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METHODOLOGICAL 
BACKGROUND OF THE 
SURVEY RESEARCH

5.1 Introduction

Part I of this dissertation explored the range and contents of the implicit theories 
with respect to ethical leadershipheld by working adults in the Netherlands. Drawing 
on data from previously conducted qualitative interviews and a more extensive 
and systematic Q-methodological study, it outlined the similarities and differences 
in implicit ethical leadership theories (IELT) and examined whether IELT might be 
associated with specific characteristics of the individual’s work environment. The 
results revealed five distinct images of ideal ethical leadership: (1) the Safe Haven 
Creator, (2) the Practicing Preacher, (3) the Moral Inspiration, (4), the Social Builder, 
and (5) the Boundaries Setter (see Chapter 4). While similarities between these 
IELT are notable, they differ in the meanings and relative endorsement of specific 
characteristics and behaviors associated with ethical leadership. The results thereby 
support the notion that, like leadership in general (Bass, 1997; Den Hartog et al., 
1999), ethical leadership is best conceived as a variform universal phenomenon 
that differs both between cultures (Resick et al., 2006) as well as within cultures. 
In addition, the previous chapters indicate that implicit ethical leadership theories 
might not be fully idiosyncratic. Rather, as theorized in Chapter 2, the results suggest 
IELT could be contingent upon the structural characteristics of an individual’s 
work environment. Empirical analyses in Chapters 3 and 4 indicate that the most 
noteworthy characteristics in this respect are hierarchical position, job autonomy, 
task significance, task publicness, and moral task complexity. 
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on the development and content of the survey itself, detailing the operationalization 
as well as the results of the principal components analyses, the reliability analyses, 
and the confirmatory factor analyses of each of the measures. Finally, the chapter 
concludes with a brief outline of what is to come in Chapters 6, 7, and 8. 

5.2 Research Samples

5.2.1 Research context: the Netherlands
All of the data for this dissertation was collected among working adults in the 
Netherlands. The Netherlands is generally considered a stable society with a sound 
integrity system and a good reputation when it comes to ethics and transparency 
(Huberts & Nelen, 2005; Slingerland, Six, & Huberts, 2012; Transparency International, 
2013). Nevertheless, organizations in the Netherlands are far from immune to 
unethical behavior, as integrity violations still occur in both the private and the public 
sector. Realizing the importance of continued attention to ethics, and perhaps 
also stimulated by the reputational and financial consequences of negative media 
coverage, ethics remains a topic high on Dutch political and organizational agendas 
(Lasthuizen et al., 2011; Van den Heuvel, Huberts, & Muller, 2012). Consistent with 
this, the ethics industry in the Netherlands is booming, with an ever-increasing 
number of organizations institutionalizing their ethics policies in codes, regulations, 
ethics office functions, and even extensive internal bureaus of integrity (Huberts, 
2005; Van den Heuvel et al., 2012). Meanwhile, organizations also increasingly invest 
in ‘soft measures’ such as ethical dilemma and leadership training in an attempt to 
foster moral awareness and ethical behavior using a more ‘positive approach’ (Van 
den Heuvel et al., 2012; Van Montfort, Beck, & Twijnstra, 2013). 

With respect to leadership, the GLOBE study shows that Dutch views are 
similar to those in most other Western democracies. Specifically characteristic of 
the Netherlands is the value that the Dutch place on egalitarianism (Den Hartog et 
al., 1999): good leadership, according to most working adults in the Netherlands, 
necessitates consensus and acceptance of the leader’s vision by lower level 
employees. Similarly, empowerment and participation in decision-making are more 
important here than they are in societies with higher levels of power distance (cf. Den 
Hartog et al., 1999; Den Hartog, Muijen, & Koopman, 1997; Hofstede, 1980). The 
GLOBE study on implicit leadership theories also points out that the Dutch are cynical 
about “promoting personalities to the status of heroes” (Den Hartog et al., 1999: 245). 
Drawing on data from that same GLOBE study, Resick et al. (2006) further show 
that in Germanic European countries (including the Netherlands) the endorsement 

The second part of the dissertation follows up on the qualitative studies in order 
to gain a better understanding of the effects and origins of IELT. Specifically, Part 
II will answer four sub-questions of the dissertation research that either remain 
unanswered by the exploratory studies or require more extensive empirical testing: 
(sub-question 5) Which expectations of ethical leadership identified in the exploratory 
research are most prevalent among working adults in the Netherlands?; (6) To what 
extent do employees’ expectations of ethical leadership match the attributes and 
behaviors they observe in their manager and how does this affect their perception 
of the ethical leadership behaviors they observe in their manager?, and (7) How 
and to what extent are employees’ expectations of ethical leadership systematically 
related to the structural characteristics of their work environment? Sub-question 5 
is descriptive in nature and will be addressed in Chapter 6. The dissertation then 
address sub-questions 6 and sub-question 7 in Chapters 7 and 8, respectively. 

Part II constitutes the deductive part of this dissertation’s research and therefore 
employs large-sample quantitative survey methods. The quantitative research 
builds on, complements, and extends the qualitative research reported in Part 
I. The qualitative results serve as input for the operationalization of IELT and aid 
the development of hypotheses on the interrelation between IELT and structural 
characteristics of one’s work environment. Given the larger sample sizes involved, 
the quantitative research, in turn, enables a first assessment of the distribution of 
the five IELT found in the qualitative research. The quantitative study also allows for 
further evaluation of the distinctiveness of the five IELT and their relation to observed 
ethical leadership practices. Perhaps most importantly, the quantitative research is a 
means to (1) empirically examine the assumption that, similar to ILT in general (Engle 
& Lord, 1997; Epitropaki & Martin, 2005; Kenney et al., 1994), IELT in fact shape 
followers’ perceptions of a manager’s ethical leadership, and (2) establish whether 
there is indeed a relation between structural work characteristics and follower IELT. 
Among other things, the findings of the quantitative studies help resolve the conflicting 
empirical findings on the presumed association between publicness and IELT (see 
chapters 3 and 4) and provide insights into the extent to which IELT are likely to 
be idiosyncratic or vary systematically across contexts. Combining qualitative and 
quantitative methods in this way, their strengths - inductive knowledge development 
and sensitivity to context versus empirical generalization and rigorous model testing 
- minimizes their respective weaknesses and helps discount the effects of errors 
produced by each (Hammersley, 2004; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2002). 

The remainder of the present chapter is organized as follows. First, it provides an 
overview of the sampling method and procedures used to collect the quantitative data 
and discusses the overall validity and reliability of the survey research. It then reports 
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Table 5.1  Demographic population and sample information 

DUTCH 
WORKING 

POPULATION

SAMPLE I 
 

N = 355

SAMPLE II 
 

N = 519

SAMPLE III 

N = 391

Female 47% 52% 74% 41%

Age Between 15 - 24 years 11% 5% 1% 3%

Between 25 - 34 years 23% 31% 19% 16%

Between 35 - 44 years 25% 20% 18% 36%

Between 45 - 54 years 26% 30% 30% 39%

Between 55 - 65 years 15% 5% 31% 6%

Non-native etnicity 19% 12% 14% 15%

Education
Lower 
(Primary and Secondary)

31% 1% 3% 43%

Middle 
(MBO, MBO+)

34% 8% 0% 28%

Higher vocational 
(HBO)

23% 23% 0% 26%

Higher academic 
(University)

12% 68% 97% 3%

Part-time 42% 18% 47% 38%

of characteristics and behaviors specifically associated with ethical leadership differs 
from, for example Middle Eastern and Southeast Asian countries. Particularly aspects 
related to the leader’s character and integrity and altruism-related aspects vary in how 
they are understood and enacted in these different cultural contexts. On the other 
hand, Germanic European IELT are more or less similar to Nordic European, Anglo 
and Latin American IELT in that the Dutch place a relatively high value on character 
and integrity (e.g., trust, justice, honesty, and sincerity), collective motivation (e.g., 
communicative, group orientation), and encouragement, while placing relatively less 
value on altruism (e.g., generosity, modesty, compassion). 

5.2.2 Sampling and procedure 
As implied by the research problem (see Chapter 1), the overall population focus for 
this dissertation concerns working adults in the Netherlands. Table 5.1 lists the main 
demographic characteristics of the Dutch working population as registered by the 
Dutch Central Bureau for Statistics27, 28. In 2012, the working population consisted of 
47% females, with a fairly steady distribution of working adults across the different age 
groups and education levels. Of the working adults in the Netherlands, 42% works 
part-time29 and 19% is of non-native ethnicity (1st or 2nd generation). For the purpose 
of this study, I collected survey data from three subpopulations, each representing 
three different types of sources: (I) a sample of working adults across a wide range 
of organizations, sectors and industries; (II) a sample of working adults from within a 
specific profession, and; (III) a sample of working adults within a specific organization. 
Each of the samples and the respective procedures for data-collection are described 
in more detail below. 

Sample I: Snowball sample of higher educated working adults. For the first sample 
I used a snowball-sampling method to collect data among working adults across a 
wide range of organizations, sectors, and industries. Admittedly, the non-probability 
procedure in snowball sampling makes it susceptible to selection bias and is therefore 

27 See http://statline.cbs.nl

28 As many of the survey questions focus on (ethical) leadership within organizations, independent entrepreneurs 

(‘zelfstandigen’) and those who did not have a direct supervisor above them were excluded during the data collection 

and analyses. The description of the Dutch working population therefore also excludes independent entrepreneurs.

29 Importantly, the CBS definition of part-time employment differs from that maintained in this dissertation. Specifically, 

while the CBS maintains 35 hours as the minimum criterion for fulltime employment, I use the more common 

standard of 32 hours as the cut-off between full and part-time working hours. Thus, the CBS percentage of 

part-time employment is likely to be somewhat higher than those in the samples for the studies at hand due to a 

difference in definition and subsequent operationalization. 

suboptimal. However, given the strict time and resource constraints for this project, at 
the time snowball sampling was considered the only viable option to obtain a sample 
that is heterogeneous in terms of organization and work contexts. Such heterogeneity 
will not only provide useful descriptive insights on the endorsement and enactment 
of IELT (see Chapter 6), but is also required to ensure sufficient variance on the key 
variables included in the model tested in Chapter 8 (see §5.3.1: job autonomy, task 
significance, task publicness, and moral task complexity).

Drawing on the personal and professional networks of the VU research group 
Quality of Governance, I thus sent e-mails to potential respondents between 
September and November 2012. The e-mail requested the recipients to fill in an online 
survey and send the e-mail to two or more contacts in their network with the same 
request. I also used social media and an open website link to gather respondents. As 
the e-mail and introduction to the survey stated, respondents had to be 18 years or 
older and working in an organization under a direct supervisor in order to participate. 
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old (10% aged under 30, 29% between 30-44 years and 49% between 45-59 years). 
A total of 20.3% of the respondents has supervisory / leadership responsibilities, 47% 
works part-time, and 53% has tenure of 7 or more years.

Sample III: Large semi-public organization. The third sample includes members of a 
large semi-public organization31. The organization constitutes an environment where 
financial and moral risks and temptations are typically rather high, yet also varying 
between functions within the organization. In terms of demographic characteristics, 
respondents in this organization are fairly heterogeneous. At the same time, due 
to the long history and tenure of most of its members, many contacts in this 
organization described it as one with a particularly strong, shared culture. Such a 
strong organization culture may be a source for widely shared IELT. Research by 
Dickson and colleagues (2006) suggests implicit leadership theories in general are 
organizationally shared, but empirical research on the similarities and differences in 
ILT within organizations remains scant. In light of this, the data from the third sample 
can provide interesting information on whether implicit theories of ethical leadership 
are indeed as shared within organizations, as one might expect. 

Five establishments of the organization, geographically dispersed across the 
Netherlands and with a total of 1,698 employees, participated in the study. I collected 
the data between March and April 2013 with the full support and cooperation of 
the organization. Via informal conversations with various (supervisory and non-
supervisory) members at different sections and locations I collected background 
information about the organization, its history and current issues regarding 
reorganization, ethics, culture, and leadership. Through briefings, posters, and 
e-mails, and in collaboration with the management of the organization I informed 
employees of the study’s purpose, emphasized its importance, and invited employees 
to participate voluntarily and anonymously. Respondents were given the choice of 
completing the survey either as hardcopy or online, during working hours or at home. 
They were not required to identify themselves in any way and were assured that no 
one from the organization would have access to the individual questionnaires. For the 
hardcopy questionnaires, locked boxes were placed in the cafeteria at the different 
locations; only the researcher emptied these boxes to collect the questionnaires.  
I received 441 surveys. After screening these surveys for socially desirable response 

<< not work within an organization (e.g., as independent practitioners) and/or did not have a direct supervisor do not 
fit the intended target group. The e-mail list thus contained only those members who were registered at the NIP as 
having an employment contract with an organization. 

31 Specific details about the sector are omitted to ensure anonymity of the participating organization and its members. 

Both the e-mail and the online survey assured respondents of their anonymity. 
After removing questionnaires that were incomplete or did not meet the selection 
criteria (e.g., because respondents were independent entrepreneurs), 355 of the 522 
responses received remained. Respondents work mostly in large organizations (51% 
> 1.000 employees) in government, education, research, health care, management 
consulting and training, finances, or safety and security. Respondents are 52% female 
and aged between 18 and 65 (22% aged under 30, 35% between 30-44 years and 
39% between 45-59 years). Due to the snowball-sampling method employed and the 
open invitation to participate (see Fowler, 2002), respondents are almost exclusively 
more highly educated (91%). A total of 30% of the respondents has supervisory/ 
leadership responsibilities; 18% work part-time and 37% has tenure of 7 or more years. 

Sample II: Netherlands Institute of Psychologists. The second sample concerns 
members of the Netherlands Institute of Psychologists (NIP), the largest professional 
association of psychologists in the Netherlands. The NIP is an interesting sample for 
the study of IELT, as psychologists may be expected to experience relatively high 
levels of task significance, moral task complexity, and job autonomy – all of which 
the previous chapters indicated as potentially relevant aspects in the development of 
IELT. Furthermore, psychologists constitute a fairly homogenous group, not only in 
their work environment, but also in terms of education. Contrasting the data from the 
NIP sample with those of the more heterogeneous Sample I therefore could throw 
some first light on the extent to which IELT may or may not be shared within this 
specific profession. 

In November and December 2012 I sent e-mails to 4,934 members of relevant 
sections of the NIP30 in December 2012 inviting the recipients to participate 
anonymously in the on-line study. After removing all incomplete or invalid, the data 
set contained 519 fully completed surveys (response rate 11%). Representative of 
the psychology profession in the Netherlands, most respondents are female (74%) 
and almost all are highly educated (97%). While a large majority works in the health 
care sector (78%), the sample also includes respondents who work in very large 
organizations (45% > 1.000 employees) in education, government, management 
consulting and training, and business. Respondents are between 20 and 65 years 

30 Discussions with the head of the NIP indicated that the survey would probably not be relevant to specific sections 

of the NIP. Therefore I sent out emails only to those who were registered members of one of the following sections: 

Labor and Health; People, Work, and Organization; Training and Education; General Hospitals; Care for People with 

Mental Disabilities; Geriatric Psychology; Mental Health Care; Addiction Psychology; Youth Psychology; School 

Psychologists; Students. In addition, as the e-mail and introduction of the survey explained, those who do >>
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leadership, resulting in a fairly long survey. While response times differed widely, most 
respondents needed at least 15 to 30 minutes to fill out the questionnaire, with a 
small number of respondents taking as long as 45 minutes or more to complete all 
the questions. Many respondents considered this too long. Second, the contents of 
the questionnaire may have played a role: a large number of the questions related 
directly to ethics and integrity (e.g., moral task complexity, ethical leadership), a topic 
which respondents generally found interesting yet also rather abstract or difficult. 
While attempts were made to simplify the language in the survey as much as possible 
(see §5.3.1), task difficulty and respondent fatigue may still be a relevant factor. Third 
and last, in the organization from which Sample III originates, (unsubstantiated) 
rumors concerning management’s access to individual questionnaires led a number 
of employees to question the extent to which anonymity was indeed guaranteed. 
Despite attempts to rectify the misinformation, the response rate in this establishment 
of the organization was particularly low as a consequence. 

The non-response and relatively low response rates suggest that self-selection 
is a potential threat to the external validity of the results. In general, respondents 
who are more interested in the topic of a survey are more likely to participate in 
the said research. Therefore when response rates are lower, the responses might 
be biased in ways that are related directly to the study’s purpose (Fowler, 2002). 
To illustrate, participants in the studies reported here could be those who already 
have a specific interest in ethics and hence may prefer explicit approaches to ethical 
leadership (e.g., the Practicing Preacher) more than non-participants. Likewise, in 
addition to the snowball-method used, self-selection may further help explain why 
more highly educated respondents are overrepresented in Sample I (cf. Fowler, 2002). 
Unfortunately, more extensive analysis of the non-response in each of the samples 
was not possible due to time and resource constraints. No definitive conclusions as 
to the effects of self-selection on the results can be drawn therefore. 

Another issue concerning the external validity is the composition of the samples. 
As Table 5.1 indicates, each of the three samples differs somewhat from the overall 
working population in the Netherlands; hence the external validity (i.e. empirical 
generalizability) of the results is suboptimal. Notably, and most likely due to the 
snowball-sampling method used, Sample I comprises almost exclusively more 
highly educated workers, while part-time workers and those of non-native ethnicity 
are (slightly) underrepresented. Respondents in Sample II furthermore, are primarily 
female (74%) and highly educated as well (98%). Although the composition of this 
second sample is comparable to the NIP and the psychologists’ profession, it is not 
consistent with the demographics of the overall working population. Sample III finally, 
is perhaps most similar to that of the general working population. However, in this 

patterns32 and full completion, 391 remained (valid response rate 23.03%). The 
sample is representative of the organization in terms of sex (41.3% female) and age 
(8.1% aged under 30, 48.2% between 30-44 years and 43.8% between 45-59 years). 
Of the respondents, 15% is of non-native ethnicity. Respondents mostly have lower 
education (42%) or mid-level vocational education (28%). Of the respondents, 29% 
has formal leadership responsibilities, 38% works part-time, and 80% has tenure of 
more than 10 years33.

 
5.3 Survey Validity and Reliability

5.3.1 External validity
Due to the large number of respondents who were willing to participate, the three data 
sets provide a substantial amount of data, which allows for extensive model testing. 
Indeed, specific measures had been taken to increase responses to the survey34. 
Nevertheless, across the three samples there seems to be a relatively large number of 
incomplete surveys, while the response rates for Samples II and III were not particularly 
high. Along with general survey fatigue (Hinkin & Holtom, 2009), three specific factors 
seem to have contributed to the dropout of respondents across the three samples35.

First, the length of the survey is likely to have played a role. In part because the 
measurement of IELT in this dissertation is rather experimental (see below), the 
questionnaire included multiple different operationalizations of IELT and ethical 

32 In seven cases, respondents scored all or nearly all items on the main variables of interest the same (e.g., all 3, 4, 

or 5 on the 5-point Likert scale), including the negatively worded items. Upon closer inspection of these cases the 

responses in the survey appeared highly inconsistent and the scores raised serious concerns for response bias. 

These seven cases were thus removed.

33 While this length of tenure is high compared to the general working population, it is characteristic of the organization 

in question, as most of its employees are long-time members of the organization.

34 Among other things, these measures include: providing advance notice and repeated invitations to participate (all 

samples), monetary incentives (in Sample I, a chance to win one of six book certificates), management support 

and communication of the survey’s importance, ability to complete the survey either at home or during working 

hours, online or on paper (Sample III).

35 In addition to these factors, an unknown portion of the dropout for the online surveys in all samples can be 

attributed to ‘double counts’. That is, when respondents quit at any point during the survey and restarted the 

survey from a different computer, their initial (incomplete) responses were saved as well. In Sample III, information 

from non-participants also indicated other likely factors for this particular sample. Most notably, both the perceived 

lack of significance of response (employees believed little to nothing had been done with the results of prior 

surveys) and organizational unfairness (constrained relations between employees and management due to a 

long-term reorganization) seem to have negatively affected the responses for Sample III. 
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is the one rating both the independent and the dependent variables. 
In this respect it is important to note that the study is especially interested in 

establishing the relations between variables that are by definition perceptual and 
inherently unique and internal to each individual respondent. Rather than focusing 
on ‘actual behavior’, the research expressly aims to examine respondents’ own, 
subjective IELT and their perceptions of managerial ethical leadership. Such variables 
cannot be measured more validly than using ratings of the respondent him or herself. 
Likewise, following the Thomas Theorem that “if men define situations as real, they are 
real in their consequences” (Thomas & Thomas, 1928 as cited in: Merton, 1954: 380), 
it is the respondents’ individual, subjective perception and experience of ‘objective’, 
structural work characteristics that presumably shapes their IELT, so a self-report 
questionnaire seems the most appropriate means to measure the variables for large-
scale quantitative analyses. Moreover, it is worth noting that despite the extensive 
attention given to and grave concerns that academics have for CMV, “there is little 
credible evidence that CMV accounts for observed correlations with self-reports (see 
Spector, 2006 for a review), and a great deal of evidence to the contrary” (Spector & 
Brannick, 2009: 346, 348-349). Still, for the sake of due diligence, the confirmatory 
factor analyses discussed in §5.4 will include Harman’s single method factor tests 
(Podsakoff & Organ, 1986) and modeling of a common method factor. Furthermore, 
recognizing that bias in research can never be fully excluded, the most likely sources 
of bias in the survey due to common rater effects are reviewed below.  

Of all possible common rater effects, the survey seems most prone to the following 
four: (1) social desirability, (2) priming, (3) consistency motif, and (4) the use of common 
scale formats and anchors. Social desirability refers to the tendency of some 
participants to respond to items more as a result of their social acceptability than 
their true feelings or experiences (Podsakoff et al., 2003: 882). To counter the effects 
of social desirability, anonymity of participants was stressed throughout the invitation 
and questionnaire itself. Also, variables concerning work characteristics were phrased 
in specific reference to the work itself rather than to respondents’ personal experience 
or feelings toward the work in an attempt to make them appear more ‘objective’ or 
‘factual’ (cf. Spector & Fox, 2003, see §5.3 for more details). In all, social desirability 
seems unlikely to be an issue for the main variable of interest (respondents’ implicit 
ethical leadership theories) and most of the structural work characteristics (hierarchical 
position, job autonomy, task significance, task publicness). Perhaps social desirability 
is more likely to play a role in the measurement of moral task complexity. Respondents 
might be hesitant to admit that their work elicits moral dilemmas, as they might feel 
that it reflects on their (lack of) ability to adequately deal with difficulties in their work. 
Likewise, leniency bias may play a role in respondents’ assessments of their direct 

last sample lower educated employees are somewhat overrepresented and hence 
cannot be considered a representative sample.

The abovementioned features of the individual samples warrant caution in making 
empirical generalizations about the extent to which the study results are representative 
of Dutch working adults. At the same time, the samples are very heterogeneous. 
Moreover, it is important to emphasize that samples II and III are demographically 
similar to their respective subpopulations: generalizations to these subpopulations 
(Dutch psychologists and the semi-public organization) therefore seem somewhat 
less problematic. It is also important to stress that as an overall exploratory study 
into IELT, the dissertation intends to provide an initial understanding of which IELT 
occur and how these IELT relate to assessments of managerial ethical leadership 
characteristics of the work environment. Aside from their likely interest in the topics 
at hand (ethics and leadership), as yet there are no indications that participants differ 
from non-participants in ways that will significantly affect the interrelations between 
the variables in question. Exact percentages that indicate how the IELT are distributed 
among working adults may be more sensitive to the non-response in this respect. 
However, the precise IELT distribution among working adults is only of secondary 
interest to this dissertation and necessarily requires further, more extensive research 
before more definitive conclusions may be drawn. In all, notwithstanding the 
limitations in the individual samples, the three samples together seem to constitute 
an interesting cross-section of working adults in the Netherlands. Specific patterns 
between and across the combined results of the three samples will be able to shed 
some first light into the within-culture variation of implicit ethical leadership theories. 

5.3.2 Internal validity 
The internal validity of survey research in particular is an important concern, as it may 
be affected by biases of many sorts36. One possible critique of the survey employed 
in the present studies is that it concerns a self-report questionnaire, which therefore 
may be susceptible to Common Method Variance (CMV), also known as same-
source bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003; Spector & Brannick, 
2009). CMV refers to variance that is shared between constructs as a result of using 
the same method for measuring these different constructs (Spector & Brannick, 
2009: 347). In other words, correlations between variables may be spurious and/or 
inflated because of the single method used. Common method bias is often the result 
of common rater effects (Podsakoff et al., 2003), which occur when one respondent 

36 It is beyond the scope of this section to discuss all potential threats to the internal validity. Therefore I discuss only 

those that may be of specific importance to the studies on hand. 
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already rather long, repeating each of the five ethical leadership vignettes in different 
sections of the survey seemed undesirable. Hence, the Likert-scale ratings of the 
respondent’s endorsement of the IELT and ethical leadership practices were necessarily 
combined in one section of the survey. Here, the phrasing and layout emphasized the 
difference between ideal ethical leadership (what the leader should do) and actual ethical 
leadership (what the leader does), thereby creating explicit, psychological rather than 
spatial distance between the items. The eventual effects of consistency motif cannot 
be determined with certainty. However, with a substantial number of respondents 
reporting discrepancy between IELT endorsement and perceptions of the leader’s 
ethical leadership practices (see Chapter 6) the consistency effects seem minimal. 

Finally, bias may have occurred due to the use of common scale formats (Podsakoff 
et al., 2003). Following participant feedback received during pilot tests (see below), 
5-point Likert scales were used consistently throughout the survey since more extensive 
(e.g., 6- or 7-point scales) were found to be too complex and respondents indicated 
having difficulty differentiating their answers at such a detailed level. Reduction in the 
complexity of the survey was especially necessary as the survey includes vignette-
based measures for IELT (see §5.3), which already constituted a somewhat more 
difficult task for respondents. A drawback of the consistent application of 5-point Likert 
scales however, is that artifactual covariation could have been produced by the use 
of the same scale format (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Again, this potential source of bias 
cannot be fully excluded. It is therefore important to stress that research is always an 
ongoing endeavor: additional research to further validate the findings of the studies 
presented in this dissertation is required and one must be cautious in drawing too 
definitive conclusions solely on the basis of the results reported here. 

5.3.3 Reliability
To the best of my knowledge, no other research on within-culture variations of implicit 
theories of ethical leadership exists. As a result, no comparison to other studies or 
data can be made to gage the reliability of the results of the present studies and 
for most of the variables involved application of previously validated measures is 
limited. Collecting data from three different samples however, enhances the reliability 
of the overall conclusions drawn from the research. For example, for Chapter 7 the 
availability of different data sources enables an assessment of how consistent the 
patterns of endorsement of the IELT are and a comparison of the level of convergence 
(agreement) in IELT of respondents in the more heterogeneous Sample I against those 
of members of the same profession (Sample II) or the same organization (Sample III). 
This in turn, provides a tentative indication of how robust and stable the findings on 
IELT are likely to be. In addition, the three samples enable more in-depth and principal 

supervisor’s ethical leadership; the more the respondent likes their supervisor, the 
more likely (s)he is to attribute the socially desirable ethical leader traits and behaviors 
to that supervisor (Podsakoff et al., 2003: 882). Meta-analyses of the effects of social 
desirability in organizational research, however, suggest that if and when such effects 
occur, their effect on the correlations between variables is fairly minimal (Moorman & 
Podsakoff, 1992; Ones, Viswesvaran, & Reiss, 1996). 

Priming is a second potential bias and concerns the effect that the ordering of 
questions in the survey may have had on responses on specific items (Spector & 
Brannick, 2009). In the survey concerned, control variables and questions regarding 
work characteristics preceded those on implicit ethical leadership theories and ethical 
leadership practices, which arguably could cause priming bias37. However, given the 
relative novelty of the topic to respondents, it seems unlikely that respondents had 
a priori implicit theories about the relationship between characteristics of their work 
and their views on ethical leadership. In addition, the use of multi-item measures and 
separation of the scales by multiple other scales38 further minimize potential priming 
effects. Priming is perhaps most likely to occur because of the inherent overlap 
between the two different measures of managerial ethical leadership practices (see 
§5.3). While the measures on ethical leadership practices, too, were separated by a 
large number of other questions and both concern vastly different types of measures 
(vignettes with Likert-scale ratings versus a multi-item scale), priming effects in the 
survey cannot fully be excluded. 

A third and related source of potential bias is consistency motif. Podsakoff and 
colleagues (2003) indicate that some respondents have a propensity to try to maintain 
consistency in their responses to questions. Since both the predictor and criterion 
variables involved in the models tested in Chapters 7 and 8 are measured from the 
same source (the respondent), consistency motif potentially could inflate correlations 
between such variables. To reduce the chances of this bias occurring, several other 
scales separated the work characteristic from the IELT variables (see above). Layout 
and mid-survey introductory texts were also used to distinguish the various parts of 
the survey, thereby attempting to make prior responses less salient. As the survey was 

37 Ideally, dependent variables (IELT and ethical leadership) would precede the independent variables (work 

characteristics). However, in this particular case, the IELT measures were deemed relatively more difficult and 

thus unsuitable as initial questions. Hence the work characteristics were placed at the beginning of the survey to 

allow the respondents to familiarize themselves with the survey by first answering more straightforward, ‘factual’ 

questions on the characteristics of their work and gradually building up towards the more cognitively challenging 

part of the questionnaire.

38 While part of the survey, these scales are not variables in the hypothesized models to be tested in this dissertation. 

These scales therefore are not discussed in further detail.  
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 ·  Moral task complexity 
 ·  Their direct supervisor (e.g., hierarchical level)40

 ·  Ethical leadership, using vignettes measuring:
 ·  The endorsement of each of the implicit theories on ethical leadership
 ·  The alignment between the vignette and the manager’s ethical leadership  

practices 
 ·  The description best-fitting the respondent’s own IELT
 ·  The description best-fitting of the manager’s ethical leadership practices
 ·  Their agreement with individual statements on ideal ethical leadership
 ·  Their agreement with individual statements on observed ethical leadership
 ·  Characteristics of the organization (e.g., size, industry). 

The following section discusses the development and response formats of the scales 
used to measure the key variables included in the studies reported in Chapter 6, 7, 
and 8. Paragraph 5.3.2 then outlines the results of the principal components analyses 
and reliability analyses, followed by the results of the confirmatory factor analyses and 
presentation of the final scales as they are used in the subsequent chapters in §5.3.3. 

5.4.1 Measures

Implicit ethical leadership theories. Given the dearth of research on implicit ethical 
leadership theories, few valid measures of IELT exist. One exception is Resick et al.’s 
(2006) GLOBE-based scale, which was the first scale used to measure respondents’ 
endorsement of specific items and dimensions of ethical leadership. Due to the 
nature of the GLOBE-data however, the measure necessarily treats IELT as a simple 
summary of one’s endorsement of individual and presumably independent aspects of 
ethical leadership. Moreover, as a measure developed from secondary data-analysis, 
the aspects included lack several key characteristics and behaviors associated with 
ethical leadership. Finally, while the Resick et al. (2006) measure has proved its worth 
in cross-cultural comparisons of IELT, more detailed and specific formulation of IELT 
seems necessary to uncover any within-culture variation (cf. Den Hartog et al., 1999). 

For the above reasons, and to aid triangulation and validation of the data collected 
from the Q-study in this dissertation (see Chapter 4), I developed a new measure of 

40 Preceding these question sets were four multi-item scales not included in the studies reported in this dissertation. 

At the end of the questionnaire – directly before the organizational characteristics- one other scale that is not part 

of the dissertation research was also included. Organizational publicness was included only in the surveys for 

Samples I and II.

components analyses, confirmatory factor and scale reliability analyses, before 
testing the model hypothesized in Chapter 8. These analyses aid the development of 
sound measurement instruments and provide important information about the validity 
and reliability of the results. Lastly, to aid the reliability of the research previously 
validated measures were used wherever possible (e.g., in the case of job autonomy 
and perceived ethical leadership; see the following section for more details). 

5.4 Scale Development and Data Reduction

As mentioned earlier, several of the measures included in the quantitative research 
were developed specifically for this dissertation. To ensure adequacy of the survey’s 
measures and instructions, I requested feedback from colleagues at the VU 
University research group Quality of Governance. In addition, I pilot-tested the survey 
on a sample of 85 Master’s students enrolled in a Theories of Public Administration 
course at the VU University. Initial principal components analyses, reliability analyses, 
and feedback from the students led to a number of adjustments in the item wording 
and selection of the most valid and reliable items for the scales. The adjusted survey 
was subsequently pilot-tested on three potential respondents in the field, who 
discussed intensively the overall survey, wording and interpretation of items, clarity 
of instructions, completion time, and social desirability. After data was collected for 
Samples I and II, the survey was presented to a small number of employees of the 
organization for Sample III to receive additional feedback and assess the survey’s fit 
with the organization. Here, the “lack of a reading culture” in the organization was 
suggested as a potential threat to respondents’ participation in the research, and 
further simplification of the language used in one of the IELT measures (the vignettes) 
was deemed necessary (see below for further details). In all other respects, the survey 
measures remained identical to those included in Samples I and II. In chronological 
order, the final survey used for all three samples included questions regarding:

 ·  Their own demographic background (e.g., age, gender, education) 
 ·  Work-related background characteristics (e.g. tenure, part-time employment)
 ·  Structural work characteristics
 ·  Job autonomy
 ·  Task significance
 ·  Task publicness39

39 Due to space limitations and expected lack of variance on this variable among participating organization members, 

task publicness was not included in the survey for Sample III.
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requested to indicate how important they considered twenty individual statements 
from the Q-set (see Chapter 4) for ethical leadership on a 5-point Likert scale ranging 
from ‘very unimportant’ to ‘very important’. 

It is important to note that the main IELT operationalization concerns a single-item 
measure: for each of the five IELT only one item was included in the survey to assess 
respondents’ agreement with that specific vignette. Unfortunately, the complexity 
already inherent in this particular survey task and the overall length of the survey 
precluded a more extensive multi-item measure of respondents’ agreement with each 
of the five IELT vignettes. As such, the IELT measure may be particularly susceptible 
to measurement error. Since traditional validity and reliability analyses could not 
be performed, data from the two other (single- and multi-item) IELT measures was 
reviewed and compared against the results of the main IELT measure. This comparison 
suggested that data for the main single-item measure was largely consistent with the 
other IELT data and provided no specific indications that measurement error was 
particularly high. In addition, in the analyses in Chapter 7 the five single-item measures 
of IELT vignettes are combined to construct an overall IELT measure, thereby lessening 
the error in this measure somewhat. In Chapter 8, the single-item IELT measures 
are used as dependent variables. Measurement error in the IELT vignette measure 
therefore will not bias the structural paths in the model. However, it could result in 
underestimation of the proportion of variance explained in the IELT and yield higher 
standard errors for the structural paths leading to the dependent variables, thereby 
lowering the power of the analysis. The results should thus be interpreted with caution. 

Ethical leadership practices. One of the (secondary) purposes of the quantitative 
research is to gauge the extent to which managerial ethical leadership practices 
indeed meet the needs and expectations of their followers, as indicated by these 
followers’ IELT. To adequately assess the level of consistency/ discrepancy between 
respondents’ IELT and their direct supervisor’s ethical leadership practices, the survey 
asked respondents (1) to indicate the extent to which each of the aforementioned 
ideal-typical IELT vignettes matched the leadership style of their direct supervisor 
on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from ‘no match at all’ to ‘very good match’, and 
(2) to select the one description that best fits their direct supervisor’s leadership 
style overall. For this last question, respondents were offered two additional answer 
options: “none of the descriptions matches my supervisor’s leadership style” and 
“I consider my supervisor to be an unethical leader” (see Appendix V). Again, it is 
important to note that these are necessarily single-item measures, which therefore 
may be susceptible to measurement error (see discussion above).  

implicit ethical leadership theories. Developing quantitative survey measures from 
Q-study results is still relatively uncharted territory, but Baker et al. (2010) offer some 
excellent suggestions and guidelines. Given the rather experimental nature of the 
operationalization of the Q-based, ideal-typical IELT, the survey included three different 
operationalizations, following the three options discussed by Baker et al. (2010): (1) 
a vignette-based measure summarizing each of the five ideal-typical IELT and rating 
respondents’ endorsement of each of these on a 5-point Likert scale; (2) a vignette-
based measure summarizing each of the five ideal-typical IELT to indicate the one that 
best fit the respondents’ own, idiosyncratic IELT; and (3) a multi-item scale measuring 
respondents’ endorsement of individual statements from the Q-study. The first is likely 
to be the most valid and comprehensive measure of respondents’ IELT41: it considers 
aspects of ethical leadership more in mutual coherence than item-based measures, 
while leaving more room for disagreement with a specific IELT than the best-fit measure. 
Hence, the first vignette-based measure serves as the main operationalization of the 
IELT and will be used in the analyses in Chapter 7 and Chapter 8. 

The survey first presented respondents with a very general definition of ethical 
leadership as “leadership that is intended to foster integrity and ethical behavior within 
an organization”. The survey then asked respondents to read through five vignettes, 
each representing one of the ideal-typical implicit ethical leadership theories identified 
in the Q-study (see Chapter 4). The vignettes were all under 100 words and included 
those statements that the Q-study indicated as most distinctive and characteristics 
of that specific IELT. Although the vignettes remained as close to the original Q-study 
statements as possible, a few minor adjustments to the language were required for the 
sake of readability. For samples I and II the IELT vignettes were near-identical to the 
descriptions of implicit ethical leadership theories presented in Figure 4.2 in the previous 
Chapter (see Appendices V for the Dutch version). The survey however, did include 
neutral labels for each of the five descriptions (i.e., Leader A through Leader E.). For 
Sample III, the vignettes were shorter and the language somewhat simpler to make the 
vignettes appeal more to employees of the organization in question (see Appendix VI). 

Upon reading each vignette, respondents were asked to rate the extent to which 
the description matched their own ideal image of an ethical leader on a five-point 
Likert scale ranging from ‘no match at all’ to ‘very good match’. After rating the five 
descriptions, respondents read an overview of even shorter summaries of the five 
vignettes and selected the one description that best fit their ideal image of ethical 
leadership overall. Finally, after both vignette-based measures, respondents were 

41 See Baker et al. (2010) for a more in-depth discussion of the usefulness of the different types of operationalizations.



5

146 147

Methodological background of the survey researchPART II  /  Chapter 5

organization or in the external environment” (Hackman & Oldham, 1975: 161). Similar 
to items from Hackman and Oldham’s broader Job Diagnostics Survey (1975), the 
survey included six items measuring respondents’ perceptions of both the scope and 
intensity of the impact of their work on a 5-point Likert scale (ranging from ‘strongly 
disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’). Example items include: “The work that I do on a daily 
basis has consequences for a large number of colleagues” and “The work that I do 
on a daily basis is of great importance to the success of the organization”. 

Task publicness. Task publicness is also part of the hypothesized model in Chapter 
8. Task publicness denotes the extent to which tasks are representative of public 
organizations and as such impact the functioning of society as a whole. Prior 
research on public-private comparisons focuses exclusively on the publicness of the 
organization as a whole (see e.g. Bozeman, 1987; Van der Wal, De Graaf, & Lasthuizen, 
2008) and to the best of my knowledge no specific measure of the publicness of the 
work that a respondent does, exists. For the pilot study survey, I therefore developed 
seven items that reflected the degree of publicness of respondents’ tasks. These 
items are loosely derived from literature on organizational publicness and the role 
of public organizations in political decision-making, media, and society as a whole 
(e.g. Bozeman, 1987; Van der Wal et al., 2008), but expressly do not contain items 
concerning ownership or funding, which represent features at the organizational 
rather than the work level. As the initial validity and reliability analyses, as well as 
feedback from respondents in the pilot studies were positive, all seven items were 
included in the final survey. Two such items are: “The work that I do on a daily basis is 
directly or indirectly of interest to political decision-making” and “The work that I do on 
a daily basis is important for how well society functions”. Responses were measured 
on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’.

Moral task complexity. Several scholars propose that the type of work that followers 
do and how their job is designed may affect the extent to which employees are 
confronted with moral dilemmas, the severity of the dilemmas and hence the extent 
to which followers are required to make moral decisions in ambiguous situations (e.g., 
Kalshoven et al., 2013b; Loyens & Maesschalck, 2010). Yet research typically includes 
only proximal variables, most notably job autonomy, to assess the moral complexity of 
the work. Scales that attempt to measure directly the moral nature of the work itself are 
lacking. I introduce the term ‘moral task complexity’ (MTC) here to denote the extent 
to which individuals experience moral dilemmas specifically related to the execution of 
their jobs. To measure this construct, I developed a 12-item 5-point Likert scale and 
pilot-tested the scale on the student sample (see above). The pilot tests lead to the 

The survey also includes a version of Brown et al.’s (2005) 10-item Ethical 
Leadership Scale translated into Dutch. The ELS is one of the most widely used ethical 
leadership measures to date and forms the basis for much of contemporary academic 
research on ethical leadership (e.g., Avey et al., 2012; Mayer, Nurmohamed, Treviño, 
Shapiro, & Schminke, 2013; Stouten, van Dijke, & De Cremer, 2012; Walumbwa et 
al., 2012). Hence inclusion of the ELS serves two purposes: (1) to aid comparison 
and accumulation of research findings, and (2) to assess respondents’ perceptions 
of the direct supervisor’s overall ethical leadership and the extent to which they are 
shaped by the respondents’ IELT (see Chapters 2 and 6). Sample items include “my 
direct supervisor discusses integrity and values with his employees” and “my direct 
supervisor condemns employees who have violated ethical norms.”

Job autonomy. Chapter 8 follows-up on the results of the qualitative research and 
examine the relation between IELT and various characteristics of the work environment. 
The first work characteristic included in the model is job autonomy which refers to “the 
degree to which the job provides substantial freedom, independence, and discretion 
to the employee in scheduling the work and in determining the procedures to be used 
in carrying it out” (Hackman & Oldham, 1975: 162). Job autonomy was measured 
using items taken from Spector and Fox’s (2003) Factual Autonomy Scale. The 
FAS was developed to reduce the high levels of subjectivity that occur in traditional 
measures of autonomy (e.g., Hackman and Oldham’s 1975 Job Diagnostics Survey) 
and thereby prevent conflation of the measure with more general affective states and 
job dissatisfaction. In the first pilot studies, the survey included all ten items of the FAS. 
To reduce the overall length of the survey, and following the results of the pilot studies 
that indicated not all items were equally applicable to a wide range of work contexts, 
the final survey included only five items. Three of the items in the scale were taken 
directly from Spector and Fox (2003), while two other items using a similar wording 
were added to ensure the scale’s comprehensiveness. Responses were measured 
on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from ‘never’ to ‘always’. Sample items of the FAS 
included in the survey are: “In your work, how often does your supervisor tell you what 
you are to do?” and “In your work, how often does your supervisor tell you how to do 
your work?” The additional two items for job autonomy are: “In your work, how often 
does your supervisor tell you where you should do your work?” and “In your work, how 
often does your supervisor tell you what the results of your work should be?”

Task significance. Another variables included in the model tested in Chapter 8 is 
task significance. Task significance concerns “the degree to which the job has a 
substantial impact on the lives or work of other people –whether in the immediate 
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5.4.2 Principal components analyses
The previous sections described the procedures for data collection, the samples, 
and the various measures included in the survey questionnaire. The following two 
sections outline the results of the principal components analyses and the confirmatory 
factor analyses conducted to assess the structure, validity, and reliability of the 
scales included in the hypothesized models in Chapters 7 and 8. As indicated in the 
introduction of the current chapter, Chapter 7 will answer the question to what extent 
employees’ expectations of ethical leadership match the attributes and behaviors 
they observe in their managerand how does this affect their perception of the 
ethical leadership behaviors they observe in their manager. Chapter 8 subsequently 
examines how and to what extent employees’ implicit ethical leadership theories are 
contingent upon specific characteristics of the work environment. 

The main variables of interest in Chapter 7 are the vignette-based measures 
of respondents’ IELT and the corresponding measures of the direct supervisor’s 
ethical leadership practices. In addition, the analyses will include Brown et al.’s 
(2005) Ethical Leadership Scale. In Chapter 8, the variables included in the model 
are job autonomy, task significance, task publicness, hierarchical position, moral 
task complexity, and the vignette-based measures of respondents’ IELT. To ensure 
the multi-item measures can be validly and reliable reduced to single factors, I first 
conduct principal components analyses on those multi-item measures that have 
been specifically developed for the purpose of this dissertation: job autonomy, 
task significance, task publicness, and moral task complexity. Paragraph 5.3.3 
subsequently reports the reliability analyses and confirmatory factor on each of 
these multi-item measures, as well as on Brown et al.’s previously validated (2005) 
Ethical Leadership Scale. 

For the principal components analyses and as a preliminary gauging of the reliability 
of the scales, I use data from Sample II (the Netherlands Institute of Psychologists). 
Data from Samples I (snowball sample) and III (semi-public organization) will be used 
to conduct the final reliability analyses and confirmatory factor analyses. In Chapter 
7, data from all three samples will be included in the analyses. Given that Sample 
I represents the broadest selection of work contexts – with respondents from a 
wide array of industries and public, hybrid, and private sector organizations - and 
structural work characteristics are the key to the analyses in Chapter 8, data from 
this sample will be the main source for the hypothesis testing in Chapter 842, 43. 

 

42 The model in Chapter 8 will not be tested on data from Sample II, as this data has already been used for the 

principal components analyses. Conducting PCA and confirmatory validity analyses on the same data means >>

reduction of the scale to seven of the original items and the addition of one new item. 
Examples of statements of the 8-item MTC scale included in the survey are: “In my 
work, I have to make difficult moral choices” and “In my work, I have to make significant 
decisions for which the ‘morally right’ thing to do is not immediately clear”. 

Leadership and hierarchical position. For both Chapters 7 and 8, the survey assessed 
respondents’ hierarchical position. In Chapter 7 whether one holds a formal leadership 
position or not is a control variable, whereas in Chapter 8 the respondent’s hierarchical 
position is part of the hypothesized model. The survey therefore asked respondents 
to indicate whether they hold a leadership position within the organization and, if so, 
at what level (no formal leadership position, team leader, department/unit head, or 
top-level management). An open answer category was also offered. Open-ended 
responses were re-coded based on their equivalence to the answer categories. For 
Chapter 7, hierarchical position is re-coded into a dichotomous variable indicating 
whether the respondent holds a formal leadership position, while in Chapter 8 
hierarchical position refers to the original four-category ordinal scale. 

Control variables. Along with standard demographic variables (gender, age, non-
native ethnicity, education), the survey included tenure and part-time employment 
as these serve as control variables in the analyses of Chapters 7 and 8. Anonymity 
seems an especially critical issue when conducting research on ethics and leadership. 
Due to the nature of the snowball sampling method employed for Sample I and the 
expected difficulties in assuring respondents in Sample III that participation would 
be fully anonymous, age was measured in age groups, where 1 < 20 years, 2 = 20-
24, 3 = 25-29, 4 = 30-34, 5 = 35-39, 6  = 40-44, 7 = 45-49, 8 = 50-54, 9 = 55-59, 
10 = 60 years or older. Following the leading definition used in the Netherlands (as 
used by the Dutch Central Bureau for Statistics), respondents were coded as being 
of non-native ethnicity if they themselves, or one or both of their parents, were born 
outside of the Netherlands. Education was measured on a scale from 1 (primary 
education only) to 7 (higher education: university bachelor, master, post-doc or PhD). 
To measure part-time employment the survey asked respondents to indicate if they 
work less than 32 hours per week. Tenure was measured in categories as well: for 
Samples I and II the answer categories were 1 < 1 year, 2 = 1-2 years, 3 = 3-4 years, 
4 = 5-6 years, 5 = 7 years or more. For Sample III, where long-time tenure was 
particularly common, I expanded the answer categories to 1 < 1 year, 2 = 1-2 years, 
3 = 3-4 years, 4 = 5-6 years, 5 = 7-8 years, 6 = 9-10 years, 7 = more than 10 years. 
Finally, answer categories for organization size ranged from 1 (very small (less than 
25 employees)) to 5 (very large (more than 1.000 employees)).   
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 ·  Component 4 included the first three items on task significance that refer to the 
impact of one’s work on the internal organization

 ·  Component 5 consisted of two items on task significance that refer to the 
impact of one’s work on external parties

 ·  Component 6 consisted of six of the seven items on task publicness, but 
with three items loading lower than .6. One of those items cross-loaded on 
component 7 with a difference <.20, while another item also cross-loaded on 
component 7 with a difference of .23 and its highest loading on component 7. 

 ·  Component 7, finally, comprised four items: the last item on (external) task 
significance and three items on task publicness, including the aforementioned 
two cross-loading items that load lower than .6 on component 7 as well. This 
component hence indicates an important overlap between external task 
significance and task publicness. 

Of the seven components in the initial PCA, five components seem to be viable - 
moral task complexity (component 1), job autonomy (component 2), internal task 
significance (component 4), external task significance (component 5), and task 
publicness (component 6). I therefore proceeded to rerun the PCA, restricting the 
extraction to a maximum of five components but including all original of the items. 
The resulting components:

 ·  Component 1 included all seven items concerning task publicness, with two 
items loading lower than .6. Of these two items, item TP_1 cross-loaded on 
component 5, with a difference <.20

 ·  Component 2 comprised all five items of job autonomy
 ·  Component 3 consists of all eight items of moral task complexity, with items 

MTC_1 and MTC_8 loading lower than .6
 ·  Component 4 represents three items on internal task significance
 ·  Component 5 concerns the three items on external task significance. Item 

TS_6, however, cross-loaded on component 1 (loading .30) with a difference 
between loadings <.20. Because of the cross-loading of this item, I decided 
to remove it from further analysis. Since this implies only two items remain in 
the component, and because of the expected overlap between the remaining 
two items and those representing task publicness, further analyses and model 
testing will include internal task significance only.

 

I used SPSS version 20 to conduct the principal components analyses and 
to assess the scales’ reliability. I first conducted an initial PCA44 on all four work 
characteristics together (job autonomy, task significance, task publicness, and moral 
task complexity)45. As the sample size is over 300, items with component loadings 
>.30 are considered adequate for the component in question, while items with 
cross-loadings on two or more factors with a difference <.20 were removed from 
the analysis unless there were serious theoretical considerations to do otherwise 
(Stevens, 1992). Finally, I conducted preliminary reliability analyses on the resulting 
scales by assessing the Cronbach’s alpha. Following recommendations by Kline 
(1999) I maintain the following minimum criteria - alpha-values greater than .70, with 
average inter-item correlations >.30 and corrected item-total correlations >.20. The 
results of the PCA and preliminary reliability analyses are reported below.

Analysis of the structure and pattern matrices46 indicated that based on eigenvalues, 
initially seven components could be extracted47, 48:

 ·  Component 1 included all eight items concerning moral task complexity, with 
items MTC_1 and MTC_8 loading lower than .6

 ·  Component 2 comprised all five items of job autonomy, but with cross-loading 
of items Aut_4 and Aut_5 (difference of <.20) between component 2 and 3. 
Both items Aut_4 and Aut_5 loaded lower than .6

 ·  Component 3 included four items: two items of job autonomy (Aut_4 and Aut_5) 
loading positively on the component and two items on moral task complexity 
(MTC_1 and MTC_8) that loaded negatively 

<< capitalizing on chance. Conversely, when the similar factor structure is found in analyses of different samples it will 
be strong evidence  in support of the model (Hurley et al., 1997). 

43 Given the non-significant results of the analyses on Sample III in Chapter 7, the model hypothesized in Chapter 8 
is also not tested on data from this latter sample.

44 The following procedure was used for the initial PCA:  missing: listwise, eigenvalues of factors > 1, iterations < 
25, Direct Oblimin rotation with Kaizer normalization, method: correlations. For the final PCA the procedure was: 
missing: listwise, maximum number of factors: 5, respectively 5, Direct Oblimin rotation with Kaizer normalization, 
method: correlations. 

45 Before conducting the PCA, negatively worded items were re-coded in the opposite direction so as to represent 
adequately the component in question.  

46 The pattern matrix reports the component loadings of items on each respective component, thus representing 
the variance in that item that is accounted for by the component in question. The structure matrix, on the other 
hand, reports the correlations between the variables, taking into account the relationship between components  
(Field, 2005).

47 Generally, the structure matrix reports slightly more cross-loadings than the pattern matrix due to the oblique 
rotation. For all analyses in this section, the overall pattern in both matrices is nevertheless similar and hence only 
the results from the pattern matrix will be reported.

48 The scree plot indicated a ‘break’ at the sixth component, suggesting a six-component solution may actually fit 
the data best and indicating that the seventh extracted component is somewhat ambiguous. 
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Table 5.3  Principal components and reliability analyses for task significance

ITEM THE WORK THAT I DO ON A DAILY BASIS… COMPONENT 
LOADINGS

CORRECTED ITEM-
TOTAL CORRELATION

TS_1
…has consequences for a large number of  

colleagues within the organization
.86 .76

TS_2
…is a determining factor in the well-being of 

colleagues within the organization
.86 .73

TS_3
…is of great importance to the work success 

of other colleagues
.84 .72

3 items in scale
Cronbach's α =.86

Items mean = 3.11
Standard deviation = 1.03
Average interitem correlation =.67

Deleted 
items The work that I do on a daily basis… Reason

TS_4
…has consequences for a large number of  

people who do not work for my organization
Loads on independent component

TS_5
…is a determining factor in the well-being of 

people who do not work for my organization
Loads on independent component

TS_6
…is of great importance to the  success of 

 the organization
Loads on independent component and 
cross-loads on task publicness

Table 5.4  Principal components and reliability analyses for task publicness

ITEM THE WORK THAT I DO ON A DAILY BASIS… COMPONENT 
LOADINGS

CORRECTED ITEM-
TOTAL CORRELATION

TP_1 …is socially relevant .65 .45

TP_2
…is directly influenced by decisions that 

political authorities make
.67 .54

TP_3 …is closely reviewed by the media .75 .67

TP_4 …is important for the functioning of society .75 .58

TP_5
...can have direct or indirect consequences 

for political authorities when it goes wrong
.76 .70

TP_6
…is directly or indirectly of importance for  

political decision-making
.75 .67

TP_7 …is typical for the work of a public organization .59 .47

7 items in scale
Cronbach's α =.83

Items mean = 3.21
Standard deviation =.74
Average interitem correlation =.41

The final step was to perform a PCA that excluded the items removed in the former 
analysis, and restricting the maximum number of components to four49. This four-
component solution explains 55.8% of the variance in the data. To be sure, the final 
PCA analysis is not a true confirmatory test of dimensionality of the data; for this,  
I will conduct more extensive confirmatory factor analyses later (see §5.3.3). However, 
the additional, more restrictive, PCA analyses do provide a clearer, albeit tentative, 
indication of the main components and the interrelation among their respective 
items. The results of the final PCA are reported in Tables 5.2 through 5.5. All resulting 
measures furthermore show good reliability, with Cronbach’s alpha values of.77 and 
higher. As the tables indicate, however, several items in the scales for job autonomy 
(Aut_5), task publicness (TP_1, TP_2, TP_4, and TP_7)50, and moral task complexity 
(MTC_1, MTC_4, and MTC_8) have relatively lower component loadings and item-
total correlations. While these are still above the cut-off criteria set earlier, some of the 
items involved may prove to be problematic in the reliability and confirmatory factor 
analyses conducted on data from Samples I and III. 

Table 5.2  Principal components and reliability analyses for job autonomy

ITEM IN YOUR WORK… COMPONENT 
LOADINGS

CORRECTED ITEM-
TOTAL CORRELATION

Aut_1
…how often does someone else determine what 

tasks you should do?
.78 .60

Aut_2
…how often does someone else determine when 

you should do your work?
.77 .61

Aut_3
…how often does someone else determine where 

you should do your work?
.67 .50

Aut_4
…how often does someone else determine how you 

should do your work?
.74 .57

Aut_5
…how often does someone else determine what the 

results of your work should be?
.63 .43

5 items in scale
Cronbach's α =.77

Items mean = 3.29
Standard deviation =.75
Average interitem correlation =.40

49 Since external task significance was excluded from further analysis, cross-loadings of item TP_1 on external task 

significance was no longer problematic. It was therefore retained for the final 4-component PCA analysis and, as 

expected, loaded significantly on its intended factor.

50 In addition, the reliability analysis of moral task complexity indicated that item 8 did not add to the reliability of the 

overall scale. Instead, removal of the item would result in a Cronbach’s alpha value of.857 instead of.856. Since 

the change in reliability is minimal, however, the item was initially retained.
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measurement model for Sample I (snowball-sample), the sample that is also used for 
the full model testing in Chapter 852. 

The reliability of the respective scales is assessed using the Cronbach’s alpha 
standards formulated in §5.3.2. For the CFA I used maximum likelihood estimation 
in AMOS 22.0, with bootstrapping to deal with potential non-normal distribution 
of the dependent variables in the model53 (cf. Byrne, 2001; Yung & Bentler, 1996). 
The results of the CFA models are visualized in Figures 5.1 through 5.3. I assessed 
model fit by reviewing the overall model chi-square measure (χ2, Bollen, 1989) 
and the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR, Hu & Bentler, 1999), 
the comparative fit index (CFI, Bentler, 1990), and the root mean square error for 
approximation (RMSEA, Steiger & Lind, 1980). Both the chi-square and the SRMR 
represent absolute measures of fit. For SRMR, a value of 0 indicates perfect fit, 
with values <.05 indicating good fit and values between .05 and .08 indicating 
acceptable fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). CFI is an incremental fit index that compares 
the hypothesized model to a baseline model of complete independence between 
the included items. The CFI is recommended as the best approximation of the 
population value (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988), with values greater than .95 being 
indicative of a well-fitting model (Bentler & Yuan, 1999). The RMSEA, finally, is one of 
the most informative fit indices (Byrne, 2001: 84) and considers how well a model with 
unknown but optimally selected parameter values would fit the population covariance 
matrix if it were available (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). RMSEA values below .05 indicate 
good model fit, although values between .05 and .08 are still acceptable (Browne & 
Cudeck, 1993; MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996). When comparing models I 
will also consider the relative improvement in AIC values (see Garson, 2012). 

The following first reports the results on the ELS, followed by the reliability analyses 
and CFA results for each of the work characteristics. The descriptive results for the 
various measures (means, SD, correlations) are reported and discussed in more 
detail in Chapter 6. The section concludes with a brief review of the common method 
bias tests I conducted.

52 PCA is a common approach to data reduction and often used as a first exploration of the structure of the data. 

However, it employs a different mathematical model than exploratory factor analysis and does not itself constitute 

a ‘true’ exploratory analysis of the dimensionality in the data (Henson & Roberts, 2006). In future analysis and 

research using the data at hand, additional EFA analyses will therefore be included to further validate the findings 

reported here and examine the structure of the data without imposition of a preconceived structure. 

53 To enable bootstrapping, missings in the data were replaced by means. While mean imputation can be problematic 

(Byrne, 2001: 290-291), the number of missings within each of the variables was low (typically less than 10 and 

often less than 5 cases) and hence the imputation is unlikely to have had a significant impact on the findings. 

Table 5.5  Principal components and reliability analyses for moral task 
    complexity

ITEM IN MY WORK… COMPONENT 
LOADINGS

CORRECTED 
ITEM-TOTAL 
CORRELATION

MTC_1
... I have to make difficult decisions that come at a cost 

to others
.57 .49

MTC_2 …I have to make important moral decisions .76 .66

MTC_3
…I struggle with decisions in which I have to weigh the 

interests of different parties against one another
.76 .67

MTC_4
…the moral decisions that I have to make are actually 

rather easy (reverse-coded)
.65 .53

MTC_5
…I am confronted with difficult decisions that affect the 

personal lives of others
.73 .61

MTC_6 …difficult moral dilemmas occur .80 .68

MTC_7
…I have to make significant decisions in which the 

morally 'right' thing to do is not immediately clear
.82 .73

MTC_8
…I sometimes have to make decisions that go against 

my own conscience
.53 .41

8 items in scale
Cronbach's α =.85

Items mean = 3.45
Standard deviation =.71
Average interitem correlation =.43

5.4.3 Confirmatory validity and reliability analyses
After the principal components and reliability analyses of the Sample II data, I 
conducted a series of additional reliability and confirmatory factor analyses to test 
the measurement models for Chapter 7 and 8. To reiterate, for Chapter 7 data from all 
three samples will be used to assess IELT and observed ethical leadership practices. 
I therefore performed reliability analyses and CFA on all three samples to review the 
reliability and validity of Brown et al.’s (2005) Ethical Leadership Scale. Since the 
ELS has previously been validated and is the most-widely used measure in ethical 
leadership research, the CFA serve to assess the extent to which the ELS fits the data 
on hand. In Chapter 8 I focus specifically on structural work characteristics and their 
relation to IELT. Using data from Sample III (semi-public organization) I first examine 
whether the CFA results are in line with those of the PCA51 and then confirm the 

51 As there is no data available on task publicness for Sample III, the CFA for this measure applies only to Sample I. 
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Sample II.  Confirmatory factor analyses of the ELS on data from Sample II (see 
Table 5.6) also indicated bad fit (Model A2: χ2 = 208,459, df = 35, p <.001; SRMR 
=.041;CFI =.95; RMSEA =.10). Similar to the results for Sample I, there seemed to 
be a problematic correlation between the error terms of items 2 and 7, 9 and 10, 4 
and 7, and 1 and 4. Removing items 7, 10, and 4 from the model again improves the 
overall fit significantly (Model B2: χ2 = 45,319, df = 14, p <.001; SRMR =.023; CFI 
=.99; RMSEA =.07). Given that the pattern of correlated error terms appears to be 
rather stable across samples though, there is an additional rationale for maintaining 
all items in the model and allowing the error terms of items 9 and 10, 1 and 4, and 2 
and 7 to correlate. The resulting model has reasonable fit with the data (Model C2: 
χ2 = 119,860, df = 32, p <.001; SRMR =.026; CFI =.98; RMSEA =.07; see Figure 5.1b 
and Table 5.7).

Sample III. The CFA for Sample III, finally, reveals that the initial validity of the ELS 
is low in this sample as well (χ2 = 168,194, df = 35, p <.001; SRMR =.038; CFI =.95; 
RMSEA =.10; see Table 5.6). The modification indices suggested a slightly different 
pattern between error terms might be appropriate for this data compared to those 
in Samples I and II: while items 4 and 7 were again problematic, item 10 appeared 
to have less overlap with other items than in the other two samples. Nevertheless, 
for comparison with the Model B results for Samples I and II, I fitted a model without 
these three items on the Sample III data as well. As with the previous two samples, 
Model B had a much-improved fit with the data (χ2 = 41,963, df = 14, p <.001; SRMR 
=.026; CFI =.98; RMSEA =.07). Model C finally concerns a model in which, consistent 
with the modification indices and the results from the CFA of the other two datasets, 
the error terms between 9 and 10, 1 and 4, and 2 and 7 are allowed to correlate. This 
model showed acceptable fit with the data (χ2 = 120,475, df = 32, p <.001; SRMR 
=.032; CFI =.97; RMSEA =.08; see Figure 5.1c and Table 5.7c).

To conclude, the data consistently indicates that some of the error terms of items in 
Brown et al.’s (2005) Ethical Leadership Scale are in fact correlated. These correlations 
seem both substantively meaningful and empirically stable however, and while the fit 
indices are not ideal they are similar to those found by Brown and colleagues (2005) 
in their initial validation of the scale. For sake of cumulative knowledge building, I will 
therefore employ the original 10-item scale in the further analyses.

Ethical Leadership Scale 
Reliability analyses of Brown et al.’s (2005)  Ethical Leadership Scale (ELS) indicate that 
the scale is internally consistent across all three samples, with excellent Cronbach’s 
alpha values between .90 and .9354. For the CFA, the results are discussed per 
sample below. 

Sample I. Confirmatory factor analyses for Brown et al.’s (2005) ELS indicated bad 
initial fit (Model A155: χ2 = 188,518, df = 35, p <.001; SRMR =.054; CFI =.92; RMSEA 
=.11). From the original scale (see Table 5.6), item 2 (“Disciplines employees who 
violate ethical standards”), item 4 (“Has the best interests of employees in mind”), 
item 7 (“Discusses ethics and values with employees”), and item 10 (“When making 
decisions, asks “what is the right thing to do?”) were problematic; modification 
indices suggested the error terms between these and other items are correlated. 
When items 10, 7 and 4 are one-by-one removed from the model, the eventual model 
fit improves significantly (Model B1: χ2 = 39,563, df = 14, p <.001; SRMR =.031; CFI 
=.98; RMSEA =.07). However, item 7 especially constitutes a key item of the ELS 
as it is a main feature in the leader’s proactive moral management and hence a 
distinguishing factor between ethical and other positive forms of leadership (Brown & 
Treviño, 2006). Therefore removing this item would constitute a substantial decrease 
in content validity of the remaining scale. Moreover, the correlations between error 
terms appear to represent an underlying theoretically and empirically meaningful 
relation between the items involved. That is, the apparent correlations between the 
error terms of items 9 and 10, 1 and 4, and 2 and 7, respectively, each indicate similar 
aspects of ethical leadership: the individual ethical decision-making of the leader, the 
leader’s personal interest in and care for followers, and proactive moral management 
(as indicated by ethics communication and discipline). Hence there is a sufficient 
substantive rationale for allowing for correlations between each of these three sets of 
error terms. Still, doing so is not ideal and even when the error terms of these items 
are allowed to correlate the overall fit remains suboptimal (Model C1: χ2 = 100,840, df 
= 32, p <.001; CFI =.96; SRMR =.040; RMSEA =.08; see Figure 5.1a and Table 5.7a), 
especially when compared to the 7-item model.

54 In Sample I, items 2 and 7 had a very slight negative impact on the overall reliability. The effect of these items on the 

reliability is minimal however, with removal of items causing no more than a.003 improvement in the Cronbach’s 

alpha. 

55 The letter of each model stands for the type of model tested, with A being the original model, B the subsequently 

adjusted (and nested), et cetera. The number of each model (1, 2 or 3) stands for the sample on which the model 

is tested (i.e., Sample I, II or III). 
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Table 5.6  CFA model fit indices for the Ethical Leadership Scale

SAMPLE I 
N = 355

FIT INDICES
MODEL A1  

10-item
MODEL B1  

7-item
MODEL C1  
corr. errors

Chi-square (df, p) 188,518 
(df = 35, p < .001)

39,563 
(df = 14, p < .001)

100,840
(df = 32, p < .001)

CFI .919 .979 .964

SRMR .054 .031 .040

RMSEA .111 .072 .078

AIC 228,158 67,563 146,840

SAMPLE II 
N = 519

FIT INDICES
MODEL A2  

10-item
MODEL B2 

7-item
MODEL C2  
corr. errors

Chi-square (df, p) 208,459
(df = 35, p < .001)

45,319
(df = 14, p < .001)

119,860
(df = 32, p < .001)

CFI .950 .986 .975

SRMR .041 .023 .030

RMSEA .098 .066 .073

AIC 248,459 73,319 165,860

SAMPLE III 
N = 391

FIT INDICES
MODEL A3  

10-item
MODEL B3  

7-item
MODEL C3  
corr. errors

Chi-square (df, p) 168,194 
(df = 35, p < .001)

41,963 
(df = 14, p < .001)

120,475
(df = 32, p < .001)

CFI .952 .984 .968

SRMR .038 .026 .032

RMSEA .099 .072 .084

AIC 208,194 69,963 166,475

Figure 5.1a Sample I CFA results for the Ethical Leadership Scale (Model C1)

 

Model fit indices: χ2 = 100,840, df = 32, p <.001; SRMR =.040; CFI =.96; RMSEA =.08. Numbers indicate 

standardized estimates. 



5

Ethical

Leadership

Scale

ELS_1
,53

e1

,73

ELS_2
,26

e2

,51 ELS_3
,22

e3

,47

ELS_4
,71

e4

,84

ELS_5
,79

e5,89

ELS_6
,81

e6
,90

ELS_7
,37

e7

,61

ELS_8
,78

e8

,88

ELS_9
,65

e9

,81

ELS_10
,63

e10

,79

,21

,17

,25

S
ca

le

Ethical

Leadership

Scale

ELS_1 e1

,73

ELS_2
,29

e2

,54
ELS_3

,29
e3

,53
ELS_4

,60
e4

,78

ELS_5
,78

e5
,88

ELS_6
,80

e6
,89

ELS_7
,40

e7

,63

ELS_8
,77 e8

,88

ELS_9
,59

e9

,77

ELS_10
,59

e10

,76

,25

,28

,20

,53

160 161

Methodological background of the survey researchPART II  /  Chapter 5

Figure 5.1c Sample III CFA results for the Ethical Leadership Scale (Model C3)

 

Model fit indices: χ2 = 120,475, df = 32, p <.001; SRMR =.032; CFI =.97; RMSEA =.08. Numbers indicate 

standardized estimates. 

Figure 5.1b Sample II CFA results for the Ethical Leadership Scale (Model C2)

 
Model fit indices: χ2 = 119,860, df = 32, p <.001; SRMR =.030; CFI =.98; RMSEA =.07. Numbers indicate 

standardized estimates. 
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Table 5.7a Sample I factor loadings and reliability analyses for the Ethical  
    Leadership Scale

SAMPLE I

ITEM MY DIRECT SUPERVISOR… FACTOR 
LOADINGS

CORRECTED 
ITEM-TOTAL 
CORRELATION

ELS_1 …listens to what employees have to say .71 .68

ELS_2 …disciplines employees who violate ethical standards .42 .44

ELS_3 …conducts his/her personal life in an ethical manner .51 .47

ELS_4 …has the best interests of employees in mind .75 .69

ELS_5 …makes fair and balanced decisions .84 .77

ELS_6 …can be trusted .91 .81

ELS_7 …discusses ethics and values with employees .49 .51

ELS_8 …sets the right example in terms of ethics .82 .79

ELS_9 …defines success not just by results but also the  
way that they are obtained

.67 .69

ELS_10 …when making decisions, asks 'what is the right  
thing to do?'

.66 .68

10 items in scale
Cronbach's α =.90

Items mean = 3.50
Standard deviation = .71
Average interitem correlation= .47

SAMPLE II

ITEM MY DIRECT SUPERVISOR… FACTOR 
LOADINGS

CORRECTED 
ITEM-TOTAL 
CORRELATION

ELS_1 …listens to what employees have to say .73 .70

ELS_2 …disciplines employees who violate ethical standards .54 .55

ELS_3 …conducts his/her personal life in an ethical manner .54 .52

ELS_4 …has the best interests of employees in mind .78 .75

ELS_5 …makes fair and balanced decisions .88 .84

ELS_6 …can be trusted .90 .84

SAMPLE II

ITEM MY DIRECT SUPERVISOR… FACTOR 
LOADINGS

CORRECTED 
ITEM-TOTAL 
CORRELATION

ELS_7 …discusses ethics and values with employees .63 .63

ELS_8 …sets the right example in terms of ethics .88 .84

ELS_9 …defines success not just by results but also the  
way that they are obtained0

.77 .76

ELS_10 …when making decisions, asks 'what is the right  
thing to do?'

.77 .76

10 items in scale
Cronbach's α =.93

Items mean = 3.45
Standard deviation = .79
Average interitem correlation = .56

SAMPLE III

ITEM MY DIRECT SUPERVISOR… FACTOR 
LOADINGS

CORRECTED 
ITEM-TOTAL 
CORRELATION

ELS_1 …listens to what employees have to say .73 .71

ELS_2 …disciplines employees who violate ethical standards .51 .52

ELS_3 …conducts his/her personal life in an ethical manner .47 .46

ELS_4 …has the best interests of employees in mind .84 .80

ELS_5 …makes fair and balanced decisions .89 .84

ELS_6 …can be trusted .90 .84

ELS_7 …discusses ethics and values with employees .61 .60

ELS_8 …sets the right example in terms of ethics .89 .86

ELS_9 …defines success not just by results but also  
the way that they are obtained

.81 .80

ELS_10 …when making decisions, asks 'what is the right thing 
to do?'

.79 .78

10 items in scale
Cronbach's α =.93

Items mean = 3.62
Standard deviation = .76
Average interitem correlation = .56

Table 5.7b Sample II factor loadings and reliability analyses for the Ethical 
    Leadership Scale                         Page 162-163 >>

Table 5.7c Sample III factor loadings and reliability analyses for the Ethical 
    Leadership Scale
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Work characteristics 
I conducted reliability and confirmatory factor analyses in two stages. First, I tested 
the measurement model derived from the PCA results on data from Sample III (the 
semi-public organization) to examine the convergent and discriminant validity of the 
measures for job autonomy, (internal) task significance, and moral task complexity 
and provide further evidence for their validity and reliability across different samples. 
Using the results of this reliability and CFA analysis, I hypothesized an adjusted model 
of the work characteristics and tested this adjusted measurement model using data 
from Sample I. This final CFA indicates the reliability and validity of the measures as 
they are used in the full model tests in Chapter 8. Since no data for task publicness 
was available for Sample III, this variable was only included in reliability and validity 
analyses of Sample I. Figures 5.2a through 5.3b and Tables 5.8 and 5.9 summarize 
the results. I first discuss the Sample III reliability and CFA results before discussing 
the results for Sample I and presenting the final measures as they are used in the 
structural model in Chapter 8. 

Sample III reliability and CFA. I conducted reliability analyses on data from 
Sample III for each of the scales I derived from the PCA results presented earlier. 
The analyses indicate that for job autonomy, item 5 (“in your work, how often does 
someone else determine what the results of your work should be?”) has a negative 
effect on the overall scale reliability. Since this item is not of particular theoretical 
importance, removal of the item seemed appropriate. The resulting 4-item scale has 
a Cronbach’s alpha of .86 (see Table 5.8). The reliability analyses further indicate that 
task significance has good internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s alpha value of .86. 
Moral task complexity, finally, has good reliability as well. However, both items 4 (“in 
my work the moral decisions that I have to make are actually rather easy (reverse-
coded)”) and item 8 (“In my work I sometimes have to make decisions that go against 
my own conscience”) have a negative effect on the consistency of the scale. Removal 
of these two items resulted in a highly reliable scale, as indicated by Cronbach’s alpha 
values of .89.

I then examined the convergent and discriminant validity of the adjusted measures 
for job autonomy and moral task complexity, as well as the original internal task 
significance scale, in the confirmatory factor analyses. While the modification indices 
suggested revealed no significant cross-loadings and factor loadings showed 
sufficient convergent validity, the CFA results indicated only moderate fit of this model 
to the data of Sample III (Model A: χ2 = 218,526, df = 62, p <.001; SRMR =.060;  
CFI =.94; RMSEA =.08; see Figure 5.2a). Hence post-hoc modification of the model 
was deemed necessary. Modification indices specifically suggested that the error 

term of item 6 of Moral task complexity (“In my work, difficult moral dilemmas occur’”) 
correlated to the error terms of several other items in the MTC measure, suggesting 
redundancy. Removal of MTC_6 indeed improved model fit significantly, while the 
AIC lowered from 302,526 to 213,113. The final model fit is acceptable (Model B: χ2 = 
135,113, df = 51, p <.001; SRMR =.053; CFI =.96; RMSEA =.07). The adjusted 5-item 
MTC scale has a Cronbach’s alpha of .87 (see Figure 5.2b).

Sample I reliability and CFA. For Sample I, I proceeded further to test and confirm 
the reliability and factor structure of the adjusted scales that I derived from the 
analyses of the Sample III data (see Table 5.9). The reliability analyses indicate good 
internal consistency for the measures of job autonomy (4 items, Cronbach’s alpha 
=.77), task significance (3 items, alpha =.82), task publicness (7 items, alpha =.89), 
and moral task complexity (5 items, alpha =.86). Figures 5.3a and 5.3b present a 
graphical summary of the CFA analyses. The initial confirmatory factor analysis shows 
that there is adequate convergent and discriminant validity, yet the hypothesized 
measurement model did not fit the data of Sample I as well as expected: χ2 = 426,840, 
df = 146, p <.001; SRMR =.053; CFI =.91; RMSEA =.07. 

Closer inspection of the modification indices suggested that the lower fit of the 
model was specifically attributable to items related to task publicness, the measure for 
which no data was available in Sample III and no prior CFA was therefore conducted. 
More specifically, the error term of item TP_4 correlated with error terms of other items 
and thus appeared to be redundant. Removal of TP_4 resulted in better fit compared 
to the original model (with AIC lowered from 552,840 to 375,885) reasonable model 
fit (χ2 = 255,885, df = 129, p <.001; SRMR =.049; CFI =.95; RMSEA =.05). Moreover, 
after removing TP_4 the resulting 6-item task publicness scale remained highly 
reliable with a Cronbach’s alpha of .87. 
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Table 5.8  Sample III factor loadings and reliability analyses for work
    characteristics                             Page 168-169 >>

MORAL TASK COMPLEXITY

ITEM IN MY WORK… FACTOR 
LOADINGS

CORRECTED 
ITEM-TOTAL 
CORRELATION

MTC_1 ... I have to make difficult decisions that come at a 
cost to others

.81 .73

MTC_2 …I have to make important moral decisions .82 .74

MTC_3 …I struggle with decisions in which I have to weigh 
the interests of different parties against one 
another

.74 .66

MTC_5 …I am confronted with difficult decisions that 
affect the personal lives of others

.69 .66

MTC_7 …I have to make significant decisions in which the 
morally 'right' thing to do is not immediately clear

.67 .65

5 items in scale
Cronbach's α =.87

Items mean = 2.54
Standard deviation = .95
Average interitem correlation = .56

Deleted 
items In my work… Reason

MTC_4 …the moral decisions that I have to make are 
actually rather easy (reverse-coded)

Reliability increases if item deleted

MTC _ 6 …difficult moral dilemmas occur Correlated error-terms and cross-
loading with other latent factors

MTC _ 8 …I sometimes have to make decisions that go 
against my own conscience

Reliability increases if item deleted

TASK SIGNIFICANCE

ITEM THE WORK THAT I DO ON A DAILY BASIS… FACTOR 
LOADINGS

CORRECTED 
ITEM-TOTAL 
CORRELATION

TS_1
…has consequences for a large number of 

colleagues within the organization
.75 .70

TS_2
…is a determining factor in the well-being of 

colleagues within the organization
.90 .78

TS_3
…is of great importance to the work success of 

other colleagues
.81 .74

3 items in scale
Cronbach's α =.86

Items mean = 3.26
Standard deviation = 1.07
Average interitem correlation = .67

JOB AUTONOMY

ITEM IN YOUR WORK.. FACTOR

LOADINGS

CORRECTED 
ITEM-TOTAL 
CORRELATION

Aut_1
…how often does someone else determine what 

tasks you should do?
.83 .75

Aut_2
…how often does someone else determine when 

you should do your work?
.88 .78

Aut_3
…how often does someone else determine where 

you should do your work?
.73 .67

Aut_4
…how often does someone else determine how 

you should do your work?
.71 .66

4 items in scale
Cronbach's α =.87

Items mean = 3.40
Standard deviation = .98
Average interitem correlation = .62

Deleted 
items In your work.. Reason

Aut_5
…how often does someone else determine what 

the results of your work should be?
Reliability increases if item deleted
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Table 5.9  Sample I factor loadings and reliability analyses for work
    characteristics                                   Page 170-171 >> 

MORAL TASK COMPLEXITY

ITEM IN MY WORK… FACTOR 
LOADINGS

CORRECTED 
ITEM-TOTAL 
CORRELATION

MTC_1
...I have to make difficult decisions that come at a 

cost to others
.75 .68

MTC_2 …I have to make important moral decisions .73 .67

MTC_3
…I struggle with decisions in which I have to weigh 

the interests of different parties against one 
another

.70 .64

MTC_5
…I am confronted with difficult decisions that 

affect the personal lives of others
.80 .73

MTC_7
…I have to make significant decisions in which the 

morally 'right' thing to do is not immediately clear
.77 .70

5 items in scale
Cronbach's α =.86

Items mean = 2.99
Standard deviation = .93
Average interitem correlation = .56

TASK SIGNIFICANCE

ITEM THE WORK THAT I DO ON A DAILY BASIS… FACTOR 
LOADINGS

CORRECTED 
ITEM-TOTAL 
CORRELATION

TS_1
…has consequences for a large number of 

colleagues within the organization
.83 .72

TS_2
…is a determining factor in the well-being of 

colleagues within the organization
.84 .71

TS_3
…is of great importance to the work success of 

other colleagues
.66 .61

3 items in scale
Cronbach's α =.82

Items mean = 3.30
Standard deviation = 1.00
Average interitem correlation = .61

TASK PUBLICNESS

ITEM THE WORK THAT I DO ON A DAILY BASIS… FACTOR 
LOADINGS

CORRECTED 
ITEM-TOTAL 
CORRELATION

TP_1 …is socially relevant .57 .58

TP_2
…is directly influenced by decision that political 

authorities make
.57 .66

TP_3 …is closely reviewed by the media .66 .64

TP_5
...can have direct or indirect consequences for 

political authorities when it goes wrong
.88 .77

TP_6
…is directly or indirectly of importance for political 

decision-making
.90 .81

TP_7 …is typical for the work of a public organization .64 .60

6 items in scale
Cronbach's α =.87

Items mean = 3.20
Standard deviation = 1.02
Average interitem correlation = .53

Deleted 
items The work that I do on a daily basis… Reason

TP_4 …is important for the functioning of society
Correlated error-terms and cross-
loading with another latent factor

JOB AUTONOMY

ITEM IN YOUR WORK.. FACTOR 
LOADINGS

CORRECTED 
ITEM-TOTAL 
CORRELATION

Aut_1
…how often does someone else determine what 

tasks you should do?
.68 .56

Aut_2
…how often does someone else determine when 

you should do your work?
.76 .62

Aut_3
…how often does someone else determine where 

you should do your work?
.64 .56

Aut_4
…how often does someone else determinehow 

you should do your work?
.63 .55

4 items in scale
Cronbach's α =.77

Items mean = 3.35
Standard deviation = .75
Average interitem correlation = .46
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Figure 5.2a  Sample III CFA results for the hypothesized work characteristics  
     model

 

Model A fit indices: χ2 = 405,551, df = 101, p <.001; SRMR =.060; CFI =.90; RMSEA =.09. Numbers indicate 

standardized estimates. 

Figure 5.2b  Sample III CFA results for the adjusted work characteristics 
     model (item MTC_6 removed)

 

Model B fit indices: χ2 = 135,113, df = 51, p <.001; SRMR =.053; CFI =.96; RMSEA =.07.  Numbers indicate 

standardized estimates. 
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Figure 5.3b  Sample I CFA results for the adjusted work characteristics model 
     (item TP_4 removed)

Model B fit indices: χ2 = 255,885, df = 129, p <.001; SRMR =.049; CFI =.95; RMSEA =.05. Numbers indicate 

standardized estimates. 

Figure 5.3a  Sample I CFA results for the hypothesized work characteristics  
     model

 

Model A fit indices: χ2 = 426,840, df = 146, p <.001; SRMR =.053; CFI =.91; RMSEA =.07. Numbers indicate 

standardized estimates. 
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5.4.5 Common method bias test
To test for possible common method bias, I conducted Harman’s single method 
factor test and modeled a common method factor. The model tested in Chapter 7 
is explicitly concerned with constructs that are inherently subjective and perceptual, 
as it aims to examine the relation between IELT and perceptions of ethical leadership 
(rather than actual ethical leadership behavior). Common method bias is therefore not 
relevant to the analyses involved in this chapter. Arguably, since the model includes 
(perceptions of) structural work characteristics, CMV may be considered a factor in 
the analyses for Chapter 8. Therefore I conducted common method bias tests only 
on the data used for the analyses in that particular chapter (Sample I).

I conducted Harman’s single factor test (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Podsakoff & Organ, 
1986) by performing a factor analysis on all items related to hierarchical position, job 
autonomy, task significance, task publicness, and moral task complexity, and the five 
IELT in SPSS, extracting one single factor (no rotation). The resulting factor explained 
only 21.80% of the variance. As this is well below the threshold of 50% (i.e., a majority) 
of the variance being explained by a single latent factor (see Podsakoff et al., 2003), 
this suggests common method variance is not particularly problematic. I also ran a 
structural equation model of the final empirical models of both Chapter 7 and 8 with an 
added common latent factor56. A comparison between the models with this common 
latent factor and those without showed no large differences in any of the standardized 
regression paths: in both the Chapter 7 and Chapter 8 models all delta were <.04. I 
therefore conclude that common method variance is unlikely to be an issue in the data. 

5.5  Conclusion

This chapter discussed the development, validity, and reliability of the survey research 
that forms the basis for the following chapters. The empirical results will be presented 
next in three separate chapters. Chapter 6 outlines the descriptive results. Bearing 
the sample limitations in mind, this chapter answers the question: which expectations 
of ethical leadership identified in the exploratory research are most prevalent among 
working adults in the Netherlands? It also reviews the outcomes on other key variables 
included in the research, such as the ethical leadership behaviors that respondents 
observe in their managers, their moral task complexity, and task significance. As 

56 For this test I included all variables included in the original hypothesized model and added a common latent factor 

with regression paths to all observed variables. The regression paths were subsequently constrained to be equal, 

while variance in the common method factor was constrained to 1. 

such, Chapter 6 provides a backstory to the hypothesis tests in Chapters 7 and 8. 
Chapter 7 tests hypotheses on the relationship between respondents’ IELT and their 
perceptions of ethical leadership. Drawing on the results of the exploratory research, 
this chapter examines to what extent employees’ expectations of ethical leadership 
match the attributes and behaviors they observe in their manager. Furthermore, it 
shows that a discrepancy between the managers’ characteristics and behaviors 
and one’s own implicit ethical leadership theory can negatively impact perceptions 
of ethical leadership. Finally, Chapter 8 will test hypotheses regarding the extent to 
which IELT are shared among employees with similar structural work characteristics. 
The analyses in that chapter indicate that IELT indeed are not fully idiosyncratic. 
Instead, there is structural variation in IELT that can be traced back to characteristics 
of respondents’ work environment and to the moral task complexity of the work in 
particular. These results in part confirm the findings of the exploratory qualitative 
research in Part I of the dissertation; in some respects however, the results deviate 
from formulated expectations as an interesting, yet somewhat unexpected pattern on 
implicit ethical leadership theories emerges. 


