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Abstract
The purpose of this article is to examine social cognitive theory and social comparison theory, and
how they are integrated to propose that self-efficacy mediates the relationship between leadermember exchange social comparison (LMXSC) and performance. Furthermore, the article
supports the need for development and examination of the effects of educational leadership and
teacher self-efficacy. That is, to determine if school leadership has an effect on teacher selfefficacy, and if teacher self-efficacy has an effect on student achievement. The preliminary
conceptual model developed within the article includes insightful research questions to be
considered for impending future studies. The authors hope this line of research will investigate
the extent to which teacher self-efficacy is responsible for behavior outcomes associated with
LMXSC, as well as the effect school leadership and teacher self-efficacy brings to this process.
Keywords: ethical leadership, social cognitive theory, social comparison theory
Introduction
Leader-member exchange social comparison (LMXSC) is defined as the comparison between
one’s own leader-member exchange (LMX) with that of a fellow group member (Vidyarthi et al.,
2010). The development of LMXSC addressed an important limitation of prior LMX research,
namely differences in LMX relationships have an impact on co-workers. LMX is based on the
idea of differentiation of leader-member relationships within a group (Dansereau et al., 1975).
Little or no research has focused on these within-group differences that lead to social comparison.
Utilizing social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954), Vidyarthi et al. (2010) found positive
associations between LMXSC and job performance and organizational citizenship behaviors
(OCB) above and beyond the effects of LMX.
The present article is conceptual and may be the first to examine the mechanism through which
LMXSC relates to performance. Using social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1977), the relationship
between LMXSC and performance is examined, as mediated by self-efficacy. The authors argue
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that perceived LMXSC influences employee self-efficacy and, in turn, job performance and OCB.
Further, the authors explore individual and leadership characteristics that moderate this process,
especially as it may relate to LMX in the educational setting. Previous research has linked selfefficacy (Chacon, 2005; Duyar et al., 2013; Goddard, 2002; Ross & Gray, 2006) and jobsatisfaction (Currall et al., 2005; Duyar et al., 2013, Judge et al., 2001) to educational outcomes
such as student achievement; often considered to be the determinant of a school’s success or
failure. Building on the extant literature, the authors hope to provide an increased understanding
of the individual and leadership aspects affecting this important relationship, especially as it
pertains to the educational setting.
Literature Review
Leader-Member Exchange
Since its inception in the mid-1970s, vertical dyad linkage, now called leader-member exchange
(LMX), has become an important research area in organizational behavior. This is due, in part, to
its unique approach to the study of leadership. Rather than study leaders’ individual
characteristics, behaviors, and styles, LMX recognizes leadership consists of unique exchange
relationships forming between a leader and each of their employees (Dansereau et al., 1975).
Because each leader-member relationship is unique and varies in quality (Erdogan & Liden, 2002),
LMX studies leadership at the dyad level (Anand et al., 2011). High quality LMX relationships
involve more relational exchanges between leaders and members, and consist of greater levels of
trust, liking, respect, attention, and support (Erdogan & Liden, 2002; Liden & Graen, 1980). Low
quality LMX relationships, on the other hand, consist of primarily transactional exchanges and are
categorized as more formal and distant (Liden & Graen, 1980).
LMX has drawn much attention due to the numerous positive outcomes associated with high LMX,
including employee commitment (Basu & Graen, 1997), OCB (Deluga, 1998), job satisfaction
(Epitropaki & Martin, 1999) and performance (Fernandez & Vecchio, 1997) to name a few. In
the mid-1990s, researchers turned their attention to antecedents of LMX. Many studies examined
the effect of leader-member similarities on LMX; most finding a positive relationship. Consistent
with the similarity-attraction paradigm (Byrne, 1971), demographic similarities between leaders
and members, including age, race, gender and tenure were found to increase LMX (Basu & Green,
1995; Epitropaki & Martin, 1999; Pelled & Xin, 2000). Several studies have drawn similar
conclusions regarding deeper level similarities, including competence (Kim & Organ, 1982),
personality traits (Bauer & Green, 1996), attitudes (Basu & Green, 1995; Phillips & Bedeian,
1994), values (Ashkanasy & O’Connor, 1997) and cognitive style (Allinson et al., 2001).
Leader-Member Exchange and Relative Leader-Member Exchange
While the dyad relationship is the central tenet of LMX theory, researchers have certainly
recognized the importance of studying the effect of the dyad within the context of a work group.
Relative LMX (RLMX), developed by Henderson et al., (2008), measured members’ RLMX by
dividing individual LMX by a group average. This was a critical step in the evolution of LMX in
that it expanded the microscopic view of a dyad by taking into account the context in which dyads
exist. RLMX was shown to positively relate to in-role performance and OCB through
psychological contract fulfillment (Henderson et al., 2008).
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In 2010, Vidyarthi et al. made another important step in furthering LMX theory by viewing the
LMX differentiation that naturally occurs in work groups through the lens of Festinger’s (1954)
social comparison theory. Instead of algebraically calculating RLMX as previously completed,
the authors capture each member’s subjective assessment of their LMX as compared to those of
others in their work group. The authors found LMXSC explains job performance and citizenship
behaviors above and beyond the effects of LMX and RLMX. The impact of LMXSC lies in its
measure of employee perception, which has been shown to be a stronger predictor of individual
behavior than reality (Robbins & Judge, 2013). LMXSC is thus more directly related to
organizational outcomes than LMX, which examines dyads in isolation, or RLMX, which is an
algebraic measure comparing an individual’s LMX with the group average.
Self-Efficacy
Self-efficacy is also a measure of perception. It is defined as an individual’s belief in their own
ability to perform the tasks necessary to deal with situations that may arise in their lives (Bandura,
1982). Self-efficacy determines an individual’s coping behavior along with the amount and
sustainability of effort they will direct toward a task, despite any obstacles they may encounter
(Bandura, 1977).
Empirical support has been found between self-efficacy and positive behavioral outcomes in
organizations (Bandura, 1988; Wood & Bandura, 1989), including adaptability (Hill et al., 1987;
Saks, 1995), idea generation (Gist, 1989) and performance (Eden & Zuk, 1995; Wood et al., 1990).
In their meta-analysis, Stajkovic and Luthans (1998) find a strong and positive relation between
self-efficacy and performance.
Educational Leadership and Teacher-Self Efficacy
In the education setting, individuals often differentiate between such leaders as either being
transformational (high quality LMX relationships) or transactional (low quality LMX
relationships). By all accounts, transactional leadership tends to be more aligned with
authoritarian, hierarchical style of leadership, whereas transformational leadership tends to a more
democratic and collaborative type of leadership (Burgess, 2002; Bass, 1990). In a study by Fowler
& Johnson (2014), it was determined school leaders with stronger ethical leadership perspectives
led school districts with higher student achievement. This leads to the question: How might ethical
school leadership affect teacher self-efficacy? The authors contend an ethical school leader who
maintains high quality LMX relationships with the very teachers they lead, will in turn support
higher self-efficacy among those teachers. Thus, the teachers will have higher job satisfaction and
better job performance. Duyar et al., (2013) wrote “teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs determine their
capacity to influence different student variables such as student motivation, identification, and
performance” (p. 24). As previously reported, research has linked self-efficacy (Chacon, 2005;
Duyar et al., 2013; Goddard, 2002; Ross & Gray, 2006) and job-satisfaction (Currall et al., 2005;
Duyar et al.2013, Judge et al., 2001) to educational outcomes such as student achievement. Student
achievement often determines the success (or failure) of a school building and/or district.
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Theory and Propositions
Self-Efficacy and Social Cognitive Theory
Self-efficacy is the central construct of social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986), which states that
people learn by observing others. Bandura (1977) describes four factors influencing self-efficacy:
(a) enactive attainment; (b) vicarious experience; (c) social persuasion; and (d) physiological
states. Enactive attainment refers to the experience or attainment of mastery, and is especially
influential because it is based on direct experience. Successfully completing a task or project, once
thought of as difficult, increases employees’ confidence in their abilities. Vicarious experience
refers to the process of learning that takes place by observing others. That is, individuals who see
others succeed at a difficult task, may in fact gain confidence they can achieve the same level of
performance. Social persuasion is the encouragement or discouragement the individual receives
from others. Finally, physiological states, or emotional arousal, are reactions individuals have
toward situations. These emotional states can influence an individual’s belief in their abilities.
High emotional arousal typically hinders performance and, with it, self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977).
Ethical School Leadership, Social Cognitive Theory, and Teacher Self-efficacy
In the educational setting, with regards to social cognitive theory, we contend all four factors
influencing self-efficacy can be supported by ethical school leadership. For example, great school
leaders are also great delegators. That is, great school leaders have the ability to identify
individuals (such as teachers) who are capable of completing assigned tasks (often based on their
skill set). This would be an excellent example of how school leaders can support enactive
attainment amongst their teaching staff. A school leader can support the vicarious experience by
being a life-long learner, and thus, leading by example. In addition, school leaders can affect social
persuasion by creating a positive school climate and culture that supports encouragement by all
for all. Finally, school leaders can influence physiological states felt by teachers by exercising
poise and remaining calm even in situations that can be extremely stressful. We believe such
leadership that supports social cognitive theory will lead to teachers who have a strong sense of
self-efficacy, thus, affecting their students. Research continues to show students are more highly
motivated, are more likely to participate in classroom activities, achieve at higher rates, and exhibit
self-efficacy themselves, when teachers have a higher level of self-efficacy (Duyar et al., 2013;
Goddard, 2002; Ross & Gray, 2006).
Using social cognitive theory and social comparison theory, the authors argue self-efficacy is the
mechanism through which LMXSC impacts behavioral outcomes. Furthermore, the authors
propose a preliminary model that explains how ethical school leadership and teacher
characteristics impact this process. Figure 1 illustrates the proposed model using a hierarchical
linear framework.
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Figure 1. Ethical Leadership and Teacher Characteristics
Ethical School
Leadership

Four Learning
Factors

Level 2 Variables (Ethical Leadership and Four Learning Factors)
Level 1 Variables (LMXSC, Teacher Self-Efficacy, and Teacher Characteristics)
Leader-Member
Exchange Social
Comparison
(LMXSC)

Conscientiousness

Teacher SelfEfficacy

Organizational
Citizenship Behavior
(OCB)

Job Performance

Propositions
Below the authors have provided six propositions. Included with each proposition is the authors
contentions as they relate to each. The authors hope these propositions will lead to and support
future research in this arena, not only as it pertains to the education setting, but also within any
setting where a LMX and self-efficacy exists. For the model presented, the authors have purposely
utilized language specific to that of the education setting; however, the authors hope this model
will support research to be conducted across a myriad of workplace settings, not just within the
education setting. Furthermore, one might quite simply substitute CEO for the term Ethical School
Leadership and employee for the term teacher. Nonetheless, the authors believe you will better
understand how each could lend to the extant research and literature in the educational setting,
especially as it pertains to school leadership and teacher self-efficacy.
Self-Efficacy as a Mediator Between LMXSC and Job Performance
Individuals have a natural tendency to evaluate their relative standing in comparison to those
around them (Wood, 1996). Social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954) states that enhancing selfevaluation accuracy is the primary reason individuals compare themselves to others in their social
group. Comparison with others who are similar regarding the ability or opinion in question
(Festinger, 1954) provides the most accurate information. For this reason, one’s co-workers are a
common comparison group in which to draw self-evaluations. Leader-member exchange social
comparison (LMXSC) is based on an individual’s observation of their leader’s relationships with
each of his or her group members (Vidyarthi et al., 2010). These comparisons are constantly being
made with information received through observed behaviors and conversations, or through secondhand information received from others as well as the environment (Wood, 1996). In general,
employees who believe they have higher LMX than their group members will feel confident they
possess the skills necessary to perform well, because they have their leader’s support and trust
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(Darley, 2001; Gerstner & Day, 1997; Suls et al., 2002). The comparisons made by high LMXSC
individuals toward their co-workers will often result in what Hakmiller (1966) termed downward
comparison, which typically results in a positive self-image (Lyubomirsky & Ross, 1997).
Similarly, an individual who perceives their LMX to be lower than that of their peers, will most
often engage in upward comparison, which has been shown to decrease self-evaluation and, with
it, self-efficacy (Maslach, 1993). Integrating social comparison theory and social cognitive theory,
we argue the comparison employees naturally make between their own LMX and others’ in their
work group, impacts self-evaluation and thus self-efficacy through the cognitive learning factor of
social persuasion.
Proposition 1. LMXSC is positively related to teacher self-efficacy
As self-efficacy increases, the authors predict job performance and OCB will also increase.
Individuals with high self-efficacy tend to set high personal goals for themselves, which result in
higher engagement at work and better performance overall (Stajkovic, 2006), further increasing
self-efficacy (Salanova et al., 2011). High self-efficacy has also been associated with increased
creativity (Tierney & Farmer, 2011) and persistence (Bandura, 1997), as well as increased
motivation and effort in response to negative feedback (Bandura & Cervone, 1986). Hu and Liden
(2013) found that self-efficacy gained through high RLMX is positively related to in-role
performance, OCB, and job satisfaction. Many other studies have found a positive association
between self-efficacy and performance (Bandura & Locke, 2003; Walumbwa et al., 2008;
Walumbwa et al., 2011), including a meta-analysis (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998). Thus, we
propose self-efficacy is positively related to performance measures.
Proposition 2. Teacher self-efficacy is positively related to job performance
Bandura (1977) discovered self-efficacy did in fact have a positive effect on job performance.
Essentially, research conducted by Bandura (1977, 1982) supports an employee, who has the
opportunity to experience some level of success on given tasks, will eventually build and have a
greater sense of self-efficacy leading to better job performance. Thus, the authors contend leaders,
who have a clear understanding of self-efficacy as well as what factors contribute to building selfefficacy within their employees, will have employees performing at higher levels at the workplace.
Proposition 3. Teacher self-efficacy is positively related to organizational citizenship behavior
Research by Basu and Graen (1997) and Deluga (1998) support this notion that, when LMX does
in fact exist in the workplace, teacher self-efficacy rises. This leads to a stronger employee
commitment holistically that results in stronger OCB, which “deal with the actions and behaviors
that are not required by workers. They are not critical to the job, but benefit the team and encourage
even greater organizational functioning and efficiency” (Status Net, 2019, para. 2). The authors
predict this correlation will be found between teacher self-efficacy and organizational citizenship
behavior.
Ethical Leadership, LMXSC and Self-Efficacy
“Ethical leadership within any given organization has connections to constructs in a nomological
network” (Fowler, 2014, p. 31). The nomological network is “a representation of a construct, its
observable manifestation, and the relationship between the two” (Avolio, et al., 2009, p. 424).
https://scholarcommons.usf.edu/jger/vol4/iss2/4
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Thus, it is known that ethical leadership can be a predictor of employee impact on organizational
outcomes (Brown, et al., 2005; Fowler, 2014; Fowler & Johnson, 2014). “Ethical leadership is
related to consideration behavior, honesty, truth in leadership, interactional fairness, socialized
charismatic leadership (as measured by the idealized influence dimension of transformational
leadership), and abusive supervision” (Oforchukwu, 2011, p. 29). Using social cognition theory,
the authors examine how credible and ethical leaders play an important role in strengthening selfefficacy in their employees (Bandura, 1991) through the four influencing factors discussed earlier:
(1) enactive attainment; (2) vicarious modeling; (3) social persuasion; and (4) physiological states.
First, ethical leaders do not only care about the work their employees do, but also about their
development (Zhu et al., 2004). Ethical leaders are more likely to encourage employee growth
through projects, special assignments, training, and mentoring. Learning new skills and
successfully participating in projects that encourage growth lead to increased employee selfefficacy through enactive attainment. Secondly, ethical leaders demonstrate moral behavior to
employees through actions, relationships, communication, and reinforcement (Brown et al., 2005).
Through vicarious experience, leaders help increase autonomy in employees by modeling ethical
and strategic decision-making (Walumbwa et al., 2011). Next, ethical leaders increase employee
self-efficacy and motivation through social persuasion. This is accomplished by clearly
communicating to employees how their efforts contribute to organizational goals (De Hoogh &
Den Hartog, 2008), and by providing constructive feedback (Brown et al., 2005). Feedback
received from an ethical leader is credible (Brown et al., 2005) and leads to further growth, thereby
increasing self-efficacy. Lastly, all the prior examples lead to an increase in employee self-efficacy
through physiological states. As employees grow professionally under ethical leaders, and become
more confident they can succeed in new and challenging situations, physiological states such as
anxiety and stress will be reduced, which allows for greater self-efficacy (Walumbwa et al., 2011).
Employees form evaluative judgments regarding their leader’s ethics. These perceptions are based
on personal experience with the leader; on observations of that leader’s decisions, actions, and
interactions with others; and on secondary information regarding the leader. The authors argue
having an ethical leader strengthens the positive relationship between LMXSC and self-efficacy,
because employees realize the quality of their relationship with an ethical leader is based on a fair
assessment of their capabilities, and can therefore be used by the employee as an accurate means
of self-evaluation. An employee who enjoys a high quality relationship with an ethical leader can
have confidence their relationship is based on his or her capabilities, whereas high LMX from an
unethical leader is most likely sheer favoritism based on empty assessments having nothing to do
with the employee’s abilities.
Even when LMXSC is low, the authors posit the presence of an ethical leader will increase the
LMXSC/self-efficacy relationship through each of the four learning factors of: (a) enactive
attainment; (b) vicarious modeling; (c) social persuasion; and (d) physiological states. On the
other hand, if a leader is considered unethical, LMXSC, whether high or low will have a weaker
impact on self-efficacy. Consistent with social cognitive theory, employees’ perception of ethical
leadership promotes self-efficacy in employees.
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Proposition 4. Employees’ perceptions of ethical leadership moderate the relationship between
LMXSC and self-efficacy such that it strengthens the positive relationship
The authors believe employees’ perceptions of leaders in any organization, within any setting, in
part, will be based on their perceptions of whether or not the leader exhibits ethical leadership.
The authors contend this employee perception of ethical leadership will lead to higher levels of
self-efficacy for the employee. When leaders model ethical conduct in all aspects of their job,
including leadership traits such as moral behavior, strategic decision-making, communication, etc.,
employee’s perceive the ethical leader as credible which leads to employee growth and increases
self-efficacy (Brown et al., 2005; De Hoogh & Den Hartog, 2008; Walumbwa, et al., 2011). Again,
the authors argue having an ethical leader in any organization strengthens the positive relationship
between LMXSC and self-efficacy, because employees realize the quality of their relationship
with an ethical leader is based on a fair assessment of their capabilities, and can therefore be used
by the employee as an accurate means of self-evaluation.
Conscientiousness as a Moderator Between Self-Efficacy and Behavioral Outcomes
While self-efficacy has been found to have a strong positive effect on work performance, in their
meta-analysis, Stajkovic and Luthans (1998) found task complexity negatively moderates the
relationship between self-efficacy and performance. The authors make several recommendations
to increase performance in task-complex environments, including, defining tasks and role
expectations clearly, increasing training, and providing constructive feedback (Stajkovic &
Luthans, 1998). As discussed in the previous section, many of these suggestions are practiced by
ethical leaders. The effect of task complexity in the relationship between self-efficacy and
performance is outside the scope of this study, however, the mitigating effects of task complexity
on this relationship underscores the need for a moderator that increases the positive effect of selfefficacy on performance in various job and organizational contexts. For this, the authors turn to
conscientiousness.
Conscientiousness is one of five basic dimensions of human personality that make up the Big Five
model (Judge et al., 1997). “The five broad personality traits described by the theory are
extraversion (also often spelled extroversion), agreeableness, openness, conscientiousness, and
neuroticism” (Cherry, 2019, para. 1). Conscientiousness was chosen for the current study because
it is the trait that best depicts an individual’s orientation toward task matters (Costa & McCrae,
1992; Tepper et al., 2001), which, as mentioned earlier, was one of the weaknesses found in the
self-efficacy performance relationship. Additionally, in a comparison of Big Five personality
scales, Zillig et al. (2002) find conscientiousness, across all measures, impacts behavior more than
any of the other four traits.
Conscientiousness impacts behavior through motivational tendencies and reliability (Martocchio
& Judge, 1997). Motivation accounts for the intensity, the direction, and the persistence of effort
toward attaining a goal. Reliability refers to the trustworthiness and dependability conscientious
employees bring to their jobs. Conscientious employees are hard workers who are efficient,
persistent and dedicated (Mount et al., 1994). While high-efficacy is the belief one can perform
well, conscientiousness is associated with the manifestation of those beliefs (Mischel & Schoda,
1995). Someone with many years of experience performing a job may have high self-efficacy, but
lack the drive or dedication to perform to their full potential. Conscientious employees set difficult
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goals for themselves and exert the effort required to meet those goals; they plan and are organized,
which helps them perform efficiently (Judge et al., 2007). Their dedication to their own personal
goals, as well as to the goals of the organization, increases the tendency to help fellow coworkers
through OCB.
Proposition 5. Employee conscientiousness moderates the relationship between self-efficacy and
performance such that it increases the positive relationship
As previously reported, conscientiousness impacts behavior through motivational tendencies and
reliability (Martocchio & Judge, 1997). Thus, the authors argue employee conscientiousness
moderates the relationship between both self-efficacy and performance. The authors contend
conscientious employees are motivated and goal oriented, leading to higher levels of self-efficacy
and performance levels, and in the process, are perceived as reliable by organizational leaders and
coworkers.
Proposition 6. Employee conscientiousness moderates the relationship between self-efficacy and
OCB such that it may increase the positive relationship
Judge et al., (2007) found conscientious employees tend to set high-level goals for themselves and
often exhibit the necessary efforts to complete such goals. The authors contend conscientious
employees plan ahead and tend to be organized, both of which helps them perform efficiently.
This dedication to both their personal and professional goals, increases their tendency to help
coworkers through OCB. Thus, the authors believe employee conscientiousness may lead to
higher levels of self-efficacy and OCB supported by such characteristics as previously mentioned
including employees who are goal oriented, organized, plan ahead, and performance efficiently.
Methods
Proposed Measurement of Constructs in This Model
In order to help guide and facilitate future research on this model, the authors propose specific
measures of the constructs provided therein. Those proposed measures are provided and explained
below. In addition, the authors propose specific questions as it applies to the proposed methods
and research.
Leader-Member Exchange Social Comparison (LMXSC)
Employee’s perception of LMXSC can be measured using a 6-item scale used in Erdogan (2003)
and later in Vidyarthi et al. (2010). Scale items include, “I have a better relationship with my
manager than most others in my work group,” “When my manager cannot make it to an important
meeting, it is likely that s/he will ask me to fill in,” “Relative to the others in my work group, I
receive more support from my manager,” “The working relationship I have with my manager is
more effective than the relationships most members of my group have with my manager,” “My
manager is more loyal to me compared to my coworkers,” and “My manager enjoys my company
more than he/she enjoys the company of other group members” (Vidyarthi et al., 2010, p. 853).
This scale was validated most recently by Vidyarthi et al. (2010), showing high reliability (α =
.86).

Published by Scholar Commons, 2020

148

Journal of Global Education and Research, Vol. 4, Iss. 2 [2020], Art. 4, pp. 140- 153

Self-Efficacy
Spreitzer’s (1995) 3-item scale can be used to measure self-efficacy. Originally established by
Jones (1986), Spreitzer modified the items to ask about employee self-efficacy in their current
roles, rather than in a new role. Scale items include “I am confident about my ability to do my
job,” “I am self-assured about my capabilities to perform my work activities,” and “I have mastered
the skills necessary for my job” (Spreitzer, 1995, p. 1465).
Job Performance
Following Vidyarthi et al. (2010), we recommend using a 4-item scale to measure job performance.
Two of the items were developed by Tsui (1984) and two by Wayne et al., (1997). Scale items
were modified for simplification. The modified items include, “Overall, this employee performs
his/her job the way I like it performed,” “If I had it my way, I would not change the manner in
which this employee performs his/her job,” “Overall, this employee has been effectively fulfilling
his/her roles and responsibilities,” and “This employee’s overall level of performance is excellent”
(Wayne et al., 1997, pp. 94-95).
Organizational Citizenship
A 10-item scale developed by Moorman and Blakely (1995), and used by Vidyarthi et al. (2010),
is used to assess OCB. This scale proposed is recommended because it measures citizenship
behaviors directed toward coworkers (interpersonal helping) as well as those directed toward the
organization (loyal boosterism). Items on the scale include, “This employee goes out of his/her
way to help co-workers with work-related problems” and “This employee defends the organization
when other employees criticize it” (Vidyarthi, et al., 2010, p. 853).
Ethical Leadership
To measure ethical leadership, the authors suggest Brown et al.’s (2005) 10-item Ethical
Leadership Scale (ELS). Sample items include, “My manager listens to what employees have to
say,” “My manager disciplines employees who violate ethical standards,” and “My manager has
the best interests of employees in mind” (Brown et al., 2005, p. 125). Employee ratings will be
averaged, by work group, to create a group-level perception of ethical leadership. In a study by
Fowler and Johnson (2014), in which the ELS was used, it was conveyed “the ELS reported to be
a reliable scale that provides a comprehensive and rigorous assessment of an individual’s
perspective as it relates to their ethical leadership perspectives” (p. 77). Internal reliability for the
ELS, as measured by Cronbach’s Alpha (α = .92).
Conscientiousness
To measure conscientiousness, the authors propose utilizing the mini-International Personality
Item Pool (mini-IPIP) scale developed by Donnellan et al., (2006). The authors developed this
scale as a shortened version of Golberg’s (1999) 50-item IPIP-Five Factor Model. The authors
recommend this scale in order to avoid errors that can arise when respondents become irritated or
bored while completing longer scales (Donnellan et al., 2006; Schmidt et al., 2003). The miniIPIP scale is a 20-item measure, consisting of four items per personality trait, each with α of, or
significantly greater than, .6. Reverse-coded items were modified so that a higher average score
https://scholarcommons.usf.edu/jger/vol4/iss2/4
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resulted in a greater level of conscientiousness. The items measuring conscientiousness include,
“I get chores done right away,” “I put things back in their proper place,” “I like order,” and “I keep
things orderly” (Donnellan et al., 2006, p. 203).
Conclusions and Theoretical Implications
These proposed models have the potential to contribute to current theory in several ways. First,
the models aim to extend LMX theory by providing support for self-efficacy as a mechanism to
explain the relationship between LMXSC and behavior outcomes. Secondly, by evaluating the
effect of ethical leadership on the relationship between LMXSC and self-efficacy, the proposed
studies have the potential to show how critical employee perceptions of leaders are to achieving
positive outcomes from LMX. Finally, by introducing conscientiousness as a moderator between
self-efficacy and performance outcomes, the authors hope to enhance the robustness of this
relationship in the workplace, be it within the educational setting or elsewhere.
This suggested research also has the potential to lead to several implications related to school
leadership. First, it may provide a better understanding of the importance of promoting selfefficacy in teachers. It might also highlight the benefits of ethical school leadership, by proposing
that, when teachers perceive their school leaders as ethical, they are more likely to internalize their
leader’s assessments. Additionally, ethical leadership could have the potential to improve teacher
self-efficacy, along with performance and OCB in all teachers, not only those who enjoy high
LMXSC relationships with their school leaders. In addition, it may be the potential research could
contribute to capacity-building for educational leaders, which may in turn positively impact
teachers and students within the PK-12 educational setting.
Finally, schools may benefit from providing school leaders with ethical training that incorporates
building teacher self-efficacy. By arguing that conscientiousness positively moderates the
relationship between self-efficacy and teacher outcomes, this may support an innovative way to
improve hiring decisions, especially as it relates to school leaders throughout the nation and around
the globe.
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