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Abstract 
Purpose: To identify the critical leadership competency profile for CEOs of 
Ugandan Statutory Government Corporations (SGCs) in Uganda. In order to 
achieve this aim, the research set out to identify the characteristics of a lea-
dership competency framework for CEOs of SGCs. Design/Methodology/App- 
roach: This was a cross-sectional survey based on a population of 93 SGCs 
and a sample size of 60 in Uganda with a total of 300 respondents. Proposi-
tions were evaluated using independent samples t-tests and Exploratory Factor 
Analysis (EFA) to identify the differentiating and threshold CEO Leadership 
Competencies (CEO LCs). Findings: Both CEO differentiating and threshold 
leadership competencies were found to constitute leadership-oriented and 
management-oriented competencies leading to the conclusion that at the CEO 
level, the concept of managerial leadership competencies was the appropriate fra- 
mework for effective CEOs of SGCs. The threshold managerial leadership com- 
petencies were clustered under three components—participative, team build-
ing, emotional intelligence and conscientiousness CEO LCs. The differentiating 
managerial leadership competencies were clustered under two main compo-
nents—conceptual and administrative CEO LCs. Research Limitations/Impli- 
cations: The research focused on SGCs that excluded Government adminis-
trative bodies such as Government departments, local Governments and Aca-
demic Institutions. It may, therefore, not be generalizable for all SGCs. It also 
challenged the argument regarding the difference between leadership and man-
agement. It supported the argument that at the CEO level, leadership and man-
agement were complementary, and an effective CEO needed to have both ma-
nagerial and leadership competencies. Originality/Value: The study gener-
ated empirical evidence on the phenomenon of managerial leadership com-
petencies for CEOs of SGCs in Uganda. It suggested that at the CEO level, ma-
nagerial and leadership competencies were complementary for effective orga-
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1. Introduction 

The purpose of this paper was to identify the leadership competency profile for 
CEOs of SGCs in Uganda. SGCs are autonomous or semi-autonomous entities, 
wholly- or partially-owned by governments that operate under a board of direc-
tors [1]. In Uganda, SGCs are important institutions charged with public service 
delivery [2]. They are formed to provide service delivery on behalf of the gov-
ernment, yet reports suggest that SGCs are not of much value to society [3]. 

Organizational reforms of SGCs in Uganda have not improved service deli-
very; instead, the public continues to detest service delivery of a number of SGCs 
[4]. [3] added that SGCs operate under financial deficits having less than stellar 
systems, overdue debts, redundant staff, and lack citizen expectations. In 2014, the 
auditor general noted poor performance of SGCs which he categorized in terms 
of unqualified audit opinion, qualified opinion, disclaimer of opinion, and ad-
verse opinion. According to the report, an unqualified audit opinion is issued 
when the auditor is able to express an opinion and concludes that the financial 
statements of an audited entity provide a true and fair view in accordance with the 
stated financial reporting framework and the various acts and statutes establish-
ing the SGCs. A qualified opinion means that the auditor is unable to obtain suf-
ficient appropriate audit evidence on which to base the opinion, but the auditor 
concludes that the possible effects on the financial statements of undetected 
misstatements could be material but not pervasive. A disclaimer of opinion means 
that the auditor is unable to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence on which 
to base the opinion, and the auditor concludes that the possible effects on the fi-
nancial statements of undetected misstatements are both material and pervasive. 
An adverse opinion is when the auditor, having obtained sufficient appropriate 
evidence, concludes that misstatements are both material and pervasive to the 
financial statements. 

In the report, it was noted that out of the 108 accounts audited, 67 contained 
unqualified opinions, 39 included qualified opinions, and two contained disclai-
mer opinions. The report pointed out a financial audit query in the SGC sector 
amounting to $233 million USD. In addition to the financial query, the report 
also highlighted leadership and management issues. These included governance 
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issues such as lack of board charters, ineffective fraud control policies, inefficient 
internal audit functions, lack of succession planning, conflicts of interest, the im-
proper constitution of audit committees and inefficient senior management. Addi-
tional management and leadership issues included lack of strategic development 
plans, disregard for procurement laws, high staff turnover, and staffing gaps; for 
example, of the approved positions, only 47% were filled. 

Scholars and practitioners suggest that effective leadership behaviours can fa-
cilitate the improvement of performance when organizations face new challenges 
[5] [6]. This view is supported by [7] who argued that most studies that have ex-
amined the connection between leadership paradigms and behaviours and orga-
nizational performance have shown a positive relationship with organizational per-
formance. Given the data that shows perennial poor performance of SGCs, the 
leadership competencies of CEOs of SGCs are of interest and this constituted the 
motivation for this research. 

The paper covers introduction, literature review, methodology, results and dis-
cussions and ends up with conclusions and implications. 

2. Literature Review and Proposition Development 
2.1. Performance of Organizations 

Many authors have different definitions of performance [8]. Organizational Per-
formance (OP) is the most important criterion in evaluating organizations, their 
actions, and environments [9]. The definition of OP is a surprisingly open ques-
tion with few studies using consistent definitions and measures [10]. In order to 
define OP, there is a need to look at a closely related construct of organizational 
effectiveness subsequently known as OP [11] [12]. It encompasses three specific 
areas of firm outcomes: financial performance (profits, return on assets, return 
on investment, etc.), market performance (sales, market share, etc.) and shareholder 
return (total shareholder return, economic value added). On the other hand, or-
ganizational effectiveness is broader and captures OP plus the plethora of inter-
nal performance outcomes normally associated with more efficient or effective 
operations. It also includes other external measures that relate to considerations 
that are broader than those simply associated with economic valuation such as 
reputation [9]. 

When using the organizational model, determining the appropriate construct 
of performance or effectiveness, involves measures ranging from employee satis-
faction to shareholder wealth [13] [14] [15]. [16] posited that managers can in-
fluence the behavior of their employees (and thus the performance of the organ-
ization) by taking into account factors such as the formal and informal struc-
ture, the planning, reward, control and information systems, their skills and per- 
sonalities and the relation of these to the environment. It is further argued that 
actions of managers influence organizational outcomes by establishing context 
that constitutes a complex set of psychological, sociological and physical inte-
ractions. 
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The definition of OP is, surprisingly, an open question with few studies using 
consistent definitions and measures [10]. Organization performance of SGCs was 
conceptualized using the concepts of organizational effectiveness and the orga-
nizational model of the firm. The nature of services rendered by SGCs means that 
their OP is broad and can be considered to include aspects of organizational ef-
fectiveness, such as perceived service delivery and employee satisfaction. In Uganda, 
SGCs are important institutions charged with public service delivery [2]. The Au-
ditor General’s report was used as the reference for the categorization of SGCs. This 
was considered appropriate because the functions of the Auditor General, as 
spelt out in the National Audit Act, 2008, are to give opinion on the service de-
livery performance of SGCs based on the financial reports on their opera-
tions. 

2.2. Research Proposition 

In this study, research propositions were used instead of research hypotheses be-
cause the empirical part of the study was exploratory in nature and the research 
was not based on previous models [17]. 

2.2.1. Managerial Leadership Competencies 
Proposition 1 

There is a continuing controversy about the difference between leaders and 
managers [18]. Some scholars argue that although leadership and management 
overlap, the two are not synonymous and the overlap is a point of disagreement 
[19] [20] and there even extreme debates which posit that a good leader cannot 
be a good manager [21]. Despite these arguments, [22] contends that in today’s 
dynamic environment, organizations need both leaders and managers. Given these 
controversial arguments, at CEO level, the difference between management and 
leadership competencies is blurred and CEO impact on Organizational perfor-
mance may be predicted by a mix of the two sets of competencies. 

[23] observed that organizations needed both leaders and managers in order 
to reach their goals although he argued that managers had different contribu-
tions. [24] [25] posited that leaders do right things while managers do things right. 
Moreover, for organizations to survive in the twenty-first century, they need new 
generation of leaders [26]. [27] argued that leadership goes beyond routine tasks 
to cope with change while management is a regular formal responsibility to cope 
with routine tasks. Leadership focuses on the vision of the organization and in-
spires the members of the organization for the realization of that vision. In con-
trast management aims at controlling the organization’s formal functions [28]. 
Although [29] contends that the two are not synonymous, he observes that the 
two are complementary. 

[18] [30] observe that the primary mission of leaders and managers is to con-
trol and influence other people and that the most important difference is the ap-
proach to achieve the goals. He argues that balancing the role of both manage-
ment and leadership are critical to the organizations success. On this account, it 
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can be argued that at the level of a CEO, leadership and management are com-
plementary. The CEO is the accounting officer of SGC and has to take all man-
ner of decisions that have far reaching implication for the organization. This means 
that the competency profile that underlies effective and efficient decisions and 
actions needs to be multi-dimensional. This brings in the concept of managerial 
leadership which integrates both management and leadership to identify the criti-
cal CEO leadership competencies for SGC in Uganda. From the above debate the 
following proposition was developed: 

P1. There is agreement amongst respondents on the need for managerial 
and leadership competencies at CEO level. 

2.2.2. CEO Management and Leadership Competency Clusters 
Proposition 2, 3, 4 and 5 

A review of literature on research by [21] [31]-[39], GLOBE 2013 project by 
[40] [41] [42] [43] revealed an integrated sets of MLCs in terms of manager be-
haviours and attributes which can be directed towards successful goal achieve-
ment within one’s job, to agreed work standards, and that can be improved via 
training and development. 

The above analysis formed the basis for integrated CEO leadership competency 
framework based on the review of competency models in extant literature, the 
works of [44] and the leadership behaviors identified by [40] [45] as a result of 
GLOBE 2013 project. For the purpose of this study CEO managerial leadership 
competencies as defined by [37] [39], were adopted to mean the ability to inte-
grate opposite and complex roles in order to manage human relation functions, 
organize, adapt and be productive, in pursuit of the organization’s goals. From 
the above narrative the following propositions were developed: 

P2. There is a cluster of CEO Threshold Managerial Leadership Compe-
tencies. 

P3. There is a cluster of differentiating Managerial Leadership Competen-
cies. 

P4. The differentiating managerial leadership competencies can be cate-
gorized into principle components. 

P5. The threshold managerial leadership competencies can be categorized 
into principle components. 

3. Methodology 

The study applied a quantitative research design using survey questionnaires. 
The instrument to measure CEO Leadership competencies was developed from a 
review of managerial and leadership competency models. Organizational per-
formance was measured on the basis of organizational model of the firm using 
Auditor General’s Opinion on the performance of SGC. 

3.1. CEO Managerial Leadership Competency Instrument 

This contemplated research focused on the complementary nature of the phi-
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losophy of management and leadership and the two constituted the basis for the 
leadership competencies for a CEO of a SGC in Uganda. An instrument consist-
ing of 143 items was developed from the models in extant literature under cate-
gories outlined in Table 1 below: 

For purposes of this research the instrument constituted an integrated frame-
work consisting Managerial and leadership competencies was adopted for mea-
suring the CEO Managerial Leadership competencies. 

The questionnaire developed from the review of leadership competency mod-
els in extant literature consisted of two sections. Section A covering demograph-
ic questions regarding age, sex, education, length of service, and organization while 
Section B covered the self-administered questionnaire for measuring CEO LCs, 
using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree, disagree, not sure, agree, 
or strongly agree. Negative questions that are reverse coded were also used. These 
are summated rating scales that consisted of statements that express either a 
favourable or an unfavourable attitude toward the object of interest [46]. 

3.2. SGC Organizational Performance Measurement 

The auditor general opinion categorizes performance of SGCs, in terms unquali-
fied audit opinion, qualified opinion, disclaimer of opinion, and adverse opinion. 
An unqualified audit opinion is issued when the auditor is able to express an opi-
nion and concludes that the financial statements of an audited entity provide a 
true and fair view in accordance with the stated financial reporting framework 
and the various acts and statutes establishing the SGCs. A qualified opinion means 
that the auditor is unable to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence on which 
 
Table 1. CEO managerial leadership competency framework. 

1) Visionary 2) Modesty 

3) Inspirational 4) Face-saver 

5) Self-sacrificial 6) Bureaucratic 

7) Empathy 8) Professional practice 

9) Integrity 10) Business acumen 

11) Decisive 12) Financial management 

13) Team oriented 14) Human resources management 

15) Easily understood 16) Technology 

17) Malevolent 18) Communications and marketing 

19) Administratively competent 20) Commercial skills 

21) Participative 22) Community relations 

23) Autocratic  

Source: Dickinson Dunstan Turinawe, 2020. 
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to base the opinion, but the auditor concludes that the possible effects on the fi-
nancial statements of undetected misstatements could be material but not perva-
sive. A disclaimer of opinion means that the auditor is unable to obtain sufficient 
appropriate audit evidence on which to base the opinion, and the auditor con-
cludes that the possible effects on the financial statements of undetected miss-
tatements are both material and pervasive. An adverse opinion is when the au-
ditor, having obtained sufficient appropriate evidence, concludes that misstate-
ments are both material and pervasive to the financial statements. 

3.3. Instrument Validity and Reliability 
3.3.1. Validity 
A panel of 10 senior academic researchers of Makerere University Business School 
(MUBS) were used to rate the validity of the questionnaire for the CEO leader-
ship competencies. The instrument validity was evaluated in terms of content va-
lidity (whether measures reflect the relevant content domain for the variables) and 
construct validity (whether measures actually reflect the behaviours of the research 
variables) [47] [48] [49]. 

3.3.2. Reliability 
Reliability of the questionnaire was assessed basing on responses from 30 purpo-
sively selected members of selected SGCs using correlation analysis. Reliability 
refers to the degree to which the instrument produces consistent findings over 
time which is determined by the internal consistency of items that are used to 
measure variables [48]. In this research, the responses from 30 purposively selected 
members of SGCs were analyzed [50]. For this research, alpha coefficient of 0.987 
was considered excellent. 

3.4. Population and Sampling Method 
3.4.1. Population Size 
The categorization under this research consisted of the development of two co-
horts of SGCs—performing and non-performing. The basic period considered was 
financial years 2014/2015 and 2015/2016. The organization with unqualified opi-
nion in the Auditor General’s reported for the 2 consecutive years was put in the 
cohort for performing SGCs while those with, any other opinion in any or both 
years, were put in the cohort for non-performing SGCs. The reason for this ca-
tegorization was that failure to comply with Auditor General’s requirements means 
degraded performance on the part of the SGC, in terms of service delivery [2]. 
Using this approach, the performing cohort with 57 SGCs while that non-perfor- 
ming consisted of 36 SGCs. The two cohorts constituted the study population of 
93 SGCs. 

3.4.2. Sampling Method 
The sampling process started with determination of the unit of analysis. The 
importance of specifying the unit of analysis in research is well articulated in the 
existing literature [51] [52] [53]. This has relevance when determining the ap-
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propriate unit of inquiry and construct measures [54]. For the present research, 
the unit of analysis was the CEO. On the other hand, the units of inquiry for 
CEO LCs included top and senior managers [55] [56] [57] [58] of the sampled 
organizations. 

The individual perceptions of top and senior managers selected from the SGCs 
were aggregated to constitute the mean of individual scores [59]. These units of 
inquiry offered data about the CEO LCs. This view is supported by [60], who found 
a high correlation between data gathered from managers and from employees at 
different levels in the organizational hierarchy. 

3.4.3. Sample Size 
A total of 93 SGCs were identified as the population. These organizations in-
cluded corporations, authorities and commissions as SGCs. Based on the Audi-
tor General’s report, the SGCs were categorized into performing and non-per- 
forming cohorts. 

A sample of 30 SGCs from each cohort was randomly selected. The inquiry 
samples constituted three TMT members and two senior managers from each of 
the 30 organizations in each cohort. This met the recommendation of a minimum 
sample for statistical analysis [50] [61] and gave a sample size of 150 respondents 
for each of the two cohorts giving rise to a total of 300 respondents.  

To control response matching, a sampling strategy—advocated by [62]—where 
the same kind of top and middle managers in all selected SGCs was used. The 
respondents considered were TMTs and senior managers of the SGCs. 

3.5. Data Collection 

The instrument for measuring CEO LCs was given to Top Management Team 
members (TMTs) and senior managers. A total of 300 questionnaires were dis-
tributed to respondents through contact persons in the SGCs based on three 
TMT and two senior managers criterion, from each target organization. The re-
sponse was 240, out which five were rejected because of being incomplete, which 
left 235 questionnaires suitable for analysis. This constituted a response rate of 78%. 
[63] defined response rate as the percentage of respondents who are actually re-
turn the completed instruments with the required data and those who agree to 
participate. There is no agreed standard of minimum acceptable response rate 
although some researchers say it could be as low as 35% [64]. Others argued that 
it could vary from 30% to 75% [65]. Based on these observations, the response 
rate was considered appropriate for this research. 

For organization performance, the SGCs were categorized into two cohorts of 
SGCs—performing and non-performing. The basic period considered was finan-
cial years 2014/2015 and 2015/2016. The organization with unqualified opinion 
in the Auditor General’s reported that 2 years was put in the cohort for per-
forming SGCs while those with any other opinion were put in the cohort for non- 
performing SGCs. The reason for this categorization was that failure to comply with 
Auditor General’s requirements means degraded performance on the part of the 
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SGC, in terms of service delivery [2]. This analysis was applied to the sample of 
30 organizations in each cohort. 

Data Analysis 
A statistical analysis was applied to determine the significant CEO leadership 
competency differences between performing and non-performing corporations. 
Since the CEO is the unit of analysis, the responses from the units of inquiry were 
aggregated and the aggregated data was used in the analysis. Using exploratory 
factor analysis, the critical and threshold dimensions of CEO leadership competen-
cies were identified. The results of the analysis informed the status of the propo-
sitions and the development of a leadership competency framework for CEOs of 
SGCs. Quantitative data analysis was carried out with the use of IBM SPSS soft-
ware. The analysis results were useful in making statistical explanations and in-
ferences [48] about CEO leadership competencies. 

To measure agreement on CEO leadership competencies by units of inquiry, 
an agreement level of 75% was used as the minimum level to accept or reject a 
CEO leadership competency [66]. A competency standard deviation of 1.00 or less 
was considered to indicate agreement between the units of inquiry on the rating 
of that competency item [67]. The CEO competencies that passed this criterion 
were selected for clustering using EFA. 

The EFA was used to explore the CEO leadership competency clusters in each 
of the categories: the performing and non-performing categories of the SGCs. 
The PCA run with Varimax enabled identification of clusters of leadership com-
petencies that were clustered closely together. In relation to the research objec-
tives, the mode analysis of the data is as indicated in Table 2 under the heading 
technique or statistical tests. 

3.6. CEO Leadership Competency Identification 

The quantitative data was collected using the CEO leadership competencies in-
strument and coded. The process of identification of CEO leadership competencies  
 
Table 2. Test techniques. 

No. Objective 
Technique or 

statistical tests 

1 To compare the demographic data of respondents. Pearson chi-square test 

2 
To examine the agreement amongst 

respondents on CEO leadership competencies. 
Descriptive analysis 

3 
To establish the differences between CEO 

leadership competencies in the different cohorts. 
T-test for pairs of cohorts 

4 
To establish the important CEO 

leadership competencies. 
T-test for pairs of cohorts 

5 
Determination of CEO leadership 

competency clusters. 
Exploratory factor analysis 

(EFA) 

Source: Dickinson Dunstan Turinawe, 2020. 
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involved establishing the descriptive statistics of sampled SGCs, the threshold 
and differentiating competencies. This was concluded with dimension reduction 
using EFA to facilitate triangulation of the quantitative and qualitative data dur-
ing the synthesis and integration stage. The main purpose of using EFA was to 
reduce the multi-collinearity within the CEO leadership instrument using the cor-
relation matrix determinant as a reference point. 

To have distinct items, the correlation matrix determinant had to be greater 
than 0.00001, the KMO measure of sample size adequacy had to be more than 
0.7 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity had to significant with p < 0.05 [68]. This was 
achieved through an iterative process of elimination of highly correlated items in 
the correlation matrix until the acceptable value of the determinant was achieved. 
The t-test analysis of performing and non-performing SGCs identified two clus-
ters of CEO leadership competencies: differentiating and threshold. 

3.6.1. Descriptive Statistics of Sampled SGCs 
The descriptive statistics of the CEO leadership competencies as rated by top 
managers and senior managers returned 131 competencies with standard devia-
tion of <1, indicating a high degree of agreement among the respondents [67]. 
This showed that there was general agreement amongst the respondents with 
regard to the rating of their managers in as far as the competency items are con-
cerned. The descriptive statistics were aggregated to reflect the unit of analysis—the 
CEO of the SGC. The results showed that a total of 49 CEOs were assessed by the 
respondents over the 131 items. The ratings of the CEO leadership competencies 
were rated at an average minimum of 2.40 (disagree) to an average maximum of 
5.00 (strongly agree). 

3.6.2. Differentiating CEO Leadership Competencies 
The independent sample t-test indicated that there were 36 that showed signifi-
cant difference in the CEO leadership competencies between the performing and 
non-performing cohorts. These competencies had an average mean rating above 
3.8 with a standard deviation of <1 and significant p-value of p < 0.05. The rating 
falls in the range of “agree” to “strongly agree”. The competencies were interpreted 
to be differentiating in the performance of CEOs of the SGCs in the two cohorts 
[69]. The average mean ratings of CEOs of SGCs of performing cohorts were higher 
for all the competencies except for two—“ability to stimulate unrest” (reversed) 
and “having an understanding of the law, the legislative process and gover-
nance”. 

3.6.3. The EFA of Differentiating Leadership Competencies 
The EFA process reduced the differentiating competencies from 36 to 12, which 
were clustered into two components, and were assessed to be conceptual and 
administrative leadership competencies. The reduction was achieved through an 
iterative process that led statistics of KMO coefficient of sample adequacy of 
0.767, significant Bartlett’s test of sphericity (χ2 = 465.489, df = 66 and p < 0.000) 
and a correlation matrix determinant of 2.074E−5 > 0.00001. The composite 
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components accounted for 70.6% of the variance in CEO leadership competen-
cies. 

3.6.4. Threshold CEO Leadership Competencies 
The independent samples t-test returned a total of 95 CEO leadership compe-
tencies that showed a non-significant difference between the performing and non- 
performing cohorts. All the competencies were rated a mean average above 4 mean- 
ing that these competencies fell in the range “agree” and “strongly agree”. These 
competencies were considered to be the threshold LCs for a CEO of an SGC. 
They were termed threshold leadership competencies because they constituted 
the basis knowledge, skills, traits, motives and social roles that are essential to 
perform the job of a CEO of an SGC [70]. This set of competencies was inter-
preted to be the basic Leadership competencies that a CEO of an SGC should 
have. 

3.6.5. EFA for Threshold CEO Leadership Competencies 
The EFA revealed that the threshold competencies could be reduced from 95 
CEO leadership competencies to 17 distinct ones, which constituted four com-
ponents with statistics of KMO sampling adequacy coefficient of 0.804, a signif-
icant Bartlett’s test (χ2 = 474.176, df = 136 and p = 0.000) and Correlation Matrix 
determinant of 1.091E−5 > 0.00001. The four composite components accounted 
for 68.8% of the variance in CEO LCs they were classified as participative, team 
building, emotional Intelligence and consciousness. 

4. Results and Discussions 
4.1. Proposition 1: There Is Agreement amongst Respondents on  

the Need for Managerial and Leadership Competencies at  
CEO Level 

The descriptive statistics of aggregated responses of TMT and Senior Managers 
on CEO LCs showed rating above 4 on a 5-likert scale. A total of 131 competen-
cies were rated: 46 were leadership while 75 were managerial.  

The high ratings of both categories of competencies are in agreement with [28] 
who argues that Leadership and management are complementary for achieve-
ment of organizational goals. This argument is supported by scholars like [41] 
and [21] who argue that the two competencies can coexist. Moreover, [40] noted 
that separating leadership and management competencies may be intuitivel ap-
pealing, but this does not represent the realities of executives in senior positions; 
in this research the CEOs of SGCs. [71] and [72] observed that a CEO must have 
many skills, knowledge, behavior, abilities and attitudes in order to control the 
setting within the company. Leaders and managers play similar roles [73] and 
some individuals who have the capacity to fulfil the roles of both a leader and a 
manager [39]. Also many other scholars have argued that the balance between 
the manager’s roles and the leader’s roles, is vital for the best organization out-
comes [73] [74]. With this observation, the results show that Proposition 2 is 
true. 
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4.2. Proposition 2: There Is a Cluster of CEO Threshold  
Managerial Leadership Competencies 

The independent samples t-test returned a total of 95 CEO leadership compe-
tencies that showed a non-significant difference between the performing and non- 
performing cohorts. All the competencies were rated a mean average above 4 mean- 
ing that these competencies fell in the range “agree” and “strongly agree”. These 
competencies were considered to be the threshold LCs for a CEO of an SGC. They 
were termed threshold leadership competencies because they constituted the ba-
sis knowledge, skills, traits, motives and social roles that are essential to perform 
the job of a CEO of an SGC [70]. This set of competencies was interpreted to be 
the basic Leadership competencies that a CEO of an SGC should have. The thre-
shold LCs had 67 Managerial competencies and 28 leadership competencies. These 
results supported proposition 3 as true. 

4.3. Proposition 3: There Is a Cluster of Differentiating  
Managerial Leadership Competencies 

The independent sample t-test indicated that there were 36) of which 12 were 
leadership oriented while 24 were managerial-oriented, that showed significant 
difference in the CEO leadership competencies between the performing and non- 
performing cohorts. These competencies had an average mean rating above 3.8 
with a standard deviation of <1 and significant p-value of p ≤ 0.05. The ratings 
fells in the range of “agree” to “strongly agree”. The competencies were interpreted 
to be differentiating in the performance of CEOs of the SGCs in the two cohorts 
[69]. These results supported Proposition 4 as being true. 

4.4. Proposition 4: The Differentiating Managerial Leadership  
Competencies Can Be Categorized into Principle Components 

The EFA process reduced the differentiating competencies from 36 to 12, which 
were clustered into two components, and were assessed to be conceptual and 
administrative leadership competencies. The reduction was achieved through an 
iterative process that led to statistics of KMO coefficient of sample adequacy of 
0.767, significant Bartlett’s test of sphericity (χ2 = 465.489, df = 66 and p < 0.000) 
and a correlation matrix determinant of 2.074E−5 > 0.00001. The composite 
components accounted for 70.6% of the variance in CEO leadership competen-
cies as shown in Table 3. 

As shown in Table 4, EFA dimension reduction is consistent with the general 
analysis of Differentiating CEO LCs. Out of 12 competencies 8 were managerial 
while 4 were leadership oriented. Ten were categorized as conceptual and two 
administrative components of the differentiating CEO competencies.  

4.5. Proposition 5: The Threshold Managerial Leadership  
Competencies Can Be Categorized into Principle Components 

The EFA revealed that the threshold competencies could be reduced from 95 
CEO leadership competencies to 17 distinct ones, which constituted four  
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Table 3. Differentiating CEO leadership competencies. 

 

Component 

1 2 

1 
Communicates performance expectations 

for group members 
0.891 

 

2 Makes plans and takes actions based on future goals 0.849 
 

3 Highly involved, energetic, enthused, motivated 0.832 
 

4 Is not sincere, fraudulent 0.832 
 

5 
Increases morale of subordinates by offering 

encouragement, praise, and/or by being confident 
0.812 

 

6 Follows established rules and guidelines 0.811 
 

7 
Stays with and supports friends even 

when they have substantial problems or difficulties 
0.795 

 

8 Has ability to work effectively with the media 0.686  

9 Ability to network within and outside the profession 0.682  

10 Views obstacles as challenges rather than threats 0.546  

11 
Has an understanding of the law, 

the legislative process and governance  
0.922 

12 Stimulates unrest 
 

0.874 

KMO and Bartlett’s test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy 0.767 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

Approx. 
chi-square 

465.489 

df 66 

Sig. 0.000 

Correlation matrix 

a. Determinant = 2.074E−5 

Source: Dickinson Dunstan Turinawe, 2020. 
 
Table 4. Competency categories in differentiating CEO LCs. 

Component 
No. of 

competencies 
Managerial 

competencies 
Leadership 

competencies 

Conceptual 10 6 4 

Administrative 2 2 0 

Source: Dickinson Dunstan Turinawe, 2020. 
 
components with statistics of KMO sampling adequacy coefficient of 0.804, a 
significant Bartlett’s test (χ2 = 474.176, df = 136 and p = 0.000) and Correlation 
Matrix determinant of 1.091E−5 > 0.00001 as indicated in Table 5 on threshold  
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Table 5. Threshold leadership competencies. 

 

Component 

1 2 3 4 

1 
Gives subordinates a high degree of 

discretion to perform their work 
0.781 

   

2 
Will reconsider decisions 

on the basis of recommendations 
by those who report to him/her 

0.706 
   

3 
Shares critical information 

with subordinates 
0.698 

   

4 
Foregoes self-interests and makes 
personal sacrifices in the interest 

of a goal or vision 
0.667 

   

5 
Is in charge and does not tolerate 

disagreement or questioning; gives orders 
0.570 

   

6 
Talks to subordinates about his/her 

important values and beliefs 
0.570 

   

7 Makes decisions firmly and quickly 
 

0.828 
  

8 Tends to conceal information from others 
 

0.801 
  

9 Is unwilling to work jointly with others 
 

0.676 
  

10 
Knowledge of facility design, 

construction, and management  
0.664 

  

11 
The CEO clearly articulates 
his/her vision of the future  

0.594 
  

12 
Is aware of slight changes 

in others’ moods   
0.897 

 

13 Tends to be a good friend of subordinates 
  

0.588 
 

14 Communicates with others frequently 
  

0.561 
 

15 Has and shows patience 
  

0.545 
 

16 
Acts in accordance with rules, 
convention, and ceremonies    

0.801 

17 Is sly, deceitful, full of guile 
   

0.656 

KMO and Bartlett’s test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy 0.804 
  

Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

Chi-square 474.176 
  

Df 136 
  

Sig. 0.000 
  

Correlation matrix 

a. Determinant = 1.091E−5 

Source: Dickinson Dunstan Turinawe, 2020. 
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Table 6. Competency categories in threshold CEO LCs. 

Component 
No. of 

Competencies 
Managerial 

Competencies 
Leadership 

Competencies 

Participative 6 3 3 

Team Building 5 3 2 

Emotional Intelligence 4 4 0 

Conscientiousness 2 2 0 

Source: Dickinson Dunstan Turinawe, 2020. 
 
leadership competencies. The four composite components accounted for 68.8% 
of the variance in CEO LCs. They were classified as participative, team building, 
emotional Intelligence and consciousness. 

The dimension reduction using EFA returned four components as illustrated 
in Table 6, show that the threshold CEO competencies have four components 
–participative, team building, emotional intelligence and Conscientiousness. It is 
noted that just as in the case of the general analysis of the CEO Threshold LCs, 
out of the 17 dimensionally reduced number of LCs 12 were managerial while 
five were leadership. This observation is supported by [22] who contends that in 
today’s dynamic environment, organizations need both leaders and managers. It 
also tallies with [75] who likens the difference between leadership and manage-
ment to a continuum ranging from innovation and change on one end to stabil-
ity and order at the other. 

Moreover, [76] found out that most truly successful individuals in key direc-
tive roles in organizations develop a capability to perform both sets of functional 
responsibilities well. This is consistent with many research finding as was the 
case of Differentiating Competencies [75]. The results support proposition 6 as 
true. 

5. Conclusions and Implications 

The main argument in extant literature has been that leadership and manage-
ment are different and therefore, their appropriate competencies are different. 
To identify the characteristics of a leadership competency framework for CEOs 
of SGCs in Uganda, a cross-sectional quantitative study was conducted. 

5.1. Research Findings 

The research uncovered three major findings. The first finding was differentiat-
ing and threshold leadership competencies of CEOs of SGCs in Uganda. The re-
search showed that there were 12 LCs that differentiated the performance of the 
CEOs of SGCs. The study identified 17 threshold leadership competencies.  

The second finding was that at the level of a CEO, both leadership and mana-
gerial competencies were integrated for effective leadership. The research showed 
that managerial competencies were essential for both the differentiating and thre-
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shold leadership competencies for a CEO of an SGC in Uganda. This provides 
credence to the argument that at the level of a CEO, managerial and leadership 
competencies are integrated. The import on this finding is that a CEO of an SGC 
in Uganda will be an outstanding performer when he/she plays the role of lead-
er-manager.  

5.2. Significance of Research Findings 

The research findings brought out three significant issues that inform the run-
ning of SGCs.  

1) The research findings will constitute the reference for identification of the 
competencies needed by CEOs of SGCs in the recruitment process. For practical 
purposes the competency Profile established by this research will facilitate re-
cruitment of CEOs for SGCs in Sub-Saharan region. The human resource re-
cruitment process will be enabled with the identification of LCs by looking for 
behaviours that indicate the latent leadership competencies exhibited by poten-
tial effective CEOs and TMT in SGCs. The differentiating competencies are con-
sidered to be critical for superior performance. Their appropriate indicators should 
be given higher weights when designing the appraisal instruments. 

2) From the theoretical perspective, the debate on the integration of leader-
ship and management theories will be enhanced by the findings. For top man-
agement, role playing of a leader-manager is recommended for effective organi-
zational performance. At CEO level, the two categories of leadership and mana-
gerial competencies are complementary, whether differentiating or threshold. This 
observation fosters the relevancy of the concept of managerial leadership com-
petencies at CEO level. 

3) This research revealed that at the level of a Chief Executive Officer, the re-
levant approach to leadership competencies is the concept of managerial leader-
ship competencies which recognizes the complementarity of leadership and ma-
nagerial competencies as the appropriate leadership competency profile. At this 
level, both sets of competencies have significant impact on organizational out-
comes. 
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