimax rotation factor analysis was performed to confirm the factor structure of Role Based 
Performance Measure, which consists of 12 items. The KMO value of 0.926 indicates the suitability of factor 
analysis to be performed while the MSA values in the range of .886 and .955 indicate the adequacy of the data 
in allowing factor analysis to be conducted. The results of the analysis reveal the existence of three distinct 
factors, explaining 84.426% of the total variance. Each factor comprises four items measuring different facets of 
performance, therefore, the first factor is termed Job Role, the second factor is labelled Career Role, and the 
third factor is identified as Innovator Role. 
 
Correlation Analysis: 
 The mean values for the independent variables are in the range of 3.98 for Self Mastery and 4.06 for 
Governor with the standard deviations in the range of .59 and .72. The mean values for the Organizational 
Culture are stated as the lowest (M=3.58, SD=.58) for Developmental and the highest (M=3.70, SD=.59). The 
mean value for Job Role is 3.70 with the standard deviation of .70. The figures in the parentheses along the 
diagonal present the reliability coefficients for each factor. All items measuring the identified factors are found 
to be highly reliable to measure that they are supposed to measure. The Cronbach’s alpha values are in the range 
of .896 and .948.  
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Table 4: Results of factor analysis for role based-performance items. 
 Component 

1 2 3 
RBPJob1 .840   
RBPJob2 .864   
RBPJob3 .837   
RBPJob4 .801   

RBPCareer1   .762 
RBPCareer2   .821 
RBPCareer3   .804 
RBPCareer4   .785 

RBPInnovation1  .760  
RBPInnovation2  .823  
RBPInnovation3  .801  
RBPInnovation4  .842  

    
% variance explained 29.279 27.917 27.230 

KMO   .926 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 6772.691 

  df 66 
  Sig. .000 

MSA   .886-.955 
 
 The results of correlation analysis as shown in Table 5 denote that all independent variables are correlated 
with each other with the lowest correlation is between Workforce and Futurist (r=.738; p<.001) and the highest 
correlation is between Aptitude Manager and Futurist (r=.810; p<.001), indicating the convergent validity if the 
construct. Pertaining to the factors of organizational culture, the lowest correlation is recorded between 
Developmental and Hierarchical (r=.602; p<.001) and the highest correlation is found between Group and 
Rational (r=.812; p<.001). The high correlation values among the variables indicate convergent validity of the 
construct. 
 With regards to the relationship between the independent variables and the independent variable, Futurist, 
Governor, and Self- Mastery are significantly correlated with Job Role (r=.88, p<.05; .127, p<.001; .197, 
p<.001, respectively). Two variables; Aptitude and Workforce are not significantly correlated with Job Role 
(r=.080, p>.05; .046, p>.05, respectively). The results present potential influence of the independent variables on 
the studied dependent variable.  
 Concerning the relationship between organizational culture and the leadership competencies, all variables 
are significantly correlated with the lowest correlation is shown between Hierarchical and Aptitude Manager 
(r=.341, p<.001) and the highest correlation is captured between Group and Self Mastery (r=.593, p<.001), 
suggesting potential interaction affects of these variables. Organizational culture variables are also significantly 
correlated with Job Role with the lowest correlation is discovered between Developmental and Job Role (r=.250, 
p<.001) and the highest correlation is found between Hierarchical and Job Role (r=.464, p<.001), signifying 
potential moderating effects of these factors. 
 
Table 5: Results of correlation analysis for leadership competencies, organizational culture dimensions and role based-performance 

dimensions. 
No Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1 Futurist 4.04 .72 (.943)            
2 Governor 4.06 .59 .740** (.896)           
3 Aptitude 4.00 .69 .810** .780** (.939)          
4 Workforce 4.03 .62 .738** .753** .805** (.897)         
5 Self Mastery 3.96 .65 .749** .769** .807** .769** (.945)        
6 Hierarchical 3.68 .58 .344** .372** .341** .356** .418** (.904)       
7 Developmental 3.58 .70 .514** .443** .534** .480** .547** .602** (.948)      
8 Rational 3.70 .59 .480** .486** .505** .459** .585** .709** .757** (.940)     
9 Group 3.67 .66 .526** .458** .563** .493** .593** .635** .812** .798** (.948)    
10 Job Role 3.70 .70 .088* .127** .080 .046 .197** .464** .250** .443** .359** (.937)   
11 Career Role 3.80 .70 .233** .308** .278** .281** .344** .568** .347** .481** .391** .642** (.926)  
12 Innovator Role 3.76 .71 .253** .240** .279** .257** .297** .587** .463** .561** .474** .662** .745** (.947) 

Notes: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Reliability 
coefficients are indicated along the diagonal in the parentheses. 
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Table 6: Results of Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Moderating Effects of Cultural Dimension on Leadership Competencies and Job Role. 
 Hierarchical Developmental Rational Group 

Variables Model 
1 

Model 2 Model 3 Model 
1 

Model 
2 

Model 3 Model 
1 

Model 2 Model 3 Model 
1 

Model 
2 

Model 3 

Independent             
Futurist .019 -.009 1.248** .019 -.025 .073 .019 -.015 1.071** .019 -.038 -.069 

Governor .034 -.018 -.870 .034 .060 .392 .034 .005 -.670 .034 .094 .734* 
Aptitude -.160 -.105 -.602 -.160 -.211* -.452 -.160 -.187* -1.213* -.160 -.261** -

1.723** 
Workforce -.240** -.270** -.736 -.240** -.248** -

1.171** 
-.240** -.213** -

1.282** 
-.240** -.234** -.428 

Self Mastery .508** .347** .235 .508** .426** .476 .508** .256** 1.069* .508** .327** .898 
Moderator  .472** -.430  .261** -.715**  .514** -.587**  .432** -.005 

Futurist*Moderator   -
1.909** 

  -.184   -
1.763** 

  .017 

Governor*Moderator   1.460   -.878   1.185   -1.368 
Aptitude*Moderator   .809   .600   1.821*   2.810** 

Workforce*Moderator   .770   1.901**   1.755**   .354 
Self 

Mastery*Moderator 
  .196   .021   -1.345   -.999 

R .309a .526b .561c .309a .375b .449c .309a .518b .564c .309a .460b .529c 
R² .095 .277 .315 .095 .141 .201 .095 .268 .318 .095 .212 .280 

Adjusted R² .087 .268 .300 .087 .131 .184 .087 .260 .303 .087 .202 .265 
R² Change .095 .181 .038 .095 .046 .060 .095 .173 .050 .095 .116 .068 
F change 10.945 129.678 5.732 10.945 27.484 7.760 10.945 122.187 7.500 10.945 76.288 9.761 

Sig F Change .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Durbin Watson   1.603   1.610   1.687   1.548 

 
Hierarchical Regression Analysis: 
 Table 6 shows the results of hierarchical regression analyses investigating the moderating influence of 
organizational cultural dimensions; namely, Hierarchical, Developmental, Rational and Group on the 
relationship between leadership competencies and employees’ Job Role. Model 1 in the table reflects the direct 
relationship between leadership competencies and employees’ Job Role. Model 2 signifies the extent of 
additional variance explained when the moderator is included in the regression model. Model 3 highlights the 
interaction of the moderator variable with the independent variables and their relationship with the dependent 
variable. 
 Referring to Model 1, the results indicate that Workforce and Self-Mastery are the significant predictors of 
employees’ Job Role. (β=-.240, p<0.01; β=.508, p<0.01, respectively). Other leadership competencies are not 
significant predictors of employees’ Job Role. With regards to Model 2, the inclusion of the moderator variable 
significantly contributes to additional explanation of the variance in the regression model (β=.472, p<0.01). 
Therefore, Hierarchical culture can also be regarded as the independent variable. In Model 3, the inclusion of 
the interaction terms between Hierarchical culture and the leadership competencies significantly improves the 
explanation of variance in the model.  Specifically, Hierarchical significantly moderates the relationship 
between Futurist and employees’ Job Role (β=-1.909, p<0.01). 
 Pertaining to the moderating effect of Developmental culture on the relationship between leadership 
competencies and employees’ Job Role, Model 2 indicates significant contribution of the moderator variable in 
explaining the additional variance in the model (β=.261, p<0.01). Thus, Developmental can be regarded as 
having direct significant relationship with employees’ Job Role. Model 3 signifies that the interaction between 
Developmental and Workforce Developer is significant in explaining the additional variance in the regression 
model. Therefore, Developmental significantly moderates the relationship between Workforce Developer and 
employees’ Job Role (β=1.901, p<0.01). Other interaction terms are not significant in explaining additional 
variance in the model. 
 In relation to the moderating effect of Rational culture on the relationship between leadership competencies 
and employees’ Job Role, the inclusion of the moderator variable in Model 2 adds significantly to the 
explanation of the variance in the regression model. Thus, Rational can be regarded as a significant predictor of 
employees’ Job Role (β=.514, p<0.01). Furthermore, the inclusion of interaction terms enhances significantly 
the explanation of variance in the model. Particularly, Rational culture significantly moderates the relationship 
between Futurist and employees’ Job Role (β=-1.763, p<0.01), the relationship between Aptitude Manager and 
employees’ Job Role (β=1.821, p<0.05) and the relationship between Workforce Developer and employees’ Job 
Role (β=1.755, p<0.01). Rational culture does not significantly moderate the link between Governor and 
employees’ Job Role. 
 With reference to the moderating effect of Group culture on the relationship between leadership 
competencies and employees’ Job Role, Model 2 denotes significant contribution of the moderator variable in 
explaining the additional variance in the model (β=.432, p<0.01). Thus, Group culture can be regarded as having 
direct significant relationship with employees’ Job Role. Model 3 indicates that the interaction between Group 
culture and Aptitude Manager is significant in explaining the additional variance in the regression model. 
Therefore, Group culture significantly moderates the relationship between Aptitude Manager and employees’ 
Job Role (β=2.810, p<0.01). Other interaction terms are not significant in explaining additional variance in the 
model. 
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 The moderating effects of the organizational cultural dimensions on the relationship between leadership 
competencies and employees’ Job Role can be further explained by using graphs that specifically depict the 
interactions of the concerned variables. The cultural dimensions and leadership competencies were transformed 
into two categories using median values. The values below the median were coded as low while the values 
higher than the median were coded as high. 
 

 
 
Fig. 1: Moderating effect of Hierarchical Culture on the Relationship between Futurist and employees’ Job 

Role. 
 
 Figure 1 shows that leaders who focus on the future development of the organization and its members (high 
Futurist) will obtain higher Job Role than those who do not emphasize on this aspect. Furthermore, the culture 
of hierarchical brings significant impact on the link between Futurist and Job Role. High Hierarchical will result 
in considerably higher Job Role among the employees although the leaders have low Futurist competency. 
These findings indicate that hierarchical culture is vital to the employees to achieve high Job Role. With the 
established rules and regulations, stability and internal focus, the leaders are able to set standards for the 
employees to perform greater Job Role. 
 However, it is in line with Awan and Mahmood’s (2010) findings that in bureaucratic organizational 
setting, employees’ job performance tend to be higher when the leader focuses on setting the next course of 
action for the future.  
 Pertaining to the moderating effect of Developmental Culture on the relationship between Workforce and 
Job Role, Figure 2 highlights the significant interaction effects. Developmental reflects achievement orientation 
of leaders. As expected, leaders who highly focus on workforce planning and development are able to ensure 
higher Job Role among the employees than those who do not stress on this aspect of human development. 
However, when the organization puts higher emphasis on Developmental culture or some relate to as the 
adaptive culture, the scores on Job Role tremendously increase especially when leaders advocate long term 
workforce planning and career development. These findings indicate that leaders should concentrate on 
succession and career growth plans especially when the organization practices Developmental type of culture so 
that the employees can achieve heightened Job Role.   
 This is supported by research results from Charbonnier-Voirin, El Akremi & Vandenberghe (2010), which 
showed that climate for innovation positively moderated the relationship between transformational leadership 
and individual adaptive performance. The Workforce Developer aspects of creating employee engagement in 
charting the course towards positive career development in generating the next-generation talent are similar with 
characteristics of transformational leadership. Meanwhile, the Development Culture focuses on the 
organization’s flexibility to change by becoming innovative, creative and risk-inclined (Gregory, Harris, 
Armenakis & Shook, 2009), which are nearly similar in nature to Charbonnier-Voirin’s et. al. (2010) climate for 
innovation construct. 
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Fig. 2: Moderating effect of Developmental Culture on the Relationship between Workforce Developer and 

employees’ Job Role. 
 

 
 
Fig. 3: Moderating effect of Rational Culture on the Relationship between Futurist and employees’ Job Role. 
 
 Figure 3 presents the interaction of Rational culture on the relationship between Futurist and Job Role. 
Leaders with high Futurist competency will be able to drive the employees to achieve higher Job Role than 
those with low Futurist. However, when the organization practices Rational culture; by promoting hard-driving 
work excellence and goal achievements, the employees’ Job Role records the highest achievement on their Job 
Role especially when the leaders are also executing their Futurist orientation. The findings highlight that the 
combination of rational culture and leaders’ futurist orientation is a good match to facilitate employees’ to 
achieve great Job Role.  
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 The result blends well with Rothschild’s (1993) argument that leadership approach must fit the 
organization’s strategy. In this case, leaders who adopt the Futurist competency approach augment well with 
rational culture which is achievement-oriented, in generating positive effect on the employees’ job role 
performance. 
 

 
 
Fig. 5: Moderating effect of Rational Culture on the Relationship between Aptitude Manager and employees’ 

Job Role. 
 
 The interaction of the rational culture on the relationship between Aptitude Manager and Job Role as 
displayed in Figure 5 should be given the fullest attention. Leaders who are also aptitude managers are likely to 
equip employees with the necessary skills and abilities by means of training and development will result in 
outstanding Job Role among the employees. However, the impact of Aptitude Manager on the employees’ Job 
Role intensified when the organization practices rational culture by adapting to rational changes and 
requirements. Therefore, the findings signify that leaders should play a role as aptitude managers by equipping 
the employees with appropriate training and development so that they are able to accurately respond to the 
changing competitive environment, increase their productivity and subsequently this practice will contribute 
significantly to the augmentation of their Job Role. 
 Leaders with attention on engaging effectively with employees while creating a positive work environment 
may find that their employees’ job performance will slightly increase by 10 percent, if the organization 
emphasizes on improving its goal setting, productivity and competitiveness. This finding is supported by 
Hughes and Rogs (2008) who assert that senior management’s concern on talent management endeavour will 
augur well with employees’ improved work performance, especially when the culture in the organization is 
achievement-oriented. 
 Figure 6 describes the interaction of rational culture on the link between Leadership concentration on 
developing workforce and Job Role. In normal situation (low rational culture), leadership emphasis on 
workforce planning and development will result in higher employees’ Job Role than the situation where leaders 
do not concern on this aspect. However, when the organization practices rational culture by being flexible to the 
changes in the rational environment, the level of employees’ Job Role dramatically increased especially when 
there is also high emphasis on workforce planning and development. Therefore, leaders are encouraged to 
properly plan and develop the workforce of the organization so that they are able to perform their work 
effectively. This role is getting more crucial when the organization adopts rational culture where stability 
becomes the norm as compared to flexibility. 
 This result is in line with Ireland and Hitt’s (1999) findings that organizations which incorporate procedures 
through strategic and financial controls in view of the competitive market landscape actually encourage the 
accomplishment of short term job performance when the leader is strategically focus on human capital 
development. 
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Fig. 6: Moderating effect of rational culture on the Relationship between Workforce Developer and employees’ 

Job Role. 
 

 
Fig. 7: Moderating effect of Group Culture on the Relationship between Aptitude Manager and employees’ Job 

Role. 
 
 Figure 7 illustrates the interaction of group culture on the relationship between aptitude manager and 
employees’ Job Role. As expected, leaders who act as Aptitude Managers are more likely to make their 
employees perform better on their Job Role. However, the role of leaders becomes more imperative when the 
organization adopts Group culture where collaboration among the organizational members is highly valued. By 
focusing on improving the skills, knowledge and abilities of the employees, leaders are able to urge them to 
perform exceptionally on their Job Role.  
 The result indicates that in Group culture organization, leaders should act as Aptitude Managers to ensure 
high employees performance on their Job Role. This finding is somewhat in agreement with previous research 
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(Brewer & Clippard, 2002; Silverthorne, 2004) that a supportive working environment results in greater 
employee job performance and satisfaction particularly when the leader is someone who concerns on the 
development of the employees. 
 
Conclusion: 
 This paper is meant to investigate the moderating role of Organizational Culture of the relationship between 
Leadership Competencies and employees’ Job Role. Leadership Competencies are conceptualized to consist of 
five dimensions; namely, Futurist, Governor, Aptitude Manager, Workforce Developer and Self-Mastery. 
Organizational cultural dimensions comprise Hierarchical, Developmental, Rational and Group. With regard to 
the direct relationship between Leadership Competencies and employees’ Job Role, Workforce Developer and 
Self Mastery contribute significantly to explaining employees’ Job Role. Regarding the moderating influence of 
organizational cultural dimensions on the relationship between Leadership Competencies and employees’ Job 
Role, the interactions between Futurist and Hierarchical culture, between Workforce Developer and 
Developmental culture, between Futurist and Rational culture, between Aptitude Manager and Rational culture, 
between Workforce Developer and Rational culture, and between Aptitude Manager and Group culture are 
significant to influence employees’ Job Role. These significant interactions bring substantial managerial 
implication to the organization. 
 
Managerial Implication: 
 The present study brings significant implications to leaders; first, they have to act as Workforce Developer 
through executing proper planning and development activities to align with the long-term needs of the 
organization. For examples, they have to make accurate forecasting of the future workforce need and 
requirement of the organization and conduct properly recruitment process to ensure the sustainability of the 
human resource management. Furthermore, developmental activities such as training, empowerment, and 
connection with external expertise need to be consistently implemented to ensure employees’ outstanding 
performance. Second, leaders should be equipped with Self-Mastery, for examples, emotional resilient, 
awareness of personal strengths and weaknesses, personal care and sharp thinking so that they are able to 
execute their role effectively and become the role model to others in the organization. 
 Leaders are also required to align their competencies with the culture of the organization. The present study 
postulates that the combinations of Hierarchical culture and Futurist, Rational culture and Futurist are significant 
to promote high employees’ Job Role. Workforce Developer works best in Developmental culture. Aptitude 
Manager and Workforce Developer can be effectively executed when the organization embraces Rational 
culture. Aptitude Manager is suitable when the organization upholds Group culture. Therefore, leaders should 
accurately recognize the common values, norms and practices of the organizational members and align their 
competencies with the practiced culture so that the selected competencies will facilitate the achievement of 
employees’ Job Role. Identification of the right competencies will lead the organization to excel in the highly 
competitive business environment.  
 
Implication for Future Research: 
 The present study was conducted involving four public universities. The characteristics of the samples 
might be different with the other industries. Therefore, the generalization of findings from the study is limited to 
educational institutions. Future studies are encouraged to include bigger sample with the representatives from 
private educational institutions so that the findings can be generalized to the intended population. Future studies 
are also suggested to be conducted in different organizational settings or industries so that the comparison 
among industries regarding the leadership competencies and organizational cultural dimensions can be made 
and the findings from the present study can be further validated across organizational settings. 
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