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A Validation Study of the Modified Korean Version of Ethical Leadership at Work
Questionnaire (K-ELW)

Kim, Jeong-Eon' - Park, Eun-Jun?

'Graduate School, Konkuk University, Chungju
*Department of Nursing, Konkuk University, Chungju, Korea

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to validate the Korean version of the Ethical Leadership at Work questionnaire (K-ELW) that mea-
sures RNs’ perceived ethical leadership of their nurse managers. Methods: The strong validation process suggested by Benson (1998), in-
cluding translation and cultural adaptation stage, structural stage, and external stage, was used. Participants were 241 RNs who reported
their perceived ethical leadership using both the pre-version of K-ELW and a previously known Ethical Leadership Scale, and interactional
justice of their managers, as well as their own demographics, organizational commitment and organizational citizenship behavior. Data
analyses included descriptive statistics, Pearson correlation coefficients, reliability coefficients, exploratory factor analysis, and confirmato-
ry factor analysis. SPSS 19.0 and Amos 18.0 versions were used. Results: A modified K-ELW was developed from construct validity evi-
dence and included 31 items in 7 domains: People orientation, task responsibility fairness, relationship fairness, power sharing, concern for
sustainability, ethical guidance, and integrity. Convergent validity, discriminant validity, and concurrent validity were supported according to
the correlation coefficients of the 7 domains with other measures. Conclusion: The results of this study provide preliminary evidence that
the modified K-ELW can be adopted in Korean nursing organizations, and reliable and valid ethical leadership scores can be expected.

Key words: | eadership, Organizational ethic, Nurse managers, Questionnaires, Validation studies as topic

N = wl37] 915 A0 2, ejeile] SA2el Hetah BE opAje] ufet

Z143 2]5]4)(authentic leadership)o]Lt &4 2]t]4)(transforma-

1, S0| =AM tional leadership) 5 TFF3t -G-8 2] 2ltj4lo] 27)|E|o] hoL) 2|2
of & TAIL W G Zo] elehile) el Zwolct 129

SJele] T NG A ol PR FRE Il §H0] @214 o] TR 0] 98 4 2ot

790 2|y, 78| 2, 2SR, WK, Elgst o7
“0] B0 AR 7)1 0] A Afare] e 5O S5t 2B A0l
*This manuscript is a revision of the first author’s master’s thesis from Konkuk University.
Address reprint requests to : Park, Eun-Jun
Department of Nursing, Konkuk University, 268 Chungwon-daero, Chungju 380-701, Korea
Tel: +82-43-840-3953  Fax: +82-43-840-3958 Email: eunjunp@kku.ackr
Received: July 10,2014 Revised: July 28,2014  Accepted: January 19,2015
Thisisan Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution NoDerivs License. (http:/creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0)
If the original work is properly cited and retained without any modification or reproduction, it can be used and re-distributed in any format and medium.

© 2015 Korean Society of Nursing Science www.kan.or.kr



USAZE QIX[st= & #t2|xte] g2l 2oy 53

)4 2]t](ethical leadership) o] 53} G- = ot {-3<] 1L
ok 2o o &2 B s QleH1,2) 24 2jeide 27t R4l
1A 3F U ohE AR S A E Sl FE o R A

WE = Koo, Fojeke] oFgF oAk, A} HAtS &

,Q&§@§E&ﬂ¥ﬂ55%ﬂﬁﬂiﬁ%ﬂiiﬁ

4

(
-

F

o g (o :(o Ho
N

ol
Lo

ol 2222 WL Ho| w5 weetsfof ek

ofefgt £ elcijo] T A 1990 eko] AlpElo] o}
el Rk ol 24 T4Rk] £ 71 et
8 2 AlBEo 2 150 S2H ik, 4
£, 4% 29, 571oP] 284U AL ol A0 2 212
o

E[l_
A QATH3]. ofn] F-2jufEtol A = ARt 7oLt

5] HAo 27|
2lle] 2lE7tE2)4 pEo] wal o= PeiiE R o =
o= olgkA]

X 4B} ehe G 2k 2RI 4 9lrk 53],
& vlgo 2 EelS B RE4S AN SHEe B A 7150
RAG Aasp] oA (s AR 9 BeiRe] g2l wiey)
e 7jo|c} ol2} ko] 2kmoA L2l ZlciAlo] ofefe] 1o
R0 I Rl 7ok T ol
Felutel 2k 220) S AT A

o AL Sl 34 S A el 48 5 ol
A @) M @2l eleA 24 ET Brown S{2jo] it
3F107) 39] w214 2lu4] &4 Tk (Ethical Leadership Scale
[ELS)7} A2l -5t 2] thit-Zo] e AtoflA A=
ek, el ) Aol ALS-E ghato] ELS B ezl
KBS ueto] w2 vl oflel 3o} BAH 15 5 3

gt efs} 17 TS A7) S AR Ale) el
& 4GP ohe Ay} itk 578 o2 AH el
(8] akebl, A S-eltel 2k AsellA] Belatel 22l 2l
= A8 177} 0 ool 9l ek A
- Z] Kalshoven 51 J% ELSE| 7Hi /& 17 oAl
el ol 5
2 AR I, B, RS 29 A5
28] A7, ofte] e, )4 Aolek 7 5
7H A7 U a4 2lu A A& (Ethical Leadershlp at

Work Questionnaire [ELW])% Hdg=o]e} Joj = 7dbstick @1

i)

izt
o %
N
o,
3_‘11

ey
32
38
i

e #owo
2 o e
4
2
(I
‘{>

o

a3
N
)
ofr
ox

1o
of
12
o

http://dx.doi.org/10.4040/jkan.2015.45.2.240

T K-ELWO| Efetst o 241

Sl Sk 5] Alzbolut kel H 7ol 2, B A4
A A B etk A S-S Aotk 4, el A3
felo] o) Ak ok e LS Aste] geld AE S
st BAFSHE A, ae] WEe AU el 7)), Mg
el S ) e L S0 T U AT U
31 0pd52 A7 & uIFIe ELWE 718 Bl A

Q= B0l ELW Z=+%(Korean version of Ethical Leadership at Work
Questionnaire [K-ELW)) & 7|8l = o]-8-= ELW] 7dta} el
S5 2ol Bl m 7| vkol 2ot ThefRt T o] ol
2”4 Qf=gofl Al ZEE ARt S-2fuhe 2t X‘C’ﬂE TEHOR

a4 2oy S-S vkl olokar wreakely] wiiE

Oltk
QoA My L= oaale] £ wleko| A AR5}
S wfjolli= ARSESHA b0l & el At AR o] k=

Alatgt Beet g2 A oF SHeH9]
I, TR E, EAN g e 2 23
=] FZol= WEE et EANH B s Rl el =
TAA B A2 ofslhs Aol st ofet Waks
27 1279] Ejrs TGOl a8 ol Bensonl11L& et e
3} 22 2 T138(a strong program of construct validation)S 4271815,
31,0he}Kim[12]& o] & H&kste] 7l 7 T (substantive stage),
U L2 HE TA(structural stage), 2124 73 HE TA|(external
Stage}4-0.2 ARSHE Ehat 7S Alokstlck A A
= T lconstruct) 9] ©] 22| S-S FA|S}SIAL, o REgsh=
ﬂﬂbﬁﬁfeﬂ£ﬂ2ﬂﬂ0§ﬂ44 SHolk 913o]

E7E TR ETR S Aol 9 w7 AAE T
QUG o EE 2 A 7= Sol A A5, 251, 2o
Tejeh el A& FAo ko 2 b el o}
ol oSS EeHIz. H 72 A Tl B
2 7bol, 1)1 el ofi A o] YAIE AR

7)E0] BREE UlEE
é}_

ARz 3B elo] ol 2 A 0 R Vel WA 0 B ThE el
A= 7= o) B2 ARFRo 2 23 Ao ou]2 Kol
i ol 0|5 A WA= 22t 7120 e, TelEE,
7 Bt of AR elE 7R, Benson(11]2 o5 2

mlo r—lN

Bl DU o] g FHA L SHES Aolst
Gic urelA] B 91720] AL Benson®] 7 B} WAL 4§
shol ol el eld el 24 = ELWN © gt
o £791 KELWS sk ehg =8 B7kshs Zolek ol
KELW7} 5 AFE o] QIAI3hs tktelatel gold eley 24

LR A BRR] I A S HAekaL k] figkelth

www.kan.or.kr



242

1. G 2 & E=x}

AT KELWS] SIS B7e] S1a P EA A,

re
+
0%
rf

A, ;Lzs = %741, oz 7 @E oA £0 2 Ao,
WA 7 BT FAT 5, AR Lol TR A7 Folxt
=92 e 1] ASFoled AABISE

o

1o

Y L= ELWI] ARg-ofl thigh A2} 59l B - 3o] 718e] 71

Table 1. Validation Process of the Korean version of Ethical Leadership at Work Questionnaire (K-ELW)

Stage

Research activity Characteristics Participants

Translation & cultural adaptation stage

1. Development of
a pre-version of
K-ELW

2. Pretesting for
cognitive debriefing

3. Pretesting for
equivalence

4. Finalizing the pre-
version of K-ELW

Structural stage

Validating the internal
structure of K-ELW

External stage

Validating relations of
K-ELW domains
with external
variables

2 independent forward
translations (T1, T2)

To focus on conceptual rather than literal translations
For each translator to submit comments for challenging
phrases or uncertainties & a report of rationales for

choices

2 bilingual & bicultural translators whose
mother language is Korean: One who was
aware of the concept ‘ethical leadership’
(professional translator) & the other
who was not aware nor informed of the
concept (naive translator)

Synthesis of the forward
translations (T12)

To reach consensus by working with T1, T2
Korean proofreading to check for grammar and
vocabulary

2 authors & 2 forward translators for synthesis
2 Korean language scholars to refine the
translation

2 independent back
translation of the
reconciled translation
(BT1, BT2)

To focus on conceptual rather than literal translations
For each translator to submit comments for challenging
phrases or uncertainties & a report of their rationale

for choices

2 bilingual and bicultural translators a) who
had a higher level education in the U.S.A
(>7 years) and were living there although
their mother language is Korean and b) who
were not informed of the ELW questionnaire
or the concept of ethical leadership

Expert committee review  For each committee member to verify content
equivalence in terms of semantic, idiomatic,
experiential, conceptual equivalence by reviewing &
consolidating all the versions (the original version, T1,
T2, T12, BT1, BT2) from each translator

To resolve discrepancies and ambiguities of survey items
among committee members through discussion and
consultation from a native English speaker

To revise and confirm the pre-version of K-ELW for field
testing based on consensus

6 bilingual committee members: A project
manager, 2 nurse researchers, a nurse
manager with over 15 career years, one
of the forward translators, and one of the
backward translators

6 bilingual committee members and a
native English speaker

2 authors

Interview with RNs To check for understandability, interpretation, and

cultural relevance of the translation

10 staff RNs from a general hospital: Mean
age of 35.20 £ 1.75 & mean career years
of 11.57 £1.99

29 staff RNs with officially proven English
proficiency (TOEIC 8 700, TEPS @ 700, or
OPIC 8 IM): Mean age of 25.71 +1.90 &
mean career years of 2.30 £+ 1.03

Survey with bilingual RNs  To assess equivalence between the original source
version and a pre-version of K-ELW using the Bland &
Altman test for the agreement level

A random allocation of the survey items in the original
source version so as to avoid a memory effect

15 answered the original source version first and the rest
answered the pre-version of K-ELW first; after one
day they answered the other version

Revision of the pre-version 2 authors

of K-ELW

To review cognitive debriefing results and survey
of bilinguals and revise the pre-version in expert
committee

241 RNs under 35 nursing unit managers
from 3 general hospitals

RNs: Mean age of 28.98 +4.71, mean
career years of 6.41 £ 4.56 in total &
3.66 £ 2.74 at the current unit

Unit managers: Mean age of 44.46 + 4.20,
mean career years of 21.80 £ 3.62 in
total & 3.80 + 5.20 at the current unit

Internal consistency Cronbach’s a of 7 domains

Factor structure Confirmatory factor analysis & exploratory factor analysis

Convergent validity Correlation analysis between 7 domains of K-ELW and

Korean version of Ethical Leadership Scale (K-ELS)

Discriminant validity Correlation analysis between 7 domains of K-ELW and

age and years spent with the current manager

Correlation coefficients between 7 domains of K-ELW
and organization commitment, organizational
citizenship behavior, or interaction justice

Concurrent validity
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Table 2. Measures and Variables Used to Validate the K-ELW
Measures Target of measures Domains (number of items) Scale Cronbach'’s o
Korean version of Ethical Leadership at Nursing unit managers 7 domains (38 items): People orientation (7), faimess ~ 1~5 point .94
Work Questionnaire (K-ELW) (6), power sharing (6), concern for sustainability (3),
ethical guidance (7), role clarification (5), integrity (4)
Korean version of Ethical Leadership Scale  Nursing unit managers 10 items 1~5 point .92
(K-ELS)
Organization commitment Staff RNs themselves 3 domains (11 items): Belief in and acceptance of ~ 1~5 point .84
the organization’s goals and values (4), wilingness
to exert considerable effort on behalf of the
organization (5), desire to maintain membership in
the organization (2)
Organizational citizenship behavior Staff RNs themselves 5 domains (15 items): Conscientiousness (3),  1~5 point .84
sportsmanship (3), participatory (3), courtesy (3),
altruism (3)
Interaction justice Nursing unit managers 5 items 1~5 point 92
Age Staff RNs themselves = Ratio scale =
Years spent with the current nurse manager  Staff RNs themselves - Ratio scale -

www.kan.or.kr

http://dx.doi.org/10.4040/jkan.2015.45.2.240



N
ol
>
N
re
Ral
[e]l}
Flvl:
)

I
rt'J

alxtol Ra|x leiy £3 =7 K-ELWO] Efgat oin 245

A= ofof| ¥]EES}F QRIFSFS] 7oA, Fat At TF(Averaged AR QIEIR 2AFS 7 A3} 387 5 570 2@ 22 1(10%)°] &

Variance Extracted [AVE]), 7/'@A12]/d(construct reliability)-&- 53+ A1 yaksirlal S5l ) o]F o] AFEA} thAfe] AR AL A=

24 A 1P AL 20t Q1SS AVESE @l 7 A Ao Al of W] K-ELWS} ot ELW 35 ZFofl r=.95(p <.001), 5-F 2}o] 3

+(squared multiple correlation) H| 25 53+ EFFA] HALE 34k T+ (mean difference)2 0.001(SD = 0.16)| %1t} Bland2} Altman[25]

2 Q170 BAA 242 Fol-E 058 71202 5131k Pl 2S5 AR 9] ST 0001+ 2016032, +032)

w2 Alsleh 2689] 5to] A FA el S51glck wep,

o171 Zm) el HAJoA] Sfu]7} ek Brysfsieky B e ) Byt o

ok aStol E79] S5 U} W 29e] AR S5

1. o) 9 47 €17 BoSIsoIA BESIAT, B V) B3-S AR AT 2
Table 30l AT W] £342) 21458 R} AT BT

Jevle], et MR8 RS AT ot KEIWS o 85] 1 Bgolx] ‘23 HsHel A0 2 olshlS ateheks A

l\.)

Table 3. K-ELW'’s Original Questionnaire Items and Modified K-ELW's Factor Analysis Findings

EFA CFA
Domains Original questionnaire items Factor . Standard.
. Communality .
loading factor loading
People orientation 1. Listens to what employees have to say. 74 74 79
2. Disciplines employees who violate ethical standards. 7 .65 .68
3. Conducts his/her personal life in an ethical manner. 74 64 .86
4. Has the best interests of employees in mind. 7 72 .75
5. Makes fair and balanced decisions. 71 .66 79
6. Can be trusted. .75 69 75
7. Discusses business ethics or values with employees. .62 .62 .69
Fairness 8. Holds me accountable for problems over which | have no control. .87 .78 .75
9. Holds me responsible for work that | gave no control over. .85 .82 .88
10. Holds me responsible for things that are not my fault. .78 77 .84
11. Pursues his/her own success at the expense of others. .75 .76 .86
12. Is focused mainly on reaching his/her own goals. .75 .70 .73
13. Manipulates subordinates. .70 .64 .68
Power sharing 14. Allows subordinates to influence critical decisions. .81 .70 .39
15. Does not allow others to participate in decision making. - - -
16. Seeks advice from subordinates concerning organizational strategy. .61 .55 .58
17. Will reconsider decisions on the basis of recommendations by those who report to him/her. .47 52 74
18. Delegates challenging responsibilities to subordinates. 52 .56 .65
19. Permits me to play a key role in setting my own performance goals. - - -
Concern for 20. Would like to work in an environmentally friendly manner. .80 .76 .69
sustainability 21. Shows concern for sustainability issues. .73 .73 .89
22. Stimulates recycling of items and materials in our department. 57 44 .39
Ethical guidance  23. Clearly explains integrity related codes of conduct. .70 62 77
24. Explains what is expected from employees in terms of behaving with integrity. .75 .78 .87
25, Clarifies integrity guidelines. N T7 .89
26. Ensures that employees follow codes of integrity. .79 67 .90
27. Clarifies the likely consequences of possible unethical behavior by myself and my colleagues. .69 68 67
28. Stimulates the discussion of integrity issues among employees. .70 59 .68
29. Compliments employees who behave according to the integrity guidelines. 71 81 74
Role clarification  30. Indicates what the performance expectations of each group member are. = = =
31. Explains what is expected of each group member. = = =
32. Explains what is expected of me and my colleagues. = = =
33. Clarifies priorities. = = =
34. Clarifies who is responsible for what. = = =
Integrity 35. Keeps his/her promises. .75 .86 84
36. Can be trusted to do the things he/she says. .82 79 94
37. Can be relied on to honor his/her commitments. .79 .89 .93
38. Always keeps his/her words. .73 .79 .86

K-ELW=Korean version of Ethical Leadership at Work Questionnaire; EFA=Exploratory Factor Analysis; CFA=Confirmatory Factor Analysis.
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Absolute fit index

Incremental fit index

Fit index

7 (o) X/df RMSEA SRMR GFI AGFI NFI CFI TLI

Original model 1139.95 (<.001) 1.78 .06 .08 .80 a7 .83 .92 91
df=639

Modified model 570.69 (<.001) 1.40 .04 .05 .88 .85 .89 97 .96
df=407

Evaluation criteria (>.09) <2.00 <.05~08 <=.05~.08 >.90 >.90 >.90 >.90 >.90

K-ELW=Korean version of Ethical Leadership at Work Questionnaire; RMSEA=Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR=Standardized Root Mean Square Residual;
GFl=Goodness of Fit Index; AGFI=Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index; NFI=Normal Fit Index; CFl=Comparative Fit Index; TLI=Turkey-Lewis Index.
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Table 5. Modified K-ELW'’s Internal Consistency and Pearson Correlation Coefficients with External Variables (N=241)
People Task responsibility ~Relationship Power Concern for Ethical Inteqrit
Domains orientation fairness fairness sharing sustainability guidance grity
r r r r r r r
Age (yn) 19t 06 -01 05 -.03 A4 a7t
Years spent with the current manager 19 .06 .09 -.07 13 .01 .02
K-ELS 73 45 56 60* 46" Nas 75
Organization commitment 45¢ 2 28t 23 .30¢ 42 39
Organizational citizenship behavior .30 15 A7 26* 25* 27* 32F
Interaction justice T4* 45¢ 53t 58* .39 65 B7*
M+ SD 3.59+0.65 3.78+£0.66 412+065 3.50£0.51 3.69+0.55 3.53+0.60 3.79+0.68
Cronbach’s a .90 .86 .79 .68 .65 .92 94

*p<.05; p<.01; ¥p<.001; K-ELW=Korean version of Ethical Leadership at Work Questionnaire; K-ELS=Korean version of Ethical Leadership Scale.
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Appendix 1. 3120{2 825 2|Ci £ £ K-ELW ZEE

e 28
Q17 =4 1. L 7120] 0{EX], Li7} {ZH X|LHD A=X[of 2o Ct.
2, HEIRIYED Ao HESHALE THLEY| fIaH AIZES HHEL
3. W7t HeIMoz TQ 2 SHE 2 s 2HAS 7IS0lct,
4, Zet HHE Z-ofl thal olof7|E AlZkE ZHEICE
5. L 7HRIAQ1 o sl TiAo = Alo] Qi
6. Li7t o242 41 QS W LIE £23] of7ict,
7. 2oIIAS0IA oSS #Lt
A2 Aol R 8. LijA| 22| 22lo| gi= 2ol chal 2els 2=Ct
9. L7t tofotx| iU 2ol ofbofl chal LA &S S=Ct.
10. L ZH20] Okl Zdof| cHsl Liol|A| 2els E=Ct.
27 3-8 11, G2 ARZHOIA| 23HE 7IX|HAMRIE XHAIQ| MZE FsICE
12, F2 Xp7| 1Hhlel =5 240 RS =Lt
13, £USE WA Eotrlplg RESICE
Y I 14, H5HEI0| Z235F A¥ol| F&ke 0|X|= S S83Ich
15, ZISEALE HEo| M2fof| thsl SotRASoA| XS F6ict
16. RAloflA| EE RQtof| 2t ZGARES ChA| D248 Zdo|ct
17. SSHRIRol|A| =TS gFsh 2ols olstct,
sl70| X|ASX| 7HsM 18, &4 ZI8IMol dtAl(an environmentally friendly manner) 22 U517|E JISICHO: Q2H7|E 22| 71, SEIEE 5).
19, 8148 WI5HR| 1 B&5HH XISMO2 R[5tz 2ol Al 7HEICE
20. 2 LHoil M 120 7tsSt 230t MEES MEEot=E Azsict
=2 X1y 21, R2|& FANT H2E WS S HE5| MYsicHRE| A ZIMGo2h XH0| SSo6te 82|18 Algnt AX|2 Msks
22|18 AES UX|AF|7] fleh 2sks s LSt
22, SRS S2MoE AL #ESohs W0 RAQUX| AHSICH
23, 2| TAM} A E X|ES HES| St
24, SRS 0| B2 2AY e S E4o1 Sick
25, L2t L S=9| HIR2|X #S0| xefigt 4 Qs BaE 25| Sick.
26. AYUS0| S2|H AN 0|0 CHol EQlot=S ZASHTt
27. 22| TAN & xRS E4ole 2lES RS
22 My 28, Rpblof 7HQIX ok g X|7ICH,
29, XtAlo| 25t H42 0[3Er 2ot AR 4 ot
30. XHAIO| HRY A5 AES X2 Aozt Lg 4 ot
31, A A4S x17ICk
JEX| 4cH2), BS0|CK3), 2 ZCH4), 0 THCK5).
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