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Abstract  Leadership instruments developed in 
Western contexts require rigorous validation before 
application in developing countries. The Leadership Style 
Questionnaire (LSQ) measures task- and relation-oriented 
leadership (TOL and ROL) behaviors, but researchers have 
not systematically validated its psychometric properties 
within Ethiopian technical and vocational education and 
training (TVET) institutions. This study aimed to validate 
the LSQ for measuring deans’ leadership behaviors in 
TVET colleges of the Amhara Region, Ethiopia. Using a 
quantitative survey design, we collected data from 694 
academic staff members across 30 TVET colleges. We 
employed exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with principal 
axis factoring and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with 
maximum likelihood estimation to examine the factor 
structure, reliability, and validity of the adapted LSQ. The 
EFA results supported a two-factor structure comprising 
ROL and TOL behaviors after removing problematic items. 
The CFA results confirmed the adequacy of the two-factor 
model, with good fit indices, including CFI (.973) and 
RMSEA (.064). Reliability analysis demonstrated strong 
internal consistency for both dimensions (composite 
reliability: ROL = .94, TOL = .86). Convergent validity 
was established through average variance extracted (AVE: 
ROL = .623, TOL = .605), and discriminant validity met 
acceptable thresholds using the heterotrait monotrait ratio. 
The LSQ is a valid and reliable instrument for assessing 

deans’ leadership behaviors in Amhara Region TVET 
colleges. This validated instrument provides a foundation 
for future leadership research and evidence-based 
leadership development strategies in Ethiopian TVET 
institutions and similar contexts. 

Keywords  Amhara Region, Deans, Leadership 
Behaviors, LSQ, TVET Colleges, Psychometric Validation, 
Ethiopia 

1. Introduction
Leadership strongly influences organizational

effectiveness. This is especially true in educational 
institutions, which depend on coordination, shared goals, 
and strong human connections [1]. Despite decades of 
research, leadership remains a complex concept. Scholars 
define it differently depending on their theoretical 
orientation and contextual emphasis. Early and modern 
definitions highlight diverse aspects such as goal 
attainment, interpersonal interactions, influence 
mechanisms, and leader personalities [2]. One widely cited 
conceptualization describes leadership as the process by 
which an individual influences a group to accomplish a 
common goal [3]. Similarly, Lacerda [4] frames leadership 
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as a process of social influence directed toward shared 
objectives, while Yukl [5] emphasizes guiding the actions 
of formally structured groups toward goal achievement. 
Across these views, recurring terms such as process, 
influence, group, and aim highlight leadership as the 
capacity to inspire, facilitate, and mobilize collective 
efforts toward organizational success [5,6]. 

Leadership behavior refers to the observable patterns of 
action leaders employ to influence their subordinates [7]. It 
comprises attitudes, traits, and skills leaders apply in 
changing contexts, reflecting their ability to encourage 
subordinates to perform at their best [8]. Research has 
examined how organizational leaders allocate time, design 
activities, and interact with subordinates, noting that 
leadership behavior depends on situational factors [9,10]. 
These behaviors can either motivate or demotivate 
subordinates, affecting their performance and ultimately 
influencing organizational outcomes [11]. Within the 
literature, scholars have identified numerous leadership 
styles, including autocratic, democratic, servant, 
transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire [12]. 
However, task-oriented and relation-oriented leadership 
(TOL and ROL) behaviors remain key aspects of empirical 
study. These components, sometimes called 
production-oriented versus people-oriented or initiating 
structure versus consideration [5,13], capture the dual 
emphasis on establishing roles, goals, and performance 
monitoring on the one hand, and encouraging interpersonal 
support, communication, and trust on the other. Evidence 
consistently suggests that both TOL and ROL behaviors 
are vital for effective leadership, though their relative 
importance may vary across organizational contexts and 
cultures. 

Leadership behaviors matter in all organizations. They 
matter acutely in TVET institutions. As a developing 
country, Ethiopian TVET colleges, particularly in the 
Amhara Region, function under challenging conditions. 
These colleges face limited resources, varied stakeholder 
demands, and the imperative to align training objectives 
with labor market needs [14]–[19]. The deans or directors 
and academic leaders in these colleges must balance 
supportive leadership that fosters staff commitment and 
teaching success with administrative efficiency. 
Relationship-oriented behaviors are critical for motivating 
teachers, sustaining teamwork, and cultivating a positive 
work environment. Task-oriented behaviors ensure 
curriculum implementation, accountability, and 
institutional performance. Despite this importance, 
empirical evidence remains scarce within the Amhara 
region of Ethiopia. 

To address this gap, the Leadership Style Questionnaire 
(LSQ) developed by Northouse [3] offers a widely used 
instrument for assessing TOL and ROL behaviors. 
Although researchers have applied the instrument across 
various organizational settings in other countries, they 
have not systematically validated its psychometric 

properties in Ethiopian TVET institutions. Ensuring 
construct validity, reliability, and measurement accuracy is 
essential because instruments developed in one context 
may not perform similarly in another [20]. Accordingly, 
this study examines the factor structure and psychometric 
validity of the LSQ among deans of TVET colleges in the 
Amhara region of Ethiopia. Using exploratory and 
confirmatory factor analysis, the research examines 
whether the proposed two-factor model of TOL and ROL 
aligns with empirical data. By validating the LSQ in the 
context of TVET colleges, the study contributes to the 
adaptation of leadership measurement tools and provides a 
reliable basis for future research and leadership 
development initiatives in Ethiopian TVET institutions in 
general and Amhara Region TVET colleges in particular. 

2. Literature Review 
Leadership behavior is best understood within 

contemporary leadership theory as a set of observable 
actions through which leaders influence the attitudes and 
behaviors of the subordinates and organizational processes 
in pursuit of shared goals. Modern perspectives move 
beyond viewing leadership as a fixed personal trait. Instead, 
they emphasize what leaders do in practice: how they 
communicate, make decisions, structure work, and support 
subordinates [5]. Therefore, leadership behavior represents 
a dynamic combination of a leader’s skills, competencies, 
and interpersonal actions as demonstrated in their daily 
interactions with subordinates [21]. 

The literature has consistently categorized leadership 
behavior into two broad and enduring dimensions (ROL 
and TOL) [22]. These dimensions reflect complementary 
approaches through which leaders address both 
people-related and task-related demands within 
organizations. Importantly, these leadership behaviors are 
not mutually exclusive. Effective leadership usually 
involves integrating both relational- and task-focused 
dimensions in response to situational demands, 
organizational goals, and subordinates’ needs [3,5,23]. In 
educational and training environments such as TVET 
institutions, where productivity, accountability, and staff 
motivation must coexist, balancing task accomplishment 
with supportive relationships is particularly critical. 
Consequently, examining leadership behavior through the 
dual lenses of TOL and ROL provides a useful framework 
for understanding leadership effectiveness and for 
validating instruments such as the LSQ within specific 
institutional and cultural contexts. 

2.1. Relation-Oriented Leadership 

Relation-oriented leadership (ROL) emphasizes the 
quality of interpersonal relationships between leaders and 
their subordinates. This leadership behavior reflects the 
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extent to which leaders engage in two-way communication, 
actively listen to employee’s concerns, provide emotional 
and professional support, and foster trust and mutual 
respect [3]. ROL is grounded in the belief that strong 
human relationships are central to long-term organizational 
success. Leaders who adopt this approach prioritize 
employee motivation, job satisfaction, well being, and 
professional development by creating an inclusive and 
supportive work environment [24]. 

Through encouraging teamwork, collaboration, and 
participative decision making, relation-oriented leaders 
strengthen social cohesion and employee’s sense of 
belonging within the organization [9,25]. Such leaders 
invest time in understanding individual employee’s 
strengths and needs, managing conflicts constructively, 
and recognizing contributions. Empirical studies indicate 
that ROL is positively associated with favorable employee 
outcomes, including higher job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, engagement, and discretionary effort [26,27]. 
When employees feel valued and supported, they are more 
likely to perceive their work as meaningful and to 
contribute beyond formal role requirements [12]. 

Despite these benefits, ROL is not without limitations. 
Excessive emphasis on interpersonal harmony may reduce 
task discipline and clarity if adequate structure and 
direction are lacking. Employees may feel overwhelmed or 
uncertain about expectations when leaders focus heavily on 
relationships without providing clear guidance [12,28]. 
Similarly, prioritizing consensus and interaction may 
divert attention from task completion and performance 
goals [29]. Thus, while ROL is vital for enhancing 
motivation and commitment, its effectiveness depends on 
being complemented by appropriate task-oriented 
behaviors, particularly in performance-driven contexts 
such as TVET institutions. 

2.2. Task-Oriented Leadership 

Task-oriented leadership (TOL) centers on organizing, 
planning, coordinating, and monitoring work activities to 
ensure the achievement of organizational objectives. This 
behavioral approach focuses on defining goals, clarifying 
roles, establishing procedures, and overseeing performance 
to promote efficiency and productivity [3]. Leaders who 
have such behaviors provide clear instructions, set 
performance standards, and closely monitor progress to 
minimize deviations from planned objectives [9]. Such 
behaviors are particularly relevant in structured 
organizational settings where accountability, consistency, 
and timely task completion are essential. 

One primary strength of TOL is its contribution to 
operational efficiency and clarity. By specifying 
expectations and work processes, task-oriented leaders 
reduce ambiguity and help employees manage their 
responsibilities effectively [12,24,28]. This leadership 
style supports adherence to organizational policies, quality 
control, and performance standards, making it especially 

effective in technical, routine, or time sensitive 
environments [5,30]. Furthermore, leaders who model 
discipline and commitment to procedures reinforce a 
culture of responsibility and results [3]. 

However, an overreliance on task-oriented behaviors 
may generate unintended negative outcomes. Excessive 
control, rigid rules, and strict performance monitoring can 
suppress creativity, reduce intrinsic motivation, and lower 
morale [26,31]. Employees may become risk-averse or 
disengaged if they fear making mistakes or feel that their 
personal needs and contributions are overlooked. Over 
time, such conditions can contribute to dissatisfaction and 
higher turnover, particularly among skilled or innovative 
employees [25,30]. In general, TOL plays a crucial role in 
ensuring goal clarity, efficiency, and performance 
accountability, particularly for achieving short-term 
objectives. Nevertheless, its limitations underscore the 
importance of integrating task-focused behaviors with 
relation-oriented practices. Contemporary leadership 
research increasingly highlights that sustained 
organizational effectiveness, especially in complex 
educational environments like TVET institutions, depends 
on leader’s ability to balance task demands with supportive 
and relational leadership behaviors. 

3. Materials and Methods 

3.1. Research Approach and Design 

This study employed a quantitative research approach 
using a descriptive survey design. We measured TVET 
college dean’s leadership behaviors using 20 items adapted 
from the LSQ [3]. The LSQ assesses two theoretically 
grounded leadership dimensions (ROL and TO). To 
validate the adapted instrument, we employed both 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA). EFA allowed us to explore the underlying 
factor structure of the leadership behavior items without 
imposing a predefined structure. Subsequently, we 
performed CFA to confirm the factor structure and to test 
the construct validity and dimensionality of the model [20]. 
This combined approach is widely recommended for 
validating adapted instruments because it allows both 
exploration of latent structures and confirmation of 
theoretical models [20,32]. 

3.2. Participants and Data Collection Tool 

The study participants consisted of 694 academic staff 
members selected from 30 public TVET colleges in the 
Amhara region. This study received ethical approval from 
the Bahir Dar University Department of Educational 
Planning and Management Ethics Committee (Ref. No. 
EDPM/100/16; Date: 26/04/2024). All procedures 
performed were in accordance with the ethical standards of 
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the institutional research committee. Participants provided 
written permission. We informed them of the study’s 
purpose and assured them of anonymity and confidentiality. 
We removed personal identifiers from the survey 
questionnaires and obtained informed consent. To mitigate 
any potential power imbalance, academic staff completed 
the questionnaires in private settings. Completed surveys 
were sealed in envelopes by the participants and collected 
directly by the research team. Institutional leaders, 
including the deans who were the subject of the evaluation, 
were not present during data collection and did not have 
access to any individual responses. 

We employed a stratified random sampling technique to 
ensure adequate representation across colleges of different 
sizes, reducing selection bias [33]. We collected survey 
data using a paper-based questionnaire from academic staff 
in Amhara Region TVET colleges during the third week of 
September 2025. We distributed 750 questionnaires, of 
which 697 (93%) were returned. We retained 694 valid 
responses for analysis. The sample size exceeded the 

minimum recommended threshold (n > 200) for factor 
analysis and structural equation modeling [20]. 

We collected data using a 20-item questionnaire adapted 
from the LSQ developed by Northouse [3]. As indicated in 
Table 1, the instrument measures two leadership behavior 
dimensions (TOL and ROL), with 10 items allocated to 
each. Although we adapted the instrument from a 
standardized scale, we translated it into the local language 
(Amharic) to ensure clarity and comprehension. Experts in 
leadership and language confirmed content validity and 
linguistic equivalence through review. 

3.3. Data Analysis Process 

The data analysis process focused on measuring the 
psychometric properties of the LSQ in the Amhara Region 
TVET context. We designed this LSQ to assess dean’s 
leadership behaviors across two dimensions (ROL and 
TOL). We conducted both EFA and CFA to assess the 
factor structure, reliability, and validity of the instrument. 

Table 1.  Initial Factors and Items in the LSQ before EFA 

Factor Item Code Item/Indicator 

Relation-Oriented Leadership (ROL) ROL9 Deans act friendly with members of the group. 

ROL11 Deans help others in the group feel comfortable. 

ROL13 Deans respond favorably to others' suggestions. 

ROL15 Deans treat others fairly. 

ROL17 Deans behave in a predictable manner toward group members. 

ROL19 Deans communicate actively with group members. 

ROL21 Deans show concern for the well being of others. 

ROL23 Deans show flexibility in making decisions. 

ROL25 Deans disclose thoughts and feelings to group members. 

ROL27 Deans help group members get along with each other. 

Task-Oriented Leadership (TOL) TOL8 Deans tell group members what they are supposed to do. 

TOL10 Deans set standards of performance for group members. 

TOL12 Deans make suggestions about how to solve problems. 

TOL14 Deans make their perspective clear to others. 

TOL16 Deans develop a plan of action for the group. 

TOL18 Deans define roles and responsibilities for group members. 

TOL20 Deans clarify their roles within the group. 

TOL22 Deans provide a plan for how the work is to be done. 

TOL24 Deans provide criteria for what is expected of the group. 

TOL26 Deans encourage group members to do high-quality work. 

Note: Deans refer to the principal leaders of the TVET colleges. 
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3.4. Factor Analysis 

EFA was the initial step to identify the underlying factor 
structure of the LSQ items. EFA is mainly useful for 
adapted instruments because it allows researchers to 
explore how items cluster without imposing a predefined 
structure [32]. To confirm factorability, we examined 
inter-item correlations prior to EFA. We excluded one item 
due to low correlations (r < .2) [20,34], retaining 19 items 
for EFA. We performed EFA using principal axis factoring 
(PAF) with varimax rotation using SPSS 25. While 
Principal Component Analysis (PCA) is a common data 
reduction technique, we chose PAF as it is specifically 
recommended for identifying latent factors in 
psychometric validation studies [20,32]. PAF focuses on 
shared variance among items, which is more appropriate 
for uncovering underlying theoretical constructs. 

To validate the factor structure of the LSQ, we 
conducted CFA with maximum likelihood estimation 
using AMOS 23. In CFA, we specified each dimension 
with a minimum of three observed indicators [35]. Recent 
methodological work emphasizes the importance of robust 
CFA practices in scale validation, including careful 
assessment of model identification and fit [36]. We 
subsequently assessed construct reliability and validity. 
We used composite reliability (CR) and Cronbach’s alpha 
to evaluate the internal consistency of items [37]. We 
assessed convergent validity using average variance 
extracted (AVE) [20,38]. We examined discriminant 
validity through the Heterotrait monotrait (HTMT) ratio 
[39,40]. 

4. Results 

4.1. Exploratory Factor Analysis 

We conducted EFA to examine the underlying factor 
structure of the LSQ. To ensure suitability for factor 
analysis, we screened the data prior to extraction. The 
analysis of inter-item correlations indicated that one item 
with low correlation was removed. The remaining 19 items 
demonstrated adequate inter-item correlations, ranging 
from .387 to .697, which aligns with Field [41], who 
suggests moderate to strong correlations are necessary for 
factor analysis. Similar ranges have been reported in 
leadership scale validations by Worthington and Whittaker 
[42], who emphasize removing weakly correlated items to 
improve clarity. For sampling adequacy, we assessed the 
KMO measure and Bartletts test. The results showed a 
KMO value of .973, which is very high, exceeding the .90 
threshold often labeled "marvelous" by Kaiser [43]. The 
significance of Bartletts test (χ² = 9599.252, df = 171, p 
= .000) confirms factorability [20,44]. 

Using SPSS 25, we performed EFA with PAF and 
varimax rotation method for factor identification [41,45]. 
Factor retention was guided by eigenvalues (>1), total 
variance explained (>50%), scree plot inspection, and 
theoretical evidence [20]. The analysis established a 
two-factor model, which was consistent with the 
theoretical dimensions of ROL and TOL behaviors. As 
indicated in Table 2, the two factors accounted for about 
63.7% of the total variance, with eigenvalues of 11.17 and 
0.931. Although the eigenvalue for the second factor fell 
slightly below the conventional criterion of 1, its retention 
was decisively supported by three criteria: (1) visual 
inspection of the scree plot, which showed a clear 
inflection point after the second factor; (2) the strong 
theoretical foundation for a two dimensional leadership 
model [3]; and (3) the cumulative variance explained 
(63.7%), which substantially exceeds the recommended  
50% threshold for social sciences [20]. The factor pattern 
matrix from the PAF analysis also clearly supported the 
two-factor structure. This variance explained exceeds the 
minimum 50% threshold recommended by Hair et al. [20], 
indicating strong explanatory power. 

From the outputs of EFA, we observed two items 
(TOL14 and TOL20) with substantial cross-loadings and 
one item (TOL8) loaded below .5, which we removed to 
improve construct and factorial purity [20,42]. This 
handling of cross-loadings and item removal aligns with 
best practices, as it improves factorial purity and construct 
validity. The final EFA retained 16 items. Subsequently, 
we conducted reliability analysis for the refined scales. 
Cronbach's alpha values indicated excellent internal 
consistency (ROL = .936 and TOL = .904), confirming 
strong scale reliability since all exceeded .70 [20]. As seen 
in Hooper et al. [45] and Yukl [10], comparable studies 
often report alphas greater than .80 for leadership scales. 

As shown in Table 3, the post removal EFA outputs 
verified that all 16 retained items loaded significantly on 
their corresponding factors, with standardized factor 
loadings ranging from .528 to .735. All items designed to 
measure ROL loaded exclusively on the first factor, while 
the items intended to measure TOL loaded entirely on the 
second factor, with the exception of two items (TOL12 and 
TOL26) that cross-loaded and were subsequently removed. 
This demonstrates the factorial validity and conceptual 
uniqueness between the two leadership dimensions. As a 
result, the EFA shows sufficient construct validity and 
reliability for CFA and suggests a strong two-factor 
structure of the LSQ [20,35,41]. According to the theory 
and the outputs of EFA, most items loaded on their 
corresponding factor (ROL or TOL), consistent with the 
theory [3]. Overall, the EFA confirms a two-dimensional 
leadership model (ROL and TOL), consistent with decades 
of empirical and theoretical sources in leadership [3,22]. In 
CFA, the removal of misaligned items strengthens 
construct clarity. 
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Table 2.  Total Variance Explained of LSQ by Two Factor Analysis (PAF) 

Factor 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 11.165 58.765 58.765 10.769 56.677 56.677 6.341 33.374 33.374 

2 .931 4.903 63.668 .533 2.806 59.483 4.961 26.108 59.483 

3 .737 3.879 67.547       

4 .637 3.354 70.901       

5 .594 3.127 74.028       

6 .540 2.842 76.870       

7 .487 2.562 79.432       

8 .455 2.396 81.828       

9 .405 2.133 83.960       

10 .400 2.106 86.066       

11 .356 1.874 87.941       

12 .339 1.787 89.727       

13 .337 1.775 91.503       

14 .319 1.680 93.182       

15 .292 1.539 94.721       

16 .270 1.419 96.140       

17 .263 1.384 97.524       

18 .255 1.341 98.865       

19 .216 1.135 100.000       

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 

Table 3.  Results of EFA with PAF: Factors with Their Items and Standardized Loadings 

Item Code Item/Indicator Item Loading New Factors 

ROL27 Deans help group members get along with each other. 0.720 Relation-Oriented Leadership (ROL) 

ROL11 Deans help others in the group feel comfortable. 0.737 

ROL21 Deans show concern for the well being of others. 0.714 

ROL15 Deans treat others fairly. 0.675 

ROL19 Deans communicate actively with group members. 0.657 

TOL26* Deans encourage team members to do high-quality work.* .644* 

ROL17 Deans behave in predictable manners toward group members. 0.639 

ROL13 Deans respond favorably to others' suggestions. 0.651 

ROL23 Deans show flexibility in making decisions. 0.628 

ROL25 Deans disclose thoughts and feelings to group members. 0.601 

TOL12* Deans make suggestions about how to solve problems.* .574* 

TOL16 Deans develop a plan of action for the group. 0.758 Task-Oriented Leadership (TOL) 

TOL22 Deans provide a plan for how the work is to be done. 0.643 

TOL18 Deans define roles and responsibilities for group members. 0.666 

TOL24 Deans provide criteria for what is expected of the group. 0.643 

TOL10 Deans set standards of performance for group members. 0.526 

Note: Deans refer to the principal leaders of the TVET colleges. * TOL12 and TOL26 were cross-loaded items. 
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4.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

We conducted CFA to evaluate the factorial validity of 
the two-factor leadership behaviors model and to provide 
further evidence for the construct validity of the instrument. 
Following established guidelines for SEM, we performed a 
CFA with maximum likelihood (M. L.) estimation using 
AMOS 23 on the initial 15-item model, having previously 
removed two cross-loaded items. The use of M. L. 
estimation is appropriate given the continuous nature of the 
observed indicators and the sample size exceeding 
recommended thresholds [35,36]. During the analysis, two 
items from different dimensions (ROL25 and TOL24) 
exhibited high correlation, suggesting conceptual overlap. 
Based on modification indices, lower loadings and 
theoretical justification, we removed item ROL25. This 
item, "Deans disclose thoughts and feelings to group 
members," may have been interpreted differently in the 
Ethiopian TVET context, potentially overlapping with 
task- focused communication. Its removal did not 
compromise the core meaning of ROL, which remains well 
represented by 8 items focusing on support, fairness, and 
communication (ROL11, ROL13, ROL15, ROL17, 
ROL19, ROL21, ROL23, ROL27). In addition, we 
excluded item TOL10 due to a relatively low standardized 
factor loading (.60), which could negatively affect 
construct validity. The final modified measurement model 
therefore consisted of 12 items representing two factors 
(ROL and TOL), which is depicted in Figure 1. The CFA 
outputs of AMOS for ROL and TOL are presented in Table 
4. All retained items demonstrated strong standardized

factor loadings, ranging from .739 to .823, exceeding the 
recommended minimum of .70 and indicating that each 
indicator explained more than 50% of the variance in its 
respective latent construct [20]. These results confirm that 
the observed indicators contributed meaningfully to their 
corresponding dimensions. 

4.3. Goodness of Model Fit Indices 

We assessed model fit using multiple goodness-of-fit 
indices, as reliance on a single index can be misleading 
[20,46]. Contemporary SEM literature recommends using 
a combination of absolute, incremental, and parsimony fit 
indices to assess model adequacy [36]. The results 
indicated an adequate to excellent overall fit of the 
two-factor model. The chi-square to degrees of freedom 
ratio (CMIN/DF = 3.843) fell within the acceptable 
threshold of less than 5 [35]. Absolute fit indices further 
supported the model, with the standardized root mean 
residual (SRMR = .031) and the root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA = .064), both below the 
recommended cutoff of .08 [46,47]. Comparative fit 
indices also demonstrated strong fit, with the comparative 
fit index (CFI = .973) and incremental fit index (IFI = .973) 
exceeding the .90 criterion. The parsimonious normed fit 
index (PNFI = .785) surpassed the recommended .60 level, 
indicating adequate model parsimony [20]. Moreover, the 
Tucker–Lewis index (TLI = .967) and normed fit index 
(NFI = .964) were well above the stricter .95 threshold, 
providing excellent evidence for the suitability of the 
proposed two-factor model [48,49]. 

Figure 1.  Modified CFA Measurement Model of Leadership Behavior Construct 
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Table 4.  Unstandardized and Standardized Regression Weights of CFA for ROL and TOL 

Paths 
Unstandardized Standardized 

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Estimate 

ROL11 <--- ROL 0.921 0.043 21.599 *** 0.759 

ROL21 <--- ROL 1.063 0.045 23.813 *** 0.820 

ROL15 <--- ROL 1.054 0.046 22.819 *** 0.793 

ROL19 <--- ROL 1.021 0.043 23.91 *** 0.823 

ROL17 <--- ROL 1.007 0.045 22.588 *** 0.787 

ROL13 <--- ROL 0.901 0.041 21.949 *** 0.769 

TOL16 <--- TOL 1 
   

0.739 

TOL22 <--- TOL 0.999 0.05 19.795 *** 0.768 

TOL18 <--- TOL 1.049 0.05 20.858 *** 0.808 

TOL24 <--- TOL 0.988 0.048 20.468 *** 0.793 

ROL27 <--- ROL 1 
   

0.781 

ROL23 <--- ROL 0.949 0.042 22.343 *** 0.780 

*** Significant level at p < .001. 

4.4. Validity and Reliability 

After establishing model fit, we assessed the constructs’ 
reliability and validity. We calculated composite reliability 
(CR) as it provides a more accurate estimate of internal 
consistency in CFA than Cronbach's alpha. The CR values 
for ROL (.94) and TOL (.86) exceeded the recommended 
threshold of .70, demonstrating strong construct reliability 
[20,50]. We evaluated convergent validity using average 
variance extracted (AVE). The AVE values for ROL (.623) 
and TOL (.605) were above the minimum criterion of .50, 
confirming that the indicators adequately represented their 
respective constructs [38]. We assessed discriminant 
validity using the heterotrait monotrait (HTMT) ratio. The 
HTMT value of .86 was slightly above the stricter 
threshold of .85 but below the more liberal cutoff of .90, 
indicating acceptable discriminant validity under the less 
stringent criterion [39,40]. This indicates that while the two 
dimensions of leadership are strongly related, they are 
statistically distinct constructs in the model. 

In conclusion, the CFA results provide strong evidence 
that the refined two-factor leadership behaviors scale is 
statistically valid and reliable. The removal of overlapping 
and weakly loading items enhanced factorial clarity and 
improved overall model fit. These findings are consistent 
with prior leadership scale validation studies, which 
commonly report strong fit indices and acceptable 
reliability and validity for two-factor leadership models 
[3,5]. 

5. Discussion 
This study examined the factor structure, reliability, and 

psychometric validity of the LSQ in the context of 

Ethiopian TVET institutions, particularly in the Amhara 
region TVET colleges. In line with decades of leadership 
theory and empirical research, the results validated a 
two-factor model consisting of ROL and TOL behaviors 
[3,5,22]. EFA with principal axis factoring identified a 
clear and theoretically sound two-factor structure after 
eliminating poorly loading and cross-loading items. The 
retained items explained about 63.7% of the total variance 
and loaded strongly on their intended factors. The 12-item 
model adequacy was further supported by CFA, which 
showed an acceptable to good fit across multiple indices 
following minor adjustments [20,46]. As all standardized 
factor loadings were statistically significant and exceeded 
minimal requirements, leadership behaviors are better 
described as a two-dimensional factor rather than a single 
construct. 

This two-dimensional leadership model validation is 
consistent with classical leadership frameworks, such as 
the Ohio State studies, which distinguished between 
initiating structure (task-oriented) and consideration 
(relation-oriented) leadership behaviors [22]. In various 
organizational contexts, such as corporate, health, public 
sector, and educational institutions in different cultural 
settings, researchers have validated similar dual 
dimensions [13,21,24]. The results of earlier validations of 
leadership scales, which frequently report alphas above .80, 
are reflected in the strong reliability coefficients (ROL 
= .94; TOL = .87), Cronbach's alpha, and CR values 
exceeding acceptable thresholds [3,10,26,49]. AVE values 
greater than .50 for both factors confirmed convergent 
validity [20,38]. To confirm the discriminant validity of the 
two leadership dimensions (ROL and TOL), this study 
used the HTMT ratio and found the value of .86, which is 
slightly above the conservative threshold (.85) and below 
the liberal one (.90) [39,40]. We acknowledge this as a 
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minor limitation, but note that the moderate correlation 
between ROL and TOL is theoretically expected because 
effective leadership requires the integration of relation- and 
task-oriented behaviors rather than their isolation [3,5]. 
These findings imply that the LSQ is an effective 
instrument for measuring deans’ leadership behaviors in a 
variety of institutional and cultural contexts, including 
Ethiopia [51]. 

The results of this study show how important both 
dimensions of leadership are in Amhara region TVET 
colleges. ROL behaviors promote teacher motivation, 
teamwork, trust, collaboration, and organizational 
commitment. TOL behaviors ensure teaching practice, 
goal clarification, role description, performance 
monitoring, accountability, and institutional efficiency 
[52–55]. One dimension may be compromised if it is 
overemphasized. While extreme task control may suppress 
employee creativity and motivation, excessive relational 
harmony in the absence of task structure may diminish 
performance clarity. The contextual realities of Amhara 
region TVET colleges, where the deans must balance 
administrative demands and staff support under limited 
resources, may be reflected in the study’s comparatively 
strong correlation between ROL and TOL [9,12]. 

The validation of the LSQ in Amhara region TVET 
colleges is particularly significant given the challenges 
these colleges face, including resource constraints, diverse 
stakeholder demands, and the need to align training with 
labor market requirements [56,57]. To improve employee 
morale, retention, and institutional success, effective 
leadership must strike a balance between job accountability 
and relational support. African educational leadership 
studies, which emphasize structured leadership for 
accountability and supporting leadership for morale, are 
consistent with this dual emphasis [21,24]. The validated 
instrument, which emphasizes the integration of ROL and 
TOL behaviors to improve motivation, accountability, and 
overall performance in resource-constrained environments, 
offers TVET deans and policymakers a practical tool for 
leadership assessment, selection, and professional 
development. 

This study contributes to the body of knowledge on 
measuring leadership in developing countries like Ethiopia 
by verifying the factorial validity of the LSQ in the Amhara 
Region. The LSQ’s flexibility and the need for local 
validation to ensure construct similarity are highlighted by 
successful validation [20]. This expands the applicability 
of behavior-based models to understudied educational and 
vocational contexts in developing nations, offers a 
trustworthy tool for future research on leadership behaviors 
in Ethiopian TVET institutions, and supports leadership 
development programs aimed at enhancing organizational 
effectiveness. 

We acknowledge some limitations of this study. First, 
the HTMT value of .86, while acceptable under the liberal 
criterion, suggests a moderate overlap between the two 
leadership dimensions, which future research could 

explore further. Second, data were collected from a single 
source (academic staff) at a single point in time, which may 
introduce common method bias while we ensured it with 
various strategies. Future studies could incorporate 
multi-source ratings (e.g., self ratings by deans, supervisor 
ratings) and longitudinal designs. Third, while we ensured 
confidentiality, the inherent power dynamic between staff 
and deans could still influence responses. Future research 
might employ more objective behavioral measures or 
qualitative methods to complement quantitative data. 

6. Conclusions and Implications 
This study validates that the LSQ is a legitimate and 

trustworthy instrument for evaluating the leadership 
behaviors of TVET college deans in the Amhara Region. 
The findings provide substantial empirical support for the 
theoretical two-factor structure of task-oriented leadership 
(TOL) and relation-oriented leadership (ROL) through 
EFA and CFA. The improved 13-item LSQ demonstrated 
high internal consistency, good model fit, acceptable 
convergent validity, and adequate discriminant validity. 
These results reinforce the ongoing significance of 
task-oriented and relationship-oriented leadership 
dimensions, validate the two-dimensional framework cross 
cultural applicability, and emphasize their crucial role in 
overcoming the difficulties of resource-constrained 
learning environments. This study supplements leadership 
studies in other developing nation contexts by presenting 
empirical data from Amhara Region, Ethiopia. It also gives 
useful implications for TVET policy, institutional efficacy, 
and leadership development. 
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