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DESCRIPTIVE RESULTS: 
ETHICAL LEADERSHIP AND 
IELT IN THE  NETHERLANDS

6.1 Introduction

This chapter outlines the descriptive results of the survey research. As such, it 
serves two purposes. The first is to provide background information to the studies 
reported in Chapters 7 and 8. The second is to extend and validate the findings of 
the exploratory research in Part I of the dissertation by examining the fourth sub-
question of the dissertation: to what extent do working adults in the Netherlands 
endorse the ideal-typical implicit ethical leadership theories identified in the Q-study 
(see Chapter 4)? Figure 4.2 in Chapter 4 illustrates the main aspects of the five 
ideal-typical IELT. The present chapter begins by highlighting the extent to which 
respondents endorse each of these IELT. It then discusses the ethical leadership 
characteristics and behaviors that respondents perceive in their direct supervisor57. 
This includes both the results on Brown et al.’s (2005) Ethical Leadership Scale as 
well as results on the extent to which respondents found the IELT-vignettes to match 
the leadership provided by their direct supervisor. As an indication of the varying 
work contexts in which the respondents operate, the chapter concludes with a 
brief report of the descriptive results of the main work characteristics of interest - 
hierarchical position, job autonomy, task significance, task publicness, and moral 
task complexity. Relevant correlations between the various variables are discussed 
in more detail in Chapters 7 and 8. 

57 Since Chapter 7 deals directly with the effects of the discrepancy between IELT and perceived (observed) ethical 

leadership, a more detailed discussion on the level of consistency/ discrepancy between IELT and perceived 

ethical leadership is included in Chapter 7. 
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6.2 Implicit Ethical Leadership Theories

Table 6.1 reports the descriptives of the Likert-scale measures of respondents’ relative 
agreement with each of the five ideal-typical implicit ethical leadership theories, while 
Figures 6.1 – 6.3 provide a summary of which of these five ideal-typical implicit ethical 
leadership theories best fit the respondents’ own IELT overall58. As expected, the mean 
endorsement scores for most of the IELT are relatively high (and thus negatively skewed59) 
in all three samples. This suggests that nearly all ideal-typical IELT have elements that 
appeal to most of the respondents and that a large majority of the aspects included in 
the various IELT are deemed important to ethical leadership, albeit in different degrees 
and combinations. The tables further indicate that the distribution of IELT in Samples I 
and II –which both consist of primarily highly educated professionals - is more or less 
similar. Sample III, with mostly lower and mid-level educated employees of a semi-
public organization, shows a slightly different IELT endorsement pattern. 

Table 6.160 Descriptive results for the Likert-based IELT measure

IDEAL-TYPICAL IELT SAMPLE I
N = 355

SAMPLE II
N = 519

SAMPLE III
N = 391

M SD M SD M SD

Safe Haven Creator 4.15 .72 4.20 .68 4.07 .84

Practicing Preacher 3.72 .93 3.75 .86 3.42 .92

Moral Motivator 3.69 .94 3.54 .91 3.57 1.01

Social Builder 3.69 .94 3.84 .85 3.33 1.08

Boundaries Setter 2.97 .97 2.85 .94 2.98 1.12

58 As discussed in Chapter 5, the survey originally also included a measure of respondents’ agreement with 

individual statements from the Q-set (see §5.3.1). However, this measure is not used in the further analyses. The 

results on this measure are therefore not discussed in further detail. Data from the measure was compared with 

the results of the other two IELT measures. To the extent that this comparison leads to additional insights that aid 

the interpretation of the results, this is explicitly noted in the text. 

59 The degree of skewness was calculated as ((S-0)/SE_skew), kurtosis was calculated as ((K-0)/SE_kurtosis). As 

expected, both the single-item Likert-based measures for the IELT and those for perceived ethical leadership 

revealed significant (mostly negative) skew and kurtosis. For the ELS, skewness scores were significant as well in 

all three samples, but there was no kurtosis. Consistent with the calculations, Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests confirmed 

significant deviations from the normal distribution for both the ELS and the vignette-based measures. Examination 

of outliers further indicated that while some outliers did occur across the samples, these did not seem particularly 

problematic and there was insufficient substantive rationale for removal of any of the associated cases. 

60 Means indicate the extent to which respondents, on average, found the ideal-typical IELT to be in agreement with 

their own personal IELT.

Both in the cross-sector sample of working adults (Sample I) and the Netherlands 
Institute of Psychology sample (Sample II) respondents mostly prefer their ethical 
leaders to be Safe Haven Creators (37.1% and 36.3%, respectively; see Figure 6.1 and 
6.2). Consistent with this, the mean agreement scores for the Safe Haven Creator, 
which represent the extent to which respondents found the Safe Haven to be in 
agreement with their own IELT, are considerably higher for the than those for any 
of the other ideal-typical IELT (see Table 6.1). A majority of the respondents in these 
two samples thus prefers an approach in which the ethical leader role models the 
appropriate behavior and shows accountability for his or her own behavior. Above 
all, respondents emphasized that the ethical leader should create an environment 
where employees are allowed to make mistakes and learn from them, and where 
suspicions of wrongdoing can be safely reported. To most respondents, safety is 
thus a critical part of ethical leadership. Such emphasis is in line with recent studies 
that show psychological safety to be a key mechanism by which ethical leaders 
affect their followers (Driscoll & McKee, 2007; Neubert et al., 2009; Walumbwa & 
Schaubroeck, 2009). Yet, while the substantial backing for the Safe Haven Creator 
seems to supports a social learning approach to ethical leadership (cf. Brown et al., 
2005), it does appear to be somewhat more passive or reactive than the proactive 
type of ethical leadership laid out in most academic conceptualizations. 

Their endorsement of the Safe Haven Creator also suggests that a majority of the 
respondents in Samples I and II expect an ethical leader not to talk about ethics and 
integrity too much. This too, contrasts with academic conceptualizations of ethical 
leadership, which typically stress that explicit and frequent communication about 
ethics is a key distinguishing ethical leadership behavior (e.g., Brown et al., 2005; 
Kalshoven et al., 2011; Yukl et al., 2013). This is not to say that supporters of the 
Safe Haven Creator believe communication on ethics should be avoided completely. 
Results from the individual statements on what ethical leadership should entail 
suggest they do consider some level of communication on ethics desirable. However, 
it should not be addressed too frequently and explicitly in everyday communication. 
For some respondents, this may be because the work context in which they operate 
does not evoke too severe moral dilemmas, and hence too much explicit discussion 
on ethics and values seems unnecessary. Chapter 8 will test whether this is indeed 
the case. Yet it may also be that in the Dutch context, where ethics and integrity are 
increasingly institutionalized in organizational policies and training programs and the 
ethics industry has become booming business (Huberts, 2005; Van den Heuvel et al., 
2012), a substantial number of people have grown tired of all the attention to ethics. 
Arguably, too much explicit emphasis on ethics could cause resistance or cynicism 
and hence prove counterproductive in the long run. While such speculation cannot 
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be confirmed or disproved with the data available for this dissertation, it is consistent 
with comments made by several respondents across the three samples. 

In both Sample I and II the Practicing Preacher, which seems more consistent 
with standard academic perspectives on ethical leadership (e.g., Brown et al., 2005; 
Kalshoven et al., 2011; Yukl et al., 2013), is a close second favorite: 33.1% (Sample 
I) and 35.5% (Sample II) of the respondents indicated this IELT as the one best 
matching their own perspective on what ethical leadership entails. Mean agreement 
scores, however, are lower than those for the Safe Haven Creator (M = 3.72, SD =.93 
and M= 3.75, SD =.86 in Sample I and II, respectively). Contrary to the Safe Haven 
Creator, the Practicing Preacher IELT envisions an ethical leader that proactively and 
explicitly aims at fostering ethical behavior among followers. Indeed, according to 
respondents endorsing this perspective, an ethical leader should go beyond role 
modeling and showing moral courage: he should also engage followers in regular 
discussions about values, principles, norms and dilemmas. 

Interesting differences between Samples I and II can be seen in the endorsement 
of the Moral Motivator and the Social Builder perspectives on ethical leadership. Figure 
4.2 in Chapter 4 shows that the Moral Motivator view is primarily about the moral 
character of the leader, and that it resists proactive moral management: ethical leaders 
are portrayed as people with strong moral character, self-reflection, and openness to 
criticism, but do not make ethics a priority in the organization. The Moral Motivator is 
clearly less popular than the Safe Haven Creator and Practicing Preacher, with mean 
agreements scores of 3.69 (SD =.94) and 3.54 (SD =.91) in Samples I and II, respectively. 
Nevertheless, 13.3% of the respondents in Sample I indicated the Moral Motivator as the 
one that best matched their conception and expectation of ethical leaders. In Sample 
II, on the other hand, the Moral Motivator scored lower and only 8.6% considered 
this the best representation of their view on ethical leadership (see Figures 6.1 – 6.3). 
For the Social Builder the opposite pattern emerges. This perspective emphasizes 
the need for ethical leaders to establish strong, caring relationships with followers and 
to incorporate different perspectives and interests into a shared set of group values, 
norms, and decision-making processes. The endorsement of this IELT appears to be 
greater among the members of the NIP (Sample II) than in the across-sector sample of 
working adults (Sample I), with 16.2% versus 11.9% of the respondents indicating the 
Social Builder as the IELT best matching their ideal image of an ethical leader. 

Most likely the differences between Samples I and II are the result of differences 
in the respondents’ work context. Respondents in Sample I are spread over various 
organizational contexts and functions, with varying levels of expected moral task 
complexity. Sample II however, is more homogenous in the sense that all respondents 
are in the same profession – a profession for which the results in §6.4 reveal relatively 

high levels of moral task complexity. As argued and empirically tested in Chapter 8, 
individuals who experience considerable moral dilemmas in their everyday work are 
more likely to prefer an ethical leader with strong moral reasoning abilities, high moral 
standards, and a focus on shared ethical decision-making processes – aspects 
particularly notable in the Social Builder IELT. 

Sample III shows a somewhat different pattern of IELT endorsements than the other 
two samples. Similar to Sample I and Sample II, the Safe Haven Creator still receives 
the highest mean agreement score of all the ideal-typical IELT (M = 4.07, SD =.84) in 
Sample III. Yet when asked which of the vignettes best described their own IELT, both the 
Safe Haven Creator (27.2%) and the Moral Motivator (29.5%) are relatively popular among 
respondents of this semi-public organization. While 22.3% of the respondents indicated it 
as their ‘top choice’, support for the Practicing Preacher perspective on ethical leadership 
is considerably less than in Samples I and II. Taken together, these results suggest that in 
Sample III respondents consider the moral character of the leader particularly important 
and prefer a more implicit approach to fostering ethics in the organization. In line with 
the findings in Chapter 4, the most likely explanation for this finding again seems to be 
respondents’ moral task complexity. Sample III respondents reported considerably 
lower levels of moral task complexity than respondents in the other two samples (see 
§6.4). In the open text boxes included in the survey, Sample III respondents noted that, 
in their view, much of the moral complexity in their work is either resolved by extensive, 
strict procedures and regulations or by their supervisor, who they indicated as the 
one responsible for making decisions when moral dilemmas occur. As a result, they 
experience less moral task complexity themselves and, presumably, do not consider a 
proactive approach to ethical leadership (e.g. the Practicing Preacher) necessary.

Another important finding is that the mean endorsement scores in the third sample 
are lower than in the two other samples across all IELT, while the standard deviations 
are generally higher (see Table 6.1). This result implies that within Sample III, a single-
organization sample, there was actually less agreement about what ethical leadership 
entails than there was in the across-sector Samples I and II. This is in contrast to 
arguments by Dickson and colleagues (2006), who suggested that people’s needs 
and expectations of (ethical) leadership are shaped by organizational socialization, 
experiences, and sense-making processes and therefore likely to be shared within 
organizations. The relative disagreement between respondents in Sample III appears 
especially related to their having a formal leadership position or not. In the organization 
concerned, both the survey data and information received during the data collection 
pointed towards subcultures within the organization that relate directly to leadership: 
differences between leaders and non-leaders were clearly noticeable and indeed 
resulted in significantly different responses on many of the variables included in the 
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Figure 6.1 Endorsement of the five implicit ethical leadership theories in Sample I 

Figure 6.2 Endorsement of the five implicit ethical leadership theories in Sample II

Figure 6.3 Endorsement of the five implicit ethical leadership theories in Sample III

survey, including the respondents’ IELT61. 
Finally, it is interesting to note that across all three samples, respondents endorse 

the Boundaries Setter the least. With mean endorsement scores between 2.85 (SD 
=.94) and 2.98 (SD = 1.12), this perspective is not particularly representative of followers’ 
conceptions and expectations of ethical leadership. This finding is consistent with the 
relatively strong endorsement of the Safe Haven Creator and the Practicing Preacher, 
both of which include elements of independent moral decision-making. It also fits 
with Den Hartog et al.’s (1999) and Resick et al.’s (2006) results in that it shows the 
importance of collective orientation, participation, and empowerment as characteristic 
features of Dutch conceptions of leadership in general, and ethical leadership in 
particular. Nevertheless, a small percentage of the respondents in each sample 
(between 3.5% in Sample II and 7.5% in Sample III) did indicate this zero-tolerance 
and compliance-based approach to ethical leadership as the one that best matched 
their own implicit ethical leadership theory. As such, the Boundaries Setter describes 
a marginalized, yet relevant perspective on what ethical leadership should entail.  

6.3 Perceptions of Managerial Ethical Leadership

Across the three samples the majority of respondents indicated that the characteristics 
and behavior of their direct supervisor come closest to that of the Safe Haven 
Creator (see Figures 6.4 through 6.6: 40.6%, 32.5%, and 26.4% in the three samples 
respectively). With mean scores between 3.20 (SD = 1.12) and 3.36 (SD = 1.11) there 
is room for improvement in the extent to which supervisors truly exert this type of 
ethical leadership though (see Table 6.2). Moreover, ethical leader characteristics 
and behaviors described in the Social Builder, Moral Motivator, and especially the 
Practicing Preacher vignettes seem to occur even less frequently. While the Practicing 
Preacher is a fairly popular IELT, this proactive and explicit ethical leadership approach 
in fact shows little resemblance to the type of leadership that respondents observe in 
their supervisor: only 6.0% in Sample I and 9.1% in Sample II believe that the Practicing 
Preacher vignette best describes the leadership of their supervisor. In Sample III, this 
percentage is somewhat higher (15.7%), but again not particularly high. 

61 It is beyond the scope of this dissertation to discuss the differences between leaders and non-leaders in this 

particular sample in detail. Differences between the leaders and non-leaders were confirmed to be statistically 

significant however, and reported in the internal research report drafted for the organization in question. In addition, 

I controlled for the effects of having a formal leadership position in the organization when conducting the analyses 

for Chapter 7, in which data from this sample is used for model testing.
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In addition, not all respondents had ethical leaders that fit a particular ethical 
leadership description. Indeed, a substantial number of respondents indicated that 
none of the vignettes best fit the leadership provided by their direct supervisor: 18.2% 
in the across-sector working adult sample, 22.4% in the NIP sample and 16.2% in the 
sample of the semi-public organization. The qualitative responses following the ethical 
leadership vignettes indicate two main reasons for this. Some respondents noted that 
their supervisor shows such a mix of characteristics and behaviors described in the 
vignettes that they feel none of the descriptions fit ‘best’. Other respondents that selected 
this option described their supervisors as “new”, “not really having a particular style” and/
or “still looking for their own leadership style”, suggesting that respondents perceive 
their supervisor’s leadership as more or less ethically neutral (cf. Treviño et al., 2003). 

Table 6.2  Descriptive results for Likert-based measure of perceived managerial 
    ethical leadership

PERCEIVED ETHICAL 
LEADERSHIP

SAMPLE I
N = 355

SAMPLE II
N = 519

SAMPLE III
N = 391

M SD M SD M SD

Safe Haven Creator 3.30 1.05 3.20 1.12 3.36 1.11

Practicing Preacher 2.54 .99 2.42 .93 2.84 1.02

Moral Motivator 2.72 1.09 2.58 1.03 2.91 1.13

Social Builder 2.72 1.05 2.74 1.09 2.57 1.06

Boundaries Setter 2.33 1.01 2.21 .86 2.57 1.11

Between 2.9% and 4.9% of the respondents indicated that they considered their 
direct supervisor to be an unethical leader. While this is a relatively small proportion 
of the respondents overall, it suggests that unethical leadership is not uncommon. 
What characterizes these unethical leaders, however, is diverse. Some are described 
as lacking honesty, openness, and transparency and being a bad role model overall, 
not applying the rules they set for others to themselves. Several respondents further 
commented that their supervisors are self-centered, and only interested in self-
preservation and ensuring their position within the organization. As a result, these 
respondents note, their supervisors are more loyal to those above them than they 
are to their subordinates and will use manipulation, intimidation, political games, 
nepotism, and  “strategic” lies to achieve their objectives. Furthermore, several 
respondents commented, they are not open to criticism, show no accountability, and 
are unwilling to admit to their mistakes. Two other respondents suggest that their 

supervisor is unethical because he or she acts on impulse and emotions and thereby 
creates an unsafe and unpredictable environment in which the interests of employees 
and the broader society are largely neglected. 

In addition to the vignettes, supervisors’ overall reputation for ethical leadership was 
also measured using Brown et al.’s (2005) Ethical Leadership Scale (ELS). As Table 6.4 
reveals, the mean scores on this scale range between 3.45 (Sample II) and 3.62 (Sample 
III), which seems consistent with distributions reported in other ethical leadership studies 
using the ELS (e.g., Mayer et al., 2009; Neubert et al., 2009; see however Avey et al., 
2010; Toor and Ofori, 2009). However, in comparing the vignette-based measures of 
perceived managerial ethical leadership to the results on the ELS, an interesting result 
emerges: the mean scores on the ELS are somewhat higher than those of the vignette-
based measures. In part this may be attributable to the aforementioned comments 
from respondents that in some cases each vignette was only partly in line with their 
perceptions of the supervisor’s leadership, hence suppressing the mean Likert scores 
for the vignette-based measures. Another explanation for the difference between 
the ELS and the vignette-based measure could be that the vignettes include a wider 
range of more specific, detailed characteristics and behaviors. The 10-item ELS on 
the other hand, describes only a limited number of more general characteristics and 
behaviors and is thus more likely to fit with varying practical manifestations of ethical 
leadership (see Chapter 3). As such, the vignettes could be considered a more detailed 
and specific assessment of how the general ethical leadership characteristics and 
behaviors measured by the ELS are enacted in practice. 

Reviewing both the results of the ELS and vignette-based measures together, 
it seems respondents typically perceive their managers as taking a more passive, 
reactive approach to ethical leadership than that recommended by most academics. 
In light of the relatively high scores for perceived Safe Haven Creator leadership and 
the much lower scores for the Practicing Preacher, communication and discussions 
about ethics and values in particular seems limited to some talk about values, 
principles, and moral dilemmas, but not too explicit and not too frequently. Indeed, 
in the ELS, the one item measuring this aspect of ethical leadership consistently 
scores lower than any other item included in the scale (see Table 6.3). This result 
is also consistent with findings in Chapter 3, which suggested that managers 
themselves do not always consider explicit ethics communication desirable and in 
some organizational contexts even expect it to be counterproductive. Likewise, both 
the ELS and the vignettes suggest moral person aspects such as trust, listening, and 
caring, are considerably more prominent than aspects such as ethical role modeling 
and reinforcement, which reflect more proactive moral management. 
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Figure 6.4  Perceptions of managerial ethical leadership in Sample I

Figure 6.5  Perceptions of managerial ethical leadership in Sample II

Figure 6.6  Perceptions of managerial ethical leadership in Sample III

Table 6.3  Descriptive results for Brown et al.’s (2005) Ethical Leadership Scale

MY DIRECT SUPERVISOR… SAMPLE I
N = 355

SAMPLE II
N = 519

SAMPLE III
N = 391

M SD M SD M SD

…listens to what employees 
have to say

3.82 .96 3.77 1.03 3.78 1.07

…disciplines employees who 
violate ethical standards

3.42 .90 3.33 .95 3.59 .93

…conducts his/her personal 
life in an ethical manner

3.48 .76 3.45 .75 3.49 .74

…has the best interests of 
employees in mind

3.84 .88 3.81 .95 3.80 .97

…makes fair and balanced 
decisions

3.59 .93 3.40 1.05 3.70 1.01

…can be trusted 3.67 1.13 3.61 1.19 3.88 1.05

…discusses ethics and 
values with employees

2.91 1.08 2.94 1.07 3.31 .97

…sets the right example in 
terms of ethics

3.38 1.03 3.32 1.07 3.56 1.01

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

3.44 1.06 3.30 1.11 3.51 1.06

…when making de-cisions, 
asks 'what is the right thing 
to do?'

3.49 .96 3.57 .94 3.61 .95

Total 3.50 .71 3.45 .79 3.62 .76

Aside from the overall pattern of perceived managerial ethical leadership, there are 
some notable differences between the three samples. For instance, Moral Motivator-
type behavior is most prevalent in the semi-public organization (Sample III, 15.7% versus 
10.9% in Sample I and 8.9% in Sample II). Similarly, the Practicing Preacher and the 
Boundaries Setter are observed most by respondents in this third sample (15.7% and 
14.1%), and less so by respondents of Sample I (6.0% and 8.3%) and Sample II (9.1% 
and 8.6%). This finding fits with Sample III respondents’ feedback that much of their 
work is bound by procedures and regulations that are communicated, implemented, 
and strictly enforced by their supervisors. Social Builder leadership, on the other hand, is 
observed most by respondents in Sample II (13.6% versus 11.1% in Sample I and 8.9% 
in Sample III), while respondents in Sample I reported the most Safe Haven Creator 
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leaders out of all three samples. For these findings, no clear explanation was found 
in the data itself. More importantly however, it should be noted that the differences 
between the samples represent differences in the manifestation of ethical leadership 
that are not immediately apparent from the ELS scores. This supports arguments made 
in Chapter 3 that while the ELS is a sound measure for ethical leadership overall, it does 
not provide specific information about how ethical leadership takes form in practice. In 
other words, while the ELS works as a general measure, it is not particularly sensitive to 
the variform universal nature of ethical leadership (see Bass, 1997).  

6.4  Work Characteristics

Drawing on the results of the exploratory research in Part I of this dissertation, it 
seems likely that at least some of the apparent differences in practitioners’ IELT 
are attributable to the specific work environment in which they operate. Arguably, 
the extent to which various structural characteristics of the work environment cause 
higher or lower moral task complexity will affect which of the five IELT respondents find 
most appealing and fits best given the circumstances at hand . Chapter 8 examines 
empirically the viability of such an argument focusing on four key work characteristics 
that the qualitative studies suggested could impact on moral task complexity and, 
subsequently, follower IELT - job autonomy, task significance, task publicness, and 
hierarchical position. As discussed in Chapter 5, the analyses in Chapter 8 will be 
conducted on data from Sample I. For comparative purposes, however, Table 6.4 
also reports the descriptives of respondents’ work characteristics in Samples II and III. 

In regard to the four key work characteristics, the first thing to note is that around 
30 percent of the respondents in Sample I hold a management position within their 
organization, varying from lower level (team leader) positions to higher top-level 
management. At face value, and in comparison to the other two samples, Sample I 
thus seems to hold both a realistic and workable number of respondents to represent 
different hierarchical positions. Table 6.4 also reveals that the amount of job autonomy 
is more or less consistent across the three samples, with mean scores between 3.31 
and 3.40 on a scale from 1 to 562. 

62 Both job autonomy and task significance show moderate negative skewness. Variation on job autonomy is lowest 

in Sample I, yet there is no significant kurtosis in the distribution for either job autonomy or task significance. Data 

for task publicness and moral task complexity showed no significant skewness, but the results are slightly more 

platykurtic (flatter) than a standard normal distribution. 

Task significance here refers to the degree to which the job has a substantial impact 
on the lives or work of other people within the organization (see Chapter 5). Scores for 
task significance are moderate with a mean of 3.30 in Sample I (SD = 1.00). This score 
is somewhat higher than that in Sample II (M = 3.11, SD = 1.03) and similar to that in 
Sample III (M = 3.26, SD = 1.07). Finally, task publicness is fairly well distributed in 
Sample I with a mean score of 3.01 (SD = 1.16). This suggests that respondents vary in 
the extent to which they perceive their work as representative of public organizations 
and impacting the functioning of society as a whole. As intended, the data for Sample 
I indicate that respondents operate in rather diverse work environments. The degree 
of task publicness is presumably similar among the respondents of the semi-public 
organization (Sample III) and not measured explicitly (see Chapter 5). Since Sample 
II consisted of respondents with very similar professions (i.e. profession directly or 
indirectly related to psychology), the variance in this sample is much lower than in 
Sample I (M = 2.92 and SD =.85). Given that variation in the independent variables is 
pivotal to model testing, Sample I seems particularly well suited for further analysis of 
the relation between structural work characteristics and IELT.  

Table 6.4  Descriptive results for work characteristics

PERCEIVED ETHICAL 
LEADERSHIP

SAMPLE I
N = 355

SAMPLE II
N = 519

SAMPLE III
N = 391

M SD M SD M SD

Safe Haven Creator 3.30 1.05 3.20 1.12 3.36 1.11

Practicing Preacher 2.54 .99 2.42 .93 2.84 1.02

Moral Motivator 2.72 1.09 2.58 1.03 2.91 1.13

Social Builder 2.72 1.05 2.74 1.09 2.57 1.06

Boundaries Setter 2.33 1.01 2.21 .86 2.57 1.11

Interestingly, the results for moral task complexity are more diverse than the 
aforementioned work characteristics alone would suggest. Moral task complexity 
refers to the extent to which respondents experience moral dilemmas specifically 
related to the execution of their jobs. In Sample I, MTC scores are not particularly 
high or low; again, the results reveal a more or less normal distribution (M = 3.01, 
SD =.95) reflecting the diversity in work environments of respondents in this sample. 
However, moral task complexity is relatively low among respondents in the semi-
public organization of Sample III (M = 2.53, SD =.95) and especially high in the NIP 
Sample II (M = 3.68, SD =.77). As discussed in §6.3, the lower MTC in Sample III 
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probably stems from the perception among lower-level employees that most moral 
dilemmas are already ‘taken care of’ in the organization’s strict procedures and 
regulations and/or resolved by their superiors. The considerably higher score for 
MTC in Sample II, on the other hand, most likely results from the direct impact that 
psychologists generally have on their clients. The NIP scores for MTC differ from those 
on internal task significance and task publicness since neither of these measures 
captures the impact of the work on immediate clients. In light of the more profession 
and organization specific scores for Samples II and III, and given that moral task 
complexity is a key variable in Chapter 8, data from Sample I again seems best suited 
for testing the full hypothesized model. 

6.5 Conclusion

This chapter presented an overview of the descriptive results that are of interest to 
the dissertation. The main aim was to examine the extent to which working adults in 
the Netherlands endorse each of the five implicit ethical leadership theories identified 
in the Q-study in Chapter 4. In this respect, the results across the three samples 
were more or less consistent: of the five ideal-typical implicit ethical leadership 
theories, the Safe Haven Creator seems to best represent Dutch working adults’ 
own, individual IELT, followed by the Practicing Preacher. Only in the semi-public 
organization (Sample III) did respondents endorse the Moral Motivator slightly more 
than the Practicing Preacher. The compliance-oriented Boundaries Setter seems 
least popular in each of the three samples. 

Consistent with recent studies, the strong endorsement of the Safe Haven Creator 
underscores the important role that psychological safety plays in ethical leadership 
(cf. Driscoll & McKee, 2007; Neubert et al., 2009; Walumbwa & Schaubroeck, 2009). 
Furthermore, the overall findings are in line with the results in Chapters 3 and 4, as 
well as those in other studies (e.g., Den Hartog et al., 1999; Kalshoven et al., 2011; 
Resick et al., 2006) that show that people in the Netherlands generally expect leaders 
to employ a participatory and empowerment-based leadership style and that this 
applies to ethical leadership as well. Similarly, the pattern of endorsements of the 
five ideal-typical IELT studied discussed in the present chapter suggest that most 
Dutch working adults expect ethical leaders to take a integrity-based rather than a 
compliance-based approach, providing them with ample room and sufficient tools 
to enable them to make their own moral decisions. Also in line with findings from the 
exploratory research in Chapters 3 and 4, there was more diversity in perspectives 
with respect to communication as respondents within the samples varied in the 

extent to which they expect ethical leaders to frequently and explicitly engage in 
discussions of ethics, values, and moral dilemmas. 

To date, no other research on within-culture IELT exists to gauge the reliability of 
the studies’ findings on IELT. However, the relative consistency in IELT across the three 
samples as well as their fit with the qualitative studies in this dissertation and other 
studies on cross-cultural ILT, IELT and ethical leadership in general foster at least some 
confidence that the findings are a fair representation of the IELT of Dutch working adults. 
At the same time, given the limitations of the available data (see Chapter 5), one must be 
careful not to draw too definitive conclusions on the exact distribution of the IELT in the 
population. This is even more important considering that IELT are presumably related to 
characteristics of one’s work environment, meaning that the distribution of IELT is likely 
to differ somewhat across contexts. At face value, differences found between Samples 
I and II on the one hand and Sample III on the other indeed appear to be related to the 
respective levels of moral task complexity that respondents in these samples reported. 
The extent to which IELT vary systematically as a result of work characteristics will have 
to be examined more extensively in Chapter 8.  

The current chapter also reviewed the extent to which respondents in the three 
samples perceived their direct supervisor to exhibit specific ethical leadership 
characteristics and behaviors. While the mean scores for ethical leadership suggest 
managers do well overall, the results of both the vignette-based measure and Brown 
et al.’s Ethical Leadership Scale do indicate that respondents generally perceived 
their managers as employing a somewhat passive, reactive approach to ethical 
leadership; scores are higher on characteristics related to the ‘moral person’ (cf. 
Treviño et al., 2003; Treviño et al., 2000; see Chapter 2) are typically higher than 
those referring to active role modeling, reinforcement, and especially communication 
about ethics. While least 20 to 30 percent of the respondents across the samples 
indicated the Practicing Preacher as the one best fitting their own IELT, only 6 percent 
of respondents in Sample I and 9 percent in Sample II believed that the Practicing 
Preacher vignette best described the leadership of their supervisor. Likewise, some 
respondents considered their leaders to be ethically neutral or even unethical. A first 
comparison of the IELT and the vignette-based measures of perceived managerial 
ethical leadership suggests substantial discrepancy between what followers expect 
from ethical leaders and what the characteristics and behaviors they perceive in their 
leaders. How extensive this discrepancy really is between respondents’ IELT and 
the specific characteristics and behaviors exhibited by their direct supervisor, and 
how such discrepancy affects one’s overall perception of that supervisor’s ethical 
leadership, are the main questions of interest in the following chapter.


