
 

 

   

General Rights 

Copyright and moral rights for the publications made accessible in the public portal are retained by the authors and/or other copyright owners 

and it is a condition of accessing publications that users recognize and abide by the legal requirements associated with these rights. 

 • Users may download and print one copy of any publication from the public portal for the purpose of private study or research. 

 • You may not further distribute the material or use it for any profit-making activity or commercial gain  

• You may freely distribute the URL identifying the publication in the public portal 

If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact us providing details, and we will remove access to the work immediately and 

investigate your claim. 

 

If the document is published under a Creative Commons license, this applies instead of the general rights. 

This cover sheet template is made available by AU Library 

Version 2.1, September 2020 

 

Cover	sheet	

 

This is the accepted manuscript (post-print version) of the article. 

The content in the accepted manuscript version is identical to the final published version, although 

typography and layout may differ. 
 

How to cite this publication 

Please cite the final published version: 

 
Møller, A-K. L., & Krøtel, S. M. L. (2020). Performance evaluations of leadership quality and public sector leaders’ 
absenteeism. Public Management Review , 22(1), 96-117. https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2019.1638441 

 

Publication metadata 

 

Title: Performance evaluations of leadership quality and public sector leaders’ 

absenteeism 
Author(s): Møller, A-K. L., & Krøtel, S. M. L. 
Journal: Public Management Review 
DOI/Link: 10.1080/14719037.2019.1638441 

Document version: 
 

Accepted manuscript (post-print) 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Performance evaluations of leadership quality and public sector 

leaders’ absenteeism 

Ann-Kristina Løkke Møllera* and Sarah Maria Lysdal Krøtelb 

abDepartment of Management, Aarhus BSS, Aarhus University, Aarhus, Denmark. 

 

Ann-Kristina Løkke, PhD, Associate Professor, Department of Management, Aarhus 

University, Fuglesangs Allé 4, DK-8210 Aarhus V., Email: aklm@mgmt.au.dk  

 

Sarah Maria Lysdal Krøtel, PhD, Assistant Professor, Department of Management, 

Aarhus University, Fuglesangs Allé 4, DK-8210 Aarhus V., Email: smlk@mgmt.au.dk  

 

Word count: 8226 excluding references and author details. 

 

 

 



 

 

Performance evaluations of leadership quality and public sector 

leaders’ absenteeism 

This paper investigates the effect of performance evaluation of leadership quality 

on leader sickness absence. While previous research has focused on how 

evaluation of leadership impacts employee sickness absence, we analyse how 

superiors’ and subordinates’ evaluations of leadership quality, as well as leaders’ 

self-evaluations, influence public leaders’ own absence. A longitudinal study of 

335 Danish municipal leaders, 94 superiors, and 4,449 subordinates are conducted. 

Findings indicate that superiors’ evaluation of leadership quality compared to the 

leaders’ self-evaluation is important for public sector leaders’ absenteeism. 

Furthermore, findings show that leaders who are over-estimators have a higher 

absence frequency compared to under-estimators.  

Keywords: sickness absence, leadership quality, self–other agreement, 

municipality, Denmark, negative binomial regression 



 

 

Introduction 

Absence from work due to sickness is rather high in the public sector compared to its 

private counterpart (e.g. Pfeifer 2013; Cunningham, James, and Dibben 2006; Løkke, 

Eskildsen, and Wendelbo 2007; Post, Krol, and Groothoff 2005; Lund, Labriola, and 

Villadsen 2007); this is also the case when we control for gender and occupation (Hansen, 

Løkke, and Sørensen 2018). A high level of absence has a number of negative 

consequences at both the individual and organizational levels. For individuals, the 

consequences include a depreciation of competencies and work practices (Galizzi and 

Boden 2003) and risking permanent expulsion from work and subsequent economic and 

social deprivation (Lund and Labriola 2009), whereas the organizational consequences 

consist in loss of productivity and earnings (Galizzi and Boden 2003) and a general 

deterioration of performance (Viswesvaran 2002).  

Leaders’ level of absence has tended to be neglected in research in spite of its 

importance (Johns and Nicholson 1982; Martocchio and Harrison 1993), probably 

because leader absence tends to be lower than that of subordinates (Løkke Nielsen 

2008b), as well as compared to other occupational classes (Hilla et al. 2015). However, 

leaders’ absence behaviour has a direct impact on subordinates’ absence behaviour 

because subordinates tend to imitate their leaders’ absence (Løkke Nielsen 2008a; Duff 

et al. 2015; Kristensen et al. 2006). Furthermore, healthy leaders who attend work are a 

prerequisite for productive and competitive organizations (Quick, Macik-Frey, and 

Cooper 2007) and employee well-being (Skakon et al. 2010). Thus, leaders must be 

visible in the organization to provide a good working environment for employees and to 

deliver sound leadership practices such as being supportive, acting as a coach and a 

mentor, showing direction, etc. Given the importance of minimizing sickness absence for 

public organizations and their employees, increasing knowledge of the determinants is on 



 

 

the agenda of many public human resource (HR) management departments, as 

considerable gains can be realized from reducing absence. Previous studies on 

determinants of absenteeism in public organizations have focused on the importance of 

individual characteristics, such as gender, age, and seniority, as well as social 

determinants, such as organization size and managerial behaviours (Løkke Nielsen 

2008b). However, little attention has been paid to how perceptions of leaders’ ability to 

actually perform in their jobs might influence absence among leaders themselves. 

Previous studies on employees’ work self-efficacy have suggested that belief in one’s 

abilities to perform the task is linked with lower levels of burnout and higher job 

performance (Consiglio et al. 2013).  

Evaluations of one’s own and others’ work abilities is common in public 

organizations. Following the introduction of new public management (NPM), increasing 

attention has been directed to the practice of performance measurement (Lapsley 2008; 

Liguori, Sicilia, and Steccolini 2012; Pollanen et al. 2017) and increased monitoring of 

effort levels through individual performance appraisals (Cunningham, James, and Dibben 

2006). Besides the introduction of NPM, there has been increased interest and use of 

multi-rater feedback instruments where leaders are evaluated by, for instance, their 

superior and subordinates (see  Frey, Homberg, and Osterloh 2013).  

One advantage of using simultaneous self-ratings and ratings by others is that it 

provides a more nuanced and precise evaluation (Amundsen and Martinsen 2014). 

Furthermore, these ratings provide leaders with developmental feedback on their 

behaviour and job performance from many perspectives, which enhances personal 

learning and motivates performance improvement (Tornow 1993). However, 

notwithstanding the popularity of multi-rater feedback in the public sector, it may have 

some unintended side effects, especially for the leaders who are being evaluated. The 



 

 

dysfunctional consequences of performance management systems relate to negative 

attitudes such as frustration and resistance, which can lead to absenteeism (Merchant and 

Van der Stede 2017). Withdrawal behaviour may result from shortcomings in the 

measurement system, such as leaders’ experience of unfair evaluations and the evaluation 

process itself (Merchant and Van der Stede 2017). Leaders might find it difficult to accept 

a negative outcome from their superiors’ and subordinates’ ratings, especially if they 

experience a self–other disagreement. Leaders might feel that their superiors or 

subordinates have the wrong impression of them, and might react by displaying 

withdrawal behaviour; indeed, the mental strain of being evaluated negatively can be so 

detrimental so that it leads to sickness. The link between work strain, health, and absence 

has been empirically confirmed (Darr and Johns 2008). Thus, it is considered interesting 

to investigate whether leaders’ feedback on their leadership style as obtained through 

their performance evaluation affects their likelihood of being absent from work. Previous 

literature has suggested that self–other agreement is related to absenteeism, such that 

over-estimators have high absenteeism (Yammarino and Atwater 1997). Over-estimators 

have been found to be less effective (Van Velsor, Taylor, and Leslie 1993) as a 

consequence of their need for a more accurate picture of the self in relation to perceptions 

of others, and also due to the increased amount of conflict with superiors and 

subordinates; this might lead to stress and lower job satisfaction, and consequently a 

higher level of absence in order to cope with these obstacles in the management job. Until 

now, however, this possibility has not been empirically studied, although knowledge 

about the relationship between self–other ratings and their outcomes has been sought 

(Fleenor et al. 2010).  

From previous literature we know that evaluations of leadership quality are 

associated with public employee absence (e.g. Clausen et al. 2012; Stapelfeldt et al. 



 

 

2013), but we know very little about how evaluations of leadership quality are related to 

public leaders’ own level of absence. Here, it is reasonable to suggest that poorly 

performing leaders have a higher level of absence, because absence tends to reflect 

leaders’ work performance (Nicholson and Johns 1985). Hence, managers often perceive 

going to work, also while ill, as an expression of commitment – i.e. a way to express their 

effort to contribute to the organization (Miraglia and Johns 2016). 

Multi-rater feedback works differently across sectors, and ratings tend to be more 

lenient in the public sector compared to the private sector (Brutus, Fleenor, and London 

1998). In general, multi-source ratings might be influenced by an organization’s cultural 

values and goals, raters’ interpretation of their leaders’ motivation and performance, as 

well as the opportunities for a close supervisor–subordinate relationship (Brutus, Fleenor, 

and London 1998). Because of these sector differences in performance evaluations, it is 

meaningful to examine the public sector separately (Brutus, Fleenor, and London 1998). 

Literature on the consequences of performance evaluations in the public sector in general 

is limited. To our knowledge, there are no studies of the negative side effects of public 

leader evaluations; furthermore, there has been a general call for investigations of the 

association between publicness and performance (Andrews, Boyne, and Walker 2011). 

Thus, this paper contributes by considering whether performance evaluation of leadership 

quality has negative consequences for public leaders that is reflected in their sickness 

absence. While most previous research has focused on the effect of evaluation of 

leadership on employee sickness absence, we analyse how superiors’ and subordinates’ 

evaluations of leadership quality and self-evaluations, directly and in combination, 

influence public leaders’ own sickness absence. 



 

 

Based on the motivations mentioned above, and the limitations in existing 

literature, the following research question will be addressed: How do performance 

evaluations of leadership quality affect public leaders’ absenteeism?  

Empirically, we use data from a medium-sized Danish municipality. This 

encompasses two rounds of survey data with evaluations of municipal leaders based on 

multi-rater feedback surveys combined with highly reliable register data on leaders’ level 

of sickness absence. The sample consists of 335 leaders, 94 of their superiors, and 4,449 

of their subordinates. Negative binomial regression analyses show that evaluation of 

leadership quality reduces public leaders’ absenteeism; here, particular superiors’ 

evaluation of leadership quality compared to the leaders’ self-evaluation is important for 

the leaders’ absenteeism. Findings also show that leaders who are over-estimators have a 

higher absence frequency compared to in-agreement estimators, and under-estimators. 

The findings imply that evaluations of leadership quality can affect public leaders 

negatively. Thus, by investigating the previously neglected link between the evaluation 

of leadership quality and public leaders’ absenteeism, the paper contributes to the 

growing literature on performance evaluations of leadership in public organizations.  

The structure of the paper is as follows: in the next section, the theoretical 

framework and our three hypotheses are presented; then follows the methods section, 

including the data, measurements, and analyses; finally, we outline the results, discuss 

the findings and their implications, and provide suggestions for future studies. 

Theoretical framework 

Absenteeism  

A contemporary definition of absence is the failure to report for work as scheduled (Johns 

2008). This definition incorporates a distinction between voluntary and involuntary 



 

 

absence. Involuntary absence, such as certified sickness or funeral attendance, is beyond 

the individual’s immediate control, whereas voluntary absence, such as uncertified 

sickness and shirk, is under the direct control of the individual and is often based on 

personal aims (Sagie 1998). Voluntary absence can be dealt with by certain HR 

initiatives, such as the performance evaluation system.  

Separating voluntary from involuntary absence is difficult, especially when using 

administrative data that does not record the cause of absence. In defining a proxy for 

voluntary absence, the literature has often distinguished between two absence metrics: 

time lost and frequency. Time lost refers to the total number of days an individual is 

absent from work over a certain period of time, whereas frequency refers to the number 

of inceptions of absence over the same time frame, irrespective of the duration of those 

inceptions (Johns and Hajj 2016). Previously, it has been suggested that a frequency 

measure is the best proxy variable for voluntary absence (Chadwick-Jones, Brown, and 

Nicholson 1973; Hammer and Landau 1981), but more recent studies have concluded that 

time lost and frequency are equally reliable, that they approximate unity, and that there is 

very little evidence for frequency being a better proxy for voluntary absence than time 

lost (Johns and Hajj 2016). 

Research on the determinants of absenteeism is limited in the public 

administration literature, especially when focusing on leaders’ absence. However, one of 

the most acknowledged contributions to absence research – i.e. the attendance model 

(Steers and Rhodes 1978) – posits that job situation, including advancement opportunities 

but also job stressors, influences general job satisfaction and, therefore, the motivation to 

attend; this applies to both leaders and employees. The model further states that absence 

behaviour depends on various pressures to attend, such as incentive and reward systems; 

this has also been confirmed in more recent studies (Lohaus and Habermann 2019; Johns 



 

 

2010). Both advancement opportunities and incentive/reward systems are part of the 

performance evaluation system (Frederiksen, Lange, and Kriechel 2017). A recent meta-

analysis confirmed a negative relationship between both job satisfaction and health on 

absenteeism; determinants influencing job satisfaction and health include job control, job 

insecurity, etc. (Miraglia and Johns 2016). This meta-analysis showed that one’s job 

situation can influence health (for instance, due to stress) and thus absenteeism; also, 

one’s job situation can influence job satisfaction and thus absenteeism (Miraglia and 

Johns 2016). The psychosocial work environment – i.e. particular types of job demands 

and job resources in the public sector – has been confirmed to have a direct influence on 

employee absence (Clausen et al. 2012; Stapelfeldt et al. 2013), as does low procedural 

and interactional justice (Elovainio et al. 2005).  

More personal characteristics also influence the decision to be absent (e.g. Johns 

2010; Lohaus and Habermann 2019). For instance, Lohaus and Habermann (2019) 

considered the level of self-efficacy, or the individual’s confidence in being able to 

achieve a goal or execute required activities. Related findings showed that the level of 

self-efficacy is significantly lower for individuals who are sickness absent at baseline, 

while self-efficacy has no association with later onset sickness absence (Labriola et al. 

2007).  

Influence of evaluations of leadership quality on absence 

In a previous study, public leaders’ absence was estimated to be 2.4 periods a year, while 

deputy heads accounted for 3.0 periods and employees 3.7 periods on average (Løkke 

Nielsen 2008a). Leaders’ level of absence is therefore somewhat lower than that of their 

employees, which could be why research on determinants of public leaders’ absenteeism 

is scarce.  



 

 

A number of empirical studies have focused on the association between public 

employee absence and leadership effectiveness, which has been operationalized via 

ethical leadership (Hassan, Wright, and Yukl 2014), charismatic leadership (Rowold and 

Laukamp 2009), interactional justice (Elovainio et al. 2005; Tenhiälä et al. 2013), 

transformational leadership style (Lee, Coustasse, and Sikula 2011), and leadership 

qualities (Dellve, Skagert, and Vilhelmsson 2007).  

In this paper, we operationalize leadership effectiveness using the construct 

‘quality of leadership’ from the Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire (COPSOQ) (see 

Pejtersen et al. 2010), as it has been confirmed to be related to employee absence 

(Clausen, Burr, and Borg 2014; Clausen et al. 2012; Stapelfeldt et al. 2013; Rugulies et 

al. 2007). The COPSOQ questionnaire is theory based, but not restricted to one specific 

theory (Kristensen 2010), and it has proven to be a reliable and validated measurement 

tool (Bjorner and Pejtersen 2010; Thorsen and Bjorner 2010). Two studies have focused 

on municipal eldercare: the first, based on 7,921 employees’ evaluation of their leader, 

showed that leadership quality is significantly associated with registered long-term 

employee absence (Clausen et al. 2012); the second, based on 2,534 employees’ 

evaluation of their leader, showed that leadership quality is associated more with 

registered long-term sick leave spells than with frequent short-term spells (Stapelfeldt et 

al. 2013). However, there are no studies on the association between leadership quality 

and leaders’ absenteeism, although the literature supports such an association as absence 

is perceived as part of leaders’ work performance and an expression of their commitment 

(Miraglia and Johns 2016), as mentioned in the introduction. It is reasonable to suggest 

that the evaluation of a leader’s performance regarding leadership quality means more to 

him/her than does evaluation of other performance measures, simply because it is more 

related to the leader’s personality. Besides the more psychological effects of evaluations 



 

 

for leaders, empirical findings have shown that performance ratings are related to leaders’ 

earnings, promotions and demotions, as well as retentions and quits (Frederiksen, Lange, 

and Kriechel 2017), which supports the importance of the evaluation for the leader.  

Based on the literature on absenteeism mentioned in the previous section, it is 

reasonable to suggest that public leaders who have high levels of self-efficacy and 

assertiveness are better at coping with obstacles regarding job demands and job influence, 

as well as the evaluation process, than those with low levels thereof. If a leader perceives 

him-/herself as a well-performing leader, he/she may have confidence and a high degree 

of self-esteem, which makes him/her more satisfied, less stressed, and thus less absent. 

Based on the above, hypothesis 1 is formulated: 

 

Hypothesis 1: Self-evaluation of leadership quality reduces the frequency of absenteeism 

for public sector leaders. 

 

The discrepancy hypothesis states that rating similarity is high within a rating source, but 

low between rating sources (Fleenor et al. 2010). This hypothesis proposes that different 

rating groups have their own view on leaders’ performance because leaders show 

different behaviours towards different rating groups; furthermore, different rating groups 

attribute different importance to the same leader behaviour (Fleenor et al. 2010).  

Rating leniency might also explain higher ratings among certain groups. For 

instance, superiors might assign a higher rating of their leader compared to subordinates 

as a consequence of discomfort with conducting the appraisal (Saffie-Robertson and 

Brutus 2014). Alternatively, it might be that superiors want to present themselves in a 

favourable light (for instance, by being superior to high-performing leaders and showing 



 

 

that they have been able to get the best out of their leaders) or the rating may be a 

consequence of accomplishing own goals, such as getting a troublesome subordinate 

promoted and out of the leader’s team (Saffie-Robertson and Brutus 2014). Other 

findings, however, have shown that peer ratings are particularly sensitive to leniency in 

the public sector (Brutus, Fleenor, and London 1998). Regardless, these findings suggest 

that it is reasonable to investigate different rating groups separately.  

Earlier studies have shown that in Europe evaluation by others is more important 

for predicting performance, measured by the leaders’ competences, than is self-

evaluation, whereas the combination of self and others’ agreement is more important in 

the U.S. (Atwater et al. 2005). In the present study, performance is measured by 

absenteeism, which is often a more personal concern caused by psychological 

mechanisms, at least for voluntary absence. Thus, we argue that superiors’ evaluation of 

public leaders is more important than is their self-evaluation, as superiors are the ones 

who promote, demote, and dismiss leaders. If leaders receive negative feedback from 

their superiors, they might react with despair, frustration, and a withdrawal behaviour 

such as absenteeism. 

Similarly, we argue that subordinates’ evaluation of leaders’ leadership quality is 

more important than leaders’ self-evaluation. The reason for this is that leaders are 

dependent on their subordinates’ motivation and performance to reach their own goals 

and performance targets. If subordinates are unsatisfied with their leaders’ leadership 

quality, it creates a negative work environment for both subordinates and the leader, 

which in itself might lead to absence; furthermore, it might cause stress and subsequently 

absence for the leader, as he/she might have a feeling of being the only one working 

towards the organization’s goals. 



 

 

We acknowledge, as argued in hypothesis 1, that own evaluation, and thus self-

efficacy and self-esteem, are important for pubic leaders’ absenteeism, but we argue that 

it is less important compared to evaluations by superiors and subordinates. Taken 

together, this leads us to formulate hypothesis 2: 

 

Hypothesis 2: Superiors’ and subordinates’ evaluation of leadership quality is more 

important for public sector leaders’ absence frequency than is leaders’ self-evaluation.  

 

Self–other rating agreement and absence 

Traditionally, self–other rating agreements are defined as the degree of agreement 

between a leader’s self-rating and ratings by others (Fleenor et al. 2010). Previous 

literature has suggested that self–other agreement is related to absenteeism, such that 

over-estimators and in-agreement/poor leaders have high absenteeism, whereas in-

agreement/good leaders tend to have low absenteeism (Yammarino and Atwater 1997); 

such a relationship may be a consequence of beliefs in leaders’ cognitive processes (Sosik 

2001). The applicability of the model has been confirmed in several studies (e.g. 

Godshalk and Sosik 2000; Sosik 2001), but not yet with a focus on sickness absence as a 

human resource management (HRM) outcome.  

Various agreement categories have been used in the recent self–other rating 

research (see  Fleenor, McCauley, and Brutus 1996); in this study, we focus on over-

estimators, in-agreement estimators, and under-estimators.  

Over-estimators rate themselves significantly higher than others do. They often 

ignore feedback, misdiagnose their strengths and weaknesses, and do not see a need for 

training and development (Yammarino and Atwater 1997). Over-estimators, furthermore, 



 

 

have frequent conflicts with superiors and subordinates and consequently negative 

attitudes, such as low commitment and a higher level of absenteeism (Yammarino and 

Atwater 1997). A poor relationship with co-workers will indeed influence job satisfaction 

and motivation to attend. The arrogance that might be attributed to an over-estimator 

might be more accepted in contexts that rely on values such as self-confidence and 

assertiveness rather than humility (Atwater et al. 2005). Under-estimators, in contrast, 

have self-ratings significantly below those assigned to them by others; they do not 

recognize their strengths and competences, or are overly modest; they underachieve, 

make ineffective decisions, and display low self-worth, yet are pleasant to be around – 

their performance and impact on HRM outcomes might be mixed (Yammarino and 

Atwater 1997). In general, if subordinate feedback suggests that leaders are better than 

the norm, then positive moods and feelings increase (Atwater et al. 2000), especially if 

the rating was unexpected, perhaps due to a struggle with low self-esteem; this likely 

influences absence in a positive manner. 

Several studies have confirmed an association between self–other agreement and 

higher leader performance compared to leaders whose ratings disagreed with those 

assigned by others (e.g. Fleenor et al. 2010; Ostroff, Atwater, and Feinberg 2004). Thus, 

over-estimators have been found to be associated with the lowest level of leader 

effectiveness (Van Velsor, Taylor, and Leslie 1993); another study revealed that under-

estimators are the most effective leaders, although over-estimators and in-agreement 

estimators also show a relatively high level of effectiveness (Amundsen and Martinsen 

2014). Thus, some variance might exist, which is why not all over-estimators are less 

effective (see Fleenor et al. 2010). 

Furthermore, if leaders simply disagree with the performance evaluation 

practices, this might also contribute to resistance and thus absenteeism (Merchant and 



 

 

Van der Stede 2017). It is doubtful whether the leader will evaluate him-/herself lower 

due to resistance, but the leader might ignore negative feedback from others and 

consequently over-estimate his/her own skills, subsequently experiencing negative 

outcomes. Resistance towards the performance evaluation system might occur if public 

organizations imitate the performance evaluation systems used by private organizations 

without adjusting them to the public sector context. Such an association has been 

confirmed on an organizational level across 21 countries – i.e. it has been found that if 

organizations adopt performance appraisal practices that are not in accordance with the 

societal cultures in which they are embedded, employees will disapprove of the practices, 

and absenteeism will consequently increase (Peretz and Fried 2012).  

To our knowledge, only one study has focused on a single public organization – 

i.e. a Norwegian municipality – but here the focus was on the relationship between self–

other agreement in empowering leadership and subjective measures such as leader 

effectiveness rated by the superior, and subordinates’ job satisfaction and turnover 

intention (Amundsen and Martinsen 2014).  

All in all, we argue that over-estimators are less effective than under-estimators 

as a consequence of their need for a more accurate picture of self in relation to perceptions 

of others, and also due to the increased conflicts they experience with superiors and 

subordinates; this might lead to stress and lower job satisfaction, and consequently a 

higher level of absence in order to cope with these obstacles in the management job. 

Based on the above, hypothesis 3 is formulated: 

 

Hypothesis 3: Absence frequency is higher for over-estimators of leadership quality 

compared to under-estimators. 



 

 

 

Method 

Participants and data collection 

The empirical case for this study is a medium-sized Danish municipality. Compared to 

the U.S., Denmark is characterized by having a lower degree of assertiveness (i.e. 

willingness and desire to express positive and negative messages), lower individualism 

(e.g. leaders encourage group loyalty at the expense of individual goals), and shorter 

power distance (e.g. the degree to which subordinates are expected to obey their leader) 

(Atwater et al. 2009). This difference might have implications for self–other agreement 

and its effect on absence, given that leaders in Denmark receive less information about 

how others see them; such a relationship has been suggested for Norwegian municipal 

leaders (Amundsen and Martinsen 2014).  

This longitudinal study is based on two independent data sources. The first source 

consists of two rounds of survey data with evaluations of municipal leaders based on 

multi-rater feedback surveys conducted in 2012 and 2015. In these surveys, leaders rated 

themselves and were rated by their superior and subordinates. The sample consists of 335 

leaders, 94 of their superiors, and 4,449 of their subordinates.1 The questionnaire was sent 

to all permanent employees under the leader’s staff responsibility. Inclusion in the survey 

required subordinates to have been affiliated with the leader for at least three months. 

Subordinates’ answers were anonymous, whereas the answers of superiors, on all levels, 

who evaluated other leaders, were not. In order to address the realities of organizations, 

research on performance appraisals must rely strongly on practice (Fletcher 2001). Thus, 

                                                 

1 In the initial sample. Some respondents were later dropped due to missing answers on some of 

the questions.  



 

 

this study is based on a feedback instrument developed by the municipality, though with 

inspiration from external sources (see below explanation). The items included in this 

study are part of a lengthy instrument consisting of 37 items; hence, the probability of 

previous responses influencing answers to current items is minimized. 

The second data source is information about leaders’ absence behaviour, salary 

level, hierarchical position, department, and age, which is based on the municipality’s 

administrative register data covering 2013 and 2016. One advantage of the above 

procedure is that measures connecting a leader’s multi-rater feedback and absence are 

devoid of common-method bias. As we speculate that absence might result from 

evaluations, absence data is from the year following the evaluations (which are carried 

out in the autumn).  

Register data, such as that used in this study, provide valuable sources of knowledge 

despite their administrative purposes (Røed and Raaum 2003). Therefore, the use of 

administrative data in absence research is very common (e.g., Stapelfeldt et al. 2013; 

Bradley, Green, and Leeves 2007; Hesselius, Nilsson, and Johansson 2009; Bokenholm 

and Ekblad 2007; Løkke Nielsen 2008a). Using register data for absence research is 

advantageous because it is more reliable compared to self-reported absence data (Johns 

and Miraglia 2015). Sampling errors are also low and thus uncertain (Jensen and Holm 

2001). Hence, representability or attrition bias arising from selective response behaviour 

is not a problem here (Røed and Raaum 2003). There are also, however, some 

disadvantages of using register data, such as the probability of administrative 

measurement errors, as well as inaccuracies with respect to the timing of events. 

However, social benefit payment schemes make absence data a reliable source of 

information (Jensen and Holm 2001). Additionally, register data often lack information 

about the health and working conditions of the absent employee (Arai and Thoursie 



 

 

2004), which is why it is expedient to merge them with survey data, as in the present 

study. 

Measures 

Dependent variable 

The dependent variable constitutes the actual number of absence spells in the year after 

the evaluation for those leaders who are evaluated. Absence periods are not weighted 

according to the length of the period, because a period, whether short or long, can relate 

either to illness or to work – i.e. may be voluntary in nature or not. 

Independent variables  

In order to test our first two hypotheses, we calculated an index for leadership quality. 

Leadership quality is measured using five items from the medium-length version of the 

Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire (COPSOQ II) (Pejtersen et al. 2010) with some 

minor adjustments. The five items are: ‘To what extent would you say that your 

immediate superior: (1) makes sure that the individual member of staff has good 

development opportunities? (2) gives high priority to job satisfaction? (3) is good at work 

planning? and (4) is good at solving and attending to conflicts at an early stage (2 

items)2?’. The response options for all questions are on a seven-point scale from: 7 = ‘To 

a very large extent’, to 1 = ‘To a very small extent’. The scale was provided in the Danish 

language. 

                                                 
2 The last question was addressed using two different items in the survey; the first asked about 

conflict solving in a constructive ways, and the second focused on attending to conflicts as soon 

as they emerge.  



 

 

The COPSOQ II was developed by the National Research Centre for the Working 

Environment in Denmark, and has proven to be a reliable and validated measurement tool 

(Pejtersen et al. 2010). The internal consistency of the index for leadership quality 

provided alpha values of 0.94 among the employees, 0.84 among the superiors, and 0.77 

among the leaders who were evaluated. The index is calculated as the average score 

across the different items. The scores are mean centred in order to avoid potential multi-

collinearity in the models.  

The index for leadership quality was calculated for the leaders’ self, their 

superiors, and then their subordinates. In order to justify the aggregation of subordinates’ 

scores on leadership quality, we calculated the intra-class correlation coefficients (ICCs). 

The ICCs were calculated using one-way analysis of variance, which provided significant 

results for all ICCs. For leadership quality, the ICCs were [F(159, 1,664) = 4.78, p > .001; 

ICC(1) = .25, ICC(2) = .79]. The significant ICC(1) value indicates greater differences 

between subordinates’ scores on leaders’ leadership quality than within scores for the 

given leaders. The ICC(2) value was acceptable, supporting aggregation of the 

subordinates’ values.  

In order to test our third hypothesis, we generated difference scores between the 

leaders’ and superiors’ evaluations, as well as between leaders’ and subordinates’ 

evaluations. The difference scores for leader–superior were calculated by subtracting the 

superior’s score of leadership quality from the score assigned by the leader. The leader–

subordinate difference score was calculated by subtracting the average score among 

subordinates from the leader’s own score. This means that positive values indicate a 

tendency to over-rate, whereas negative values indicate under-estimation by the leaders 

compared to either their superiors or their subordinates.  

 



 

 

Controls 

In order to control for possible confounding effects, a number of control variables are 

included in the analysis.  

As women often have higher levels of absenteeism (e.g., De Paola 2010), we 

included a dummy variable indicating being a female compared to a male leader. Age also 

influences absence (e.g. Barmby, Ercolani, and Treble 2004), and is coded as the 

individual’s age in years. We included a control for salary (Løkke 2014) that is coded as 

the monthly salary in Danish kroner, comprised of base salary and all salary supplements. 

We also included a dummy variable indicating whether the leader was a top leader. These 

differences among occupational classes have been confirmed in a previous study (Hilla 

et al. 2015). We further included a control for absence in the previous year, as previous 

absence history is likely to be a strong predictor of absence frequency (Böckerman, 

Bryson, and Ilmakunnas 2012). Finally, we included dummy variables for the five 

departments in the municipality – children, administration, technical service and 

environment, culture, and health and social service – as the average level of absence is 

likely to vary across departments due to the different types of job categories and work 

areas. Social service serves as the reference category in the analyses.  

Data analysis 

In order to test our hypotheses, we used negative binomial regression analysis. As periods 

of leave can be characterized as count data, we utilized a negative binomial regression 

model in order to account for the issue of over-dispersion. Such over-dispersion – wherein 

the conditional variance is greater than the conditional mean – is a consequence of a large 

number of individuals with a count of 0 or 1 incidents of absence. Estimating the models 

as negative binomial regression models provides us with the opportunity to calculate 



 

 

predictive counts for absence frequency. Previous research has recommended 

investigating self–other agreement as a predictor of performance outcome variables using 

polynomial regression and three-dimensional response surface graphs (Edwards and 

Parry 1993; Fleenor et al. 2010). Polynomial regression is preferred as it allows for 

detailed examination of the associations compared to simple linear relationships 

(Edwards 1994; Amundsen and Martinsen 2014). However, as we have count data, fitting 

polynomial regression models that rely on Ordinary Least Square (OLS) estimations 

where the dependent variable can take on any number is likely to provide biased 

estimates. Due to our dependent variable being count data, the negative binomial model 

is therefore preferred.3 

The regression models are estimated with data from two years (2012 and 2015) 

and run with a random effects specification. The models are run with clustered standard 

errors and year dummies in order to control for dependence among the variables (same 

leader in both years), as well as potential time effects.  

All models are estimated using STATA 15. 

Results 

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for the variables.  

 

<Table 1> 

 

                                                 
3 However, we tested whether our results would be similar when using polynomial regression. 

From these models, we see a picture that resembles the results that support over-estimators 

with higher levels of absence.  



 

 

Tables 2 and 3 provide a picture of the average score for leadership quality among leaders, 

superiors, and subordinates. The tables are calculated for three categories. Under-

estimators (minus half a standard deviation away), in-agreement estimators, and over-

estimators (plus half a standard deviation). The assessments from superiors and the 

leaders’ corresponding self-evaluations seem to be lower in 2015 than in 2012, but for 

the subordinates there is no such pattern.  

Tables 2 and 3 also show that superiors seem to assign a more positive rating 

of the leader than the subordinates do. 

 

<Tables 2 and 3> 

 

Table 4 provides the results of the negative binomial regression analysis. In order 

to ease interpretation, the coefficients provided in the models are calculated as incidence 

rate ratios, which provides the rate at which events occur. 

 

<Table 4> 

 

Our first hypothesis argued that higher self-evaluations of leadership quality would 

be associated with lower absence frequency. The results of model 1 suggest that there is 

no significant relationship between leaders’ self-evaluations and their absence frequency. 

This suggests that hypothesis 1 is not supported. In hypothesis 2, we argued that the 

evaluations of leadership quality from superiors and subordinates would have a stronger 

impact compared to leaders’ self-evaluations. Assessing the results of model 2, we find a 

negative significant relationship between the superiors’ evaluations and the leaders’ 

absence frequency. The incidence rate ratio of 0.66 suggests that if the superiors’ 



 

 

evaluations of leadership quality increase by one, the frequency absence rate decreases 

by a factor of 0.66, equivalent to one-third (holding all other variables constant). 

However, if we look at the results of model 3 we do not find support for hypothesis 2, as 

no significant relationship is revealed between subordinates’ evaluations and the level of 

absence. Together, this provides partial support for hypothesis 2 as the effect for superiors 

seems to be stronger than for the leader self-evaluation, but only with respect to superiors’ 

evaluations, and not evaluations by the subordinates.  

Our third hypothesis argued that over-estimators would have higher levels of 

absence compared to those leaders who under-estimate themselves. Model 4 presents the 

results in the difference score between leader–self and superior. Results show a 

significant positive relationship with an incidence ratio of 1.34, indicating that as the 

difference between leader–self and superiors’ rating increases by 1, the frequency absence 

rate increases by 1.34. In order to get a clearer picture of what this means in terms of 

number of frequency periods, we calculated and plotted the predictive counts, as shown 

in Figure 1 (panel a).  

 

<Figure 1> 

 

Figure 1 provides a clear picture of the increase in predicted absence frequency as 

the difference score increases. Leaders who over-estimate themselves by 1.2 have twice 

the expected absence frequency compared to leaders who under-estimate themselves by 

1.2.  

The last model (model 5) presents the results of the difference score between 

leader–self and subordinates’ average evaluations. Results equally show a significant 

positive relationship, though at only the p < 0.1 level (p = 0.064). This suggests weak 



 

 

support for the hypothesized positive relationship between over-estimators and absence 

frequency. In order to get a clearer picture, we plotted the predictive counts in Figure 1 

(panel b).  

From panel b in Figure 1, we see an equal but less pronounced picture of the effect. 

The graph in panel b is very similar to that of panel a; however, if we again compare 

leaders who over-estimate themselves with 1.2 to leaders who under-estimate themselves 

with 1.2, the predicted absence frequency is around 1.5 times higher compared to the 2 

times shown in panel a. However, the results seem to indicate that over-estimators have 

higher expected absence frequencies compared to under-estimators.  

Taken together, the results seem to suggest that superiors’ evaluations have the 

strongest associations with leaders’ absence frequency. In addition, the findings point to 

over-estimators having higher levels of workplace absence compared to under-estimators.  

Discussion 

Performance evaluation is now an indispensable part of HRM in public sector 

organizations. Even though the purpose of performance evaluations is to contribute to 

increasing leaders’ motivation to perform better, they have some drawbacks, as shown in 

this study. 

Hypothesis 1 argued that a higher self-evaluation of leadership quality reduces 

frequency of absence for public sector leaders. Here, the findings indicate an insignificant 

relationship between leader self-evaluation and absence frequency, leading to 

disconfirmation of hypothesis 1.  

Hypothesis 2 stated that superiors’ and subordinates’ evaluation of leadership 

quality was more important than leaders’ self-evaluation for public leaders’ absence 

frequency. Again, this hypothesis was partially confirmed as only superiors’ evaluations 



 

 

were significantly negatively related to absence frequency, while leader self-evaluations 

and subordinates’ evaluations were not. Thus, superiors’ evaluation of public leaders was 

most important, probably because they are responsible for promotions, demotions, and 

dismissals. Thus, the findings indicate that leaders who receive negative feedback from 

their superiors might react by enacting a withdrawal behaviour, such as absenteeism. 

Furthermore, the descriptive results show that superiors provide more positive 

evaluations of leaders than subordinates do. The findings are supported in the discrepancy 

hypothesis (Fleenor et al. 2010), which suggests that raters within the same group – e.g. 

superiors – have a high rating similarity, and that the similarity is low between rating 

sources – e.g. between superiors and subordinates (Fleenor et al. 2010). As indicated in 

previous literature (Fleenor et al. 2010), these findings confirm that different rating 

groups have their own view on leaders’ performance. Superiors’ higher rating of their 

leader compared to subordinates’ rating may, however, also be the result of discomfort 

arising from conducting the appraisal leading to a rating leniency (Saffie-Robertson and 

Brutus 2014). Alternatively, it may be that superiors want to present themselves in a 

favourable light and accomplish their own goals (Saffie-Robertson and Brutus 2014). The 

higher rating from superiors might also result from the superiors having selected, 

employed, and trained their own leaders and therefore being more satisfied with these 

leaders’ performance, or perhaps more indulgent. Furthermore, the superiors rate 

themselves in addition to all their leader-subordinates, so the higher rating might be 

explained by a social desirability bias; in addition, their evaluation is not anonymous. 

Another option is, of course, that the superiors are simply better assessors. Discovering 

the reason for superiors’ higher ratings compared to subordinates’ ratings is an important 

focus for future studies.  



 

 

In hypothesis 3, we argued that absence frequency was higher for over-estimators 

of leadership quality compared to under-estimators. Even though the effect was less 

significant for this aspect, the results do seem to indicate that over-estimators have higher 

expected absence frequencies compared to under-estimators. This was expected based on 

the theoretical suggestions (Yammarino and Atwater 1997), and hypothesis 3 was thus 

confirmed. One explanation for over-estimators’ high level of absence might be that they 

believe they are successful as leaders but suddenly receive negative feedback from 

subordinates and superiors, which rattles their self-confidence, or at least is difficult for 

them to tackle. As suggested in the literature (Sosik 2001), leaders’ absence may be a 

result of their cognitive process: they cope with the unexpected negative feedback by 

being absent from work. Similar findings have been reported in earlier literature, which 

showed that over-estimators had lower leader effectiveness (Van Velsor, Taylor, and 

Leslie 1993), and under-estimators were most effective (Amundsen and Martinsen 2014). 

Over-estimators’ higher level of absence may also result from a negative attitude towards 

the performance system in general, as suggested in the literature (Merchant and Van der 

Stede 2017). This resistance is probably higher when leaders do not get the high 

evaluations they were expecting. 

As confirmed by this study, in a European context, self–other rating agreement 

seems to affect absence, in contrast to previous findings showing that self-evaluation has 

the strongest effect (Atwater et al. 2005); here, the superiors’ evaluation in combination 

with self-evaluation, as well as the superiors’ evaluation alone, seem essential. These 

findings show that superiors’ perception of their leaders is more important for choosing 

to be absent, compared to their innermost personal perception of themselves – i.e. self-

esteem and complacency. This is not surprising, as the superior is responsible for the 

leaders’ promotions, demotions, and retentions and quits. 



 

 

Altogether, this study shows that multi-rater feedback instruments can be used to 

predict not only subjective performance measures, but indeed also more objective 

performance measures, such as absence.  

The majority of studies of self–other agreement have involved a cross-sectional 

design, making the causal relationships questionable. The longitudinal design of this 

study represents another contribution to the field. Another strength of the present study is 

that self–other agreement and its relation to absence was investigated in only one 

company; thus, HRM should be the same for all employees. Another strength is that the 

data stem from different independent sources – i.e. subjective perceptions of individuals 

in the organizations, as well as administrative records – thereby decreasing common 

source bias.  

Overall, this study suggests that focusing on self–other agreement can be a means 

by which to reduce absence in a municipality. This is valuable knowledge for human 

resource managers, bearing in mind that assessment of public sector organization 

effectiveness is complex and appraisals are implemented on more limited resource 

budgets compared to in private counterparts (Fletcher and Williams 2016).  

Practical implications 

Overall, the findings indicate that superiors’ evaluation and the self–superior agreement 

of leadership quality is related to public leader absenteeism. Thus, focusing on self–other 

agreement might have a considerable positive impact for organizations.  

In our sample from 2015, 28 per cent were over-estimators and 31 per cent under-

estimators in comparison to the evaluation received from their subordinates (see Tables 

2 and 3 in the Results section). Results from the evaluation between leaders and their 

superiors showed similar numbers. This suggests that most leaders evaluate themselves 



 

 

rather differently compared to how they are viewed by others. In order to avoid self–other 

rating discrepancy, some initiatives have proven valid. Organizations might consider 

providing anonymous online tools for the whole organization, and non-threatening 

computerized assessment reports, as this seems to reduce over-estimators’ inexpedient 

negative reactions (Sosik 2001). As a consequence, the probability of over-estimators 

taking feedback seriously might be improved, and consequently self–other agreement 

might decrease. The performance appraisal system must be designed to include easy-to-

use rating scales and forced curves in order to avoid centrality or leniency bias, besides 

adjusting the rating for known differences across leaders. 

Focus must also be placed on communication regarding both technical aspects of 

the appraisal and the appraisal’s purpose – furthermore, involving a human resource 

expert to provide feedback seems to be useful (Saffie-Robertson and Brutus 2014). 

To support behavioural change, leaders must receive constructive feedback to 

understand why their perceptions of themselves differ from those of others (Yammarino 

and Atwater 1997). In general, training is essential, for instance, to enhance the ratings 

from others and to commensurate leaders’ own assessment with those by others (Fletcher 

and Williams 2016). Training might also reduce discomfort arising from appraisals and 

consequently decrease rating inflation (see Saffie-Robertson and Brutus 2014). 

Additionally, under-estimators must be coached to build self-confidence and to make 

them realize how important they are to the organization (Sosik 2001).  

Limitations and suggestions for future research 

The limitations of the study are, first of all, that the sample consists of a single Danish 

municipality; generalizations of the findings are thus limited. Until now, only one other 

study has been conducted, viz. in a municipality in Norway with rather similar work 

conditions as in our study (Amundsen and Martinsen 2014). However, in comparison, our 



 

 

study includes a larger sample size, a longitudinal design, an objective performance 

measure, as well as improved control regarding common method variance. 

The items used in the multi-rater feedback system were developed by the 

municipality, and hence not all items were based on validated scales; this restricted the 

number of leadership quality items included to those concerning planning skills, conflict-

solving, and ensuring employees’ development opportunities and job satisfaction (see 

Pejtersen et al. 2010). In future, it would therefore be relevant to include items related to 

other leadership approaches. Yammarino and Atwater (1997) also proposed that job-

relevant experience, such as prior feedback, can influence the ratings of others and one’s 

self. Therefore, it is highly relevant to control for feedback obtained previously. Based 

on assessment of the development between the two evaluations for leaders who took part 

in both rounds, there seems to have been a slight increase in the number of in-agreement 

estimators (from 36 per cent to 42 per cent, not reported) suggesting some learning effect 

from previous feedback. However, there was also some movement from in-agreement 

estimators to either under- or over-estimators, indicating that more frequent feedback 

might be needed in order to further narrow the gap. A final limitation of this study is the 

three-year gap between the two evaluations; we believe this was too long, because much 

can happen in the intervening years. In future, it would be relevant to control for previous 

evaluations in organizations with a more frequent pattern of feedback.  

Conclusion 

This study contributes by being the first of its kind to show that performance evaluations 

in the public sector influence leaders’ absence frequency. More specifically, this study 

indicates that self–superior agreement of leadership quality, as well as superiors’ 

evaluation in isolation, are suitable for predicting an objective performance measure such 



 

 

as leader absence frequency. Leaders who are over-estimators have a higher absence 

frequency compared to under-estimators, presumably because they have trouble tackling 

the negative feedback from their superior, as well as holding a general resistance towards 

the performance evaluation system. 

Due to a high level of absenteeism in many public organizations, and at the same 

time an increased use of multi-rater feedback systems, the findings may have far-reaching 

practical consequences. The findings, furthermore, contribute to the literature by 

increasing the understanding of self–other agreement of leadership quality in a Danish 

public context.  
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics and partial correlations 

 N Mean SD Min Max 

Difference score (leader–superior) 308 -.11 .80 -2.15 1.85 

Difference score (leader–subordinate) 317 -.03 .99 -2.97 3.68 

Absenteeism leaders current year 335 2.01 6.63 0 62 

Absenteeism leaders next year 335 1.34 5.01 0 62 

Leadership quality leaders 327 0 .63 -2.29 1.11 

Leadership quality superiors 315 0 .55 -1.74 .86 

Leadership quality subordinates 324 0 .78 -2.77 1.54 

Salary (monthly in DKK) 284 42,459 11,386 19,938 100,585 

Top manager 335 .04 .21 0 1 

Children  335 .46 .5 0 1 

Administration 335 .09 .29 0 1 

Technical matters and environment 335 .04 .21 0 1 

Culture and health 335 .16 .37 0 1 

Social matters and labour market 335 .18 .38 0 1 

Female 335 .59 .49 0 1 

Age 335 50.23 7.62 32 65 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Table 2: Mean scores on leadership quality for rating categories – for subordinates 

 2012 2015 

 Percent 

(N) 

Mean LQ 

(leader self-

rating) 

Mean LQ 

(subordinate 

rating) 

Perce

nt (N) 

Mean LQ 

(leader self-

rating) 

Mean LQ 

(subordinate 

rating) 

Over-estimators 33 (51) 6.32 4.77 28 (46) 6.28 4.73 

In-agreement 

estimators 

36 (56) 5.85 5.48 37 (61) 5.93 5.53 

Under-

estimators 

31 (48) 5.48 6.02 35 (59) 5.4 6.07 

LQ = Leadership quality.  

Actual count in brackets. 



 

 

 

Table 3: Mean scores on leadership quality for rating categories – for superiors 

 2012 2015 

 Percent 

(N) 

Mean LQ 

(leader self-

rating) 

Mean LQ 

(superior 

rating) 

Percent 

(N) 

Mean LQ 

(leader self-

rating) 

Mean LQ 

(superior 

rating) 

Over-estimators 25 (37) 6.38 5.79 32 (51) 6.35 5.70 

In-agreement 

estimators 

39 (57) 6.03 6.38 40 (63) 5.84 6.22 

Under-estimators 36 (52) 5.33 6.57  27 (43) 5.21 6.52 

LQ = Leadership quality.  

Actual count in brackets. 

 



 

 

Table 4: Results of negative binomial regression analysis with clustered standard errors and year fixed effects; coefficients reported as incidence 

rate ratios 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
      
 Absenteeism Absenteeism Absenteeism Absenteeism Absenteeism 
Absenteeism previous year 1.12 (4.69)*** 1.11 (3.60)*** 1.11 (2.99)** 1.11 (3.34)*** 1.11 (3.03)** 

Salary (monthly) 1.000 (2.24)* 1.000 (2.35)* 1.000 (2.36)* 1.000 (2.19)* 1.000 (2.38)* 

Age .993 (-0.52) .988 (-0.98) .99 (-0.72) .988 (-0.94) .989 (-0.77) 

Top leader 1.84 (0.94) 1.63 (0.79) 2.21 (1.15) 1.72 (0.89) 2.21 (1.16) 

Dept. children .737 (-1.45)  .669 (-1.83) † .738 (-1.38) .68 (-1.76) † .737 (-1.38) 

Dept. administration .584 (-1.35) .571 (-1.25) .482 (-1.52) .586 (-1.21) .488 (-1.50) 

Dept. technical service and environment .685 (-.89) .523 (-1.55) .643 (-1.07) .597 (-1.22) .622 (-1.15) 

Dept. culture and health .466 (-2.06)* .374 (-2.32)* .475 (-1.89) † .392 (-2.25)* .475 (-1.89)† 

Female 1.12 (0.57) 1.15 (0.69) 1.23 (1.01) 1.13 (0.59) 1.24 (1.05) 

Quality of leadership self-rating 1.20 (1.32) 1.21 (1.31) 1.21 (1.32)   

Quality of leadership superior rating  .664 (-2.38)*    

Quality of leadership employee rating   .875 (-1.30)   

Difference score (leader–superior)    1.34 (2.39)*  

Difference score (leader–subordinate)     1.17 (1.85)† 

_cons .345 (-1.47) .449 (-1.08) .337 (-1.36) .467 (-1.04) .342 (-1.34) 

Year fixed effects Yes  Yes  Yes Yes Yes 

Wald chi2(df) 49.50(11)*** 42.49(12)*** 40.72(12)*** 40.89(11)*** 41.2(11)*** 

R2 pseudo .13 .13 .12 .13 .12 

N 278 264 270 264 270 

t statistics in parentheses 
† p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 



 

 

Figure 1: Predicted counts for difference scores on leadership quality for leader–

superior (panel a) and for leader–subordinate (panel b) 
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