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Abstract

Background: Although innovative work behaviours (IWBs) of teachers are important for individual school’s effectiveness and national economic sustainability, only fewer studies on leader-related behaviours drive IWBs of teachers in public schools in Lesotho.

Research purpose: Drawing from the theories of leadership, affective commitment, social exchange and justice, the study examined the influence of school principals’ leadership styles and fairness on achieving IWBs amongst teachers.

Motivation for the study: The teachers’ IWB amongst schools plays a key role in endorsing and producing innovative and adaptable future-oriented human capital. However, only scant research is available on the role of school leadership behaviour on teachers’ IWB in public schools. This happens despite the agreement amongst scholars and practitioners that critical thinking imparted by innovative teachers is a valuable source of creative labour force, a critical component for sustained national economic growth.

Research approach/design and method: Data collected from 210 teachers in Lesotho (response rate = 71%) were analysed by means of correlation and multiple regression analyses to examine the hypothesised relationships.

Research findings: The results indicated that the general supervisor-support factor (consisting of the perception of leadership and fairness of a principal) had a positive and significant effect on IWBs of teachers. Contrary to expectations, the affective commitment of teachers to their schools did not relate significantly to their IWBs.

Practical/managerial implications: The article discusses these findings, suggests their theoretical and practical implications and outlines the prospects for future research on factors that may influence IWBs of teachers in schools. In order to improve teachers’ IWBs, this paper recommends that school principals be provided with training on how to articulate a compelling vision; coach, mentor and develop their subordinates; challenge them to think creatively; treat them with honesty and respect; and follow school policies, procedures and regulations all the time.

Contribution/value add: This study adds to the scant literature regarding the role of school principals in nurturing IWBs of teachers in public schools.
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Introduction

Literature shows that, as primary centres and suppliers of knowledge and skills, schools depend largely on leadership to provide strategic direction, a professional community, self-renewal and innovation in learning and teaching (Berkovich & Bogler, 2019; Blase & Blase, 2000; Ismail, Don, Husin, & Khalid, 2018). Even though many streams of research continue to enrich our knowledge of sources of affiliative extra-role behaviours in schools (Burns & DiPaola, 2013; Srivastava, 2017; Srivastava & Dhar, 2019), little is known about the drivers of change-oriented extra-role behaviours such as innovative work behaviours (IWBs). Thus, compared to non-school organisations, research on IWBs in schools is still emerging and is yet to reach its full potential. This is surprising because innovative teachers play a critical role in building innovative labour force for national economic growth competitiveness (Henning et al., 2018; Huang, Lee, & Yang, 2019; Reilly, Lilly, Bramwell, & Kronish, 2011).

Drawing from literatures on leadership and IWBs in the private sector, the current study hypothesises that teachers’ affective commitment and perceptions of their school principal leadership and fairness will significantly influence their IWBs. Affective commitment refers to emotional attachment of employees to their organisation and is an attitudinal variable (Meyer & Allen, 1991). Leadership is the process by which leaders influence their followers to achieve shared goals (Berkovich & Bogler, 2019), and fairness broadly captures employee perceptions about the fairness with which outcomes are distributed; processes and procedures are followed, and the treatment they obtain from their supervisors and organisations. Leadership and fairness are closely related because they centre on the acts of the leaders (Khaola & Rambe, 2020). The terms ‘fairness’ and ‘justice’ are often used interchangeably in the literature. IWBs are change-oriented behaviours that are predominantly extra-role and intentional in nature and involve the creation and implementation of novel and useful ideas (Khaola & Coldwell, 2017b).

As indicated by Bramwell, Reilly, Lilly, Kronish and Chennabathni (2011) and reiterated by Daly, Mosyjowski and Seifert (2019), it bears a remarking that, unless teachers are creative and innovative, it is difficult to ‘imagine’ innovative teaching in schools. It hampers skills development base, especially for the youth, which is needed for the fast-changing world and on the edge of the fourth industrial revolution. Thus, more research studies on teachers’ IWBs are necessary because the aftermath of critical thinking imparted by innovative teachers is treasured in schools as a potential source of innovative labour force for sustainable national economic growth (Henning et al., 2018; Reilly et al., 2011). Consequently, IWBs amongst teachers will help in driving the strategic goal of a country’s national development.

The third strategic goal of the National Strategic Development Plan (NSDP) in Lesotho is to enhance the skill base, technology adoption and foundation for innovation. Even though the NSDP was launched in 2012, the recent Global Competitiveness Report (GCR, 2018) still ranks Lesotho at 110 of 140 countries on pillar 6: skills. The ranking on one component that builds this pillar, ‘critical thinking in teaching’, places the country lower at 117 of 140 countries. Even more disturbing, the report ranks the country at 132 of 140 countries on pillar 12: innovation capacity. In general, recent GCRs imply that concerted efforts are needed to improve the skill base of young people in Lesotho, especially in information technology and communication (ICT), innovation and technical and vocation education and training (TVET) sectors. As shown in Figure 1, on a scale of 0–7, Lesotho has been under-performing on innovation-related scores for the past 11 years.
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Research purpose and objectives

The purpose of this article is to examine whether affective commitment, leadership and acts of fairness influence IWBs of teachers in schools. Specifically, the article examines the influence of the school principal’s leadership and fairness and teachers’ affective commitment on IWBs.

Significance of the study

To achieve the main purpose, four overlapping contributions to the IWB literature in schools are made. Firstly, even though researchers have started to heed calls of improving the innovation literature in the public sector (Lubienski & Perry, 2019; Torfing, 2019), little is known about the factors that influence creative practices of teachers in public schools (Henning et al., 2018; Reilly et al., 2011). More specifically, there has been a plea to further research into the influence of the leader’s demeanours on teacher’s behaviour (Blase & Blase, 2000; Dash & Vohra, 2019; Ismail & Mydin, 2019). Secondly, the article attempts to clarify the relative importance of attitudes such as affective commitment against the leader-related situational factors such as leadership and fairness on creativity and innovation. Such attention is warranted in studying a multi-stage and complex concept such as IWB (De Jong & Hartog, 2010; Liu, 2019; Liu, Chow, Zhang, & Huang, 2019; Stojcic, Hashi, & Orlic, 2018). Thirdly, the article examines the impact of transformational leadership on IWBs. The question of how and whether leaders influence IWBs of employees, particularly creative practices of teachers, has to date not received the attention it deserves. Past studies have demonstrated inconsistent relationships between transformational leadership and innovative behaviour in non-school settings (Ismail & Mydin, 2019). Fourthly, the focus on teachers and teaching in the developing countries, particularly in the sub-Saharan Africa, provides an opportunity to examine the role of leaders’ behaviours on IWBs for generalisability to under-researched settings. In this case, Lesotho is used as an example. It is important to state that this study is particularly important in Lesotho where the Ministry of Education and Training (MoET, 2014) has introduced a new integrated school curriculum which aims at developing the ‘thinking skills’ and flexibility of learners. Mixed reactions have trailed this development to warrant further interrogations of its viability and sustainability. In light of the foregoing, Raselimo and Mahao (2015) have identified paradoxes and contradictions in the new curriculum. This article argues that effective school principal leadership and their acts of fairness are essential for motivating teachers, which will in turn result in teachers’ creativity and innovation.

The rest of this article is organised as follows: the next section focuses on the development of hypotheses, followed by the presentation of research methodology and results in the third and fourth sections, respectively. The discussion of the results and conclusions are presented in the final section of the article.

Literature review and development of hypotheses

Leadership and innovative work behaviours

There has been a growing interest on the leadership and of those in charge of schools (principals), especially on how their leadership behaviours influence the creativity and innovation of the teachers under their respective tutelages (Bednall, Rafferty, Shipton, Sanders, & Jackson, 2018; Gil, Rodrigo-Moya, & Morcillo-Bellido, 2018; Marks & Printy, 2003). Leadership has generally been defined as a process by which one influences others to achieve shared goals (Berkovich & Bogler, 2019). Many cited definitions of IWB have the strong influence of the seminal work of Janssen (2000, 2004). The author defined IWB as ‘the intentional creation, introduction and application of new ideas within a work role, group or organisation, in order to benefit role performance, the group, or the organisation’ (Janssen, 2000, p. 288, 2004, p. 202).

From an individual’s perspective, IWB can be seen as the creation, introduction and application of new ideas in the organisation to support organisational performance (Ghani, Hussin, & Jusoff, 2009). Teachers with IWB display creativity and are innovative at work, generate new ideas and are able to provide constructive outcomes for their schools. These definitions and associated measurement scales have been used successfully amongst teachers. For instance, Bakker and Xanthopoulou (2013) used the multifactor leadership questionnaire (MLQ) and Janssen’s (2000) scale to measure leadership and creativity, respectively. The IWBs of teachers comprise their creativity (production of novel and useful ideas) and innovation (championing and implementation of ideas; Janssen, 2000; Lu, Bartol, Venkataramani, Zheng, & Liu, 2019; Scott & Bruce, 1994; Stojcic et al., 2018).

The demands in our knowledge society are indeed increasing both for students and for their teachers (Klaeijsen, Vermeulen, & Martens, 2017); thus, IWB is vital in order to keep abreast of society’s development. Likewise, new advancements and new knowledge require IWB because the teaching styles adopted by teachers have a bearing on students’ self-determination towards learning and motivation (Awang-Hashim, Thaliah, & Kaur, 2017). Moreover, schools ought to serve as a starting point and showcase more IWB to influence society at large and improve its competitiveness. After all, education promotes students’ creative and innovative thinking (Usma & Frodden, 2003). Thus, a creative and innovative teacher is the one who (1) introduces novel and useful ideas into curriculum, pedagogy and assessment; (2) supports and sponsor new developments in curriculum, pedagogy and assessment; and (3) seek new ways of implementing developments in curriculum, pedagogy and assessment.

Bass and Avolio (1995) argue that transformational leadership is a multidimensional concept with the following dimensions: charismatic role modelling (the leader’s ability to inspire respect, admiration, loyalty and collective sense of mission); individualised consideration (the leader’s ability to consider and understand individual follower’s needs and aspirations); inspirational motivation (the leader’s ability to articulate a compelling vision for the future); and intellectual stimulation (the leader’s ability to challenge and stimulate followers to think about old problems in new ways).

In this regard, a transformational school principal is likely to transform personal values and self-concepts of teachers to transcend their own self-interest for the greater good of those they serve and elevate them to higher needs and aspirations. This is because transformational school principals may influence the intrinsic motivation of teachers, thereby increasing their creativity and innovation in teaching (Gumusluoglu & Ilsev, 2009; Jensen et al., 2019; Marks & Printy, 2003; Saboe, Taing, Way, & Johnson, 2015). Furthermore, the social cognitive theory predicts that transformational principals would build self-efficacy and empowerment of teachers, which would in turn affect their creativity (Gumusluoglu & Ilsev, 2009; Ninković, & Knežević Florić, 2018).

Consistent with extant theories, past studies have suggested that leadership innovation is a strong correlate of school innovation (Chou, Shen, Hsiao, & Shen, 2019; Hughes, Lee, Tian, Newman, & Legood, 2018). Saboe et al. (2015) found that principal transformational leadership influenced school performance through principal instructional leadership (the ability to supervise classroom instruction, coordinate school curriculum and monitor students’ progress through assessment). Thus, integrated leadership consisting of transformational leadership (emphasising change, ideas and innovation) and instructional leadership (emphasising direct elements involved in teaching and learning) provides good basis for performance of students and schools. Khaola and Coldwell (2017a) found that constructive leadership (the combination of transformational and contingent reward forms of leadership) was positively related to IWBs of teachers in Lesotho.

Despite the existing compelling theoretical and practical evidence, sometimes the effects of transformational leadership on creativity and innovation, including that of teachers, have not been consistent (Jensen et al., 2019; Khaola & Coldwell, 2017b, 2019a, 2019b; Marks & Printy, 2003; Mumford & Lucuanan, 2004), suggesting the need for further investigation in other settings and contexts. The weight of evidence suggests, however, that there is a positive relationship between transformational leadership and IWB (Khaola & Coldwell, 2017a, 2019a, 2019b). The following directional hypothesis can, therefore, be examined:


H1: There is a positive relationship between principal’s transformational leadership and teachers’ IWB.



Fairness and innovative work behaviours

Perception of fairness is one of the situational factors that should conceptually influence IWBs. It refers to one’s perceptions of fairness in (1) outcome distributions, (2) processes and procedures that regulate the outcome decisions and (3) interpersonal treatment and interactions related to how the supervisor treats employees (Colquitt et al., 2013). Consistent with fairness literature, school principals are likely to be perceived as fair if they distribute school resources equitably to teachers, allow teachers a voice in decision-making, apply rules and regulations consistently across teachers, take responsibility for mistakes and correct them and take actions based on the evidence rather than innuendo (Burns & DiPaola, 2013; Khaola & Coldwell, 2017b).

Social exchange theory predicts that teachers who perceive fair treatment from agents of schools (principals) are likely to reciprocate by engaging in IWBs. Furthermore, fairness is closely linked with employee voice; and consistent with cognitive evaluation theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Kaufman, 2015), treating employees with respect and providing them with information is also likely to signal a supportive and psychologically safe environment necessary for risk-taking and intrinsic motivation, both are critical for creative performance (Anderson, Potoňik, & Zhou, 2014). Whilst these theories make sense, limited research are available on the relationship between employee perception of fairness and IWBs (Khazanchi & Masterson, 2011), especially in schools (Burns & DiPaola, 2013). Even though emerging evidence indicates that the direct effects of fairness on IWB are equivocal (Zhou & Hoever, 2014), some studies have found significant relationships between these constructs. Khaola and Coldwell (2017b) found the positive relationship between the teachers’ organisational justice and IWB. Similarly, Khazanchi and Masterson (2011) found the positive relationship between interactional justice and creativity. Along similar lines, Burns and DiPaola (2013) found the significant relationship between the teachers’ perception of fairness and the concept closely related to IWB – organisational citizenship behaviour. Even though more work needs to be performed on examining the relationship between fairness and IWBs, existing literature (albeit limited) takes us to the following directional hypothesis:


H2: There is a positive relationship between the teachers’ perception of fairness and their IWBs.



Affective commitment and innovative work behaviours

Affective commitment has been described as one’s emotional attachment to one’s organisation (Jiang & Johnson, 2018; Mercurio, 2015; Meyer & Allen, 1991). Teachers generally possess a strong attachment to their jobs and professions (DiPaola & Tschannen-Moran, 2001; Somech, 2016). According to some scholars, teachers are personally and emotionally involved in their jobs because their work involves nurturance, warmth, love and caring for others (O’Connor, 2008; Walker & Gleaves, 2016). Following this view, it was expected that the teachers’ affective commitment would be positively related to their IWBs, principally because social exchange theory holds that affective commitment is an attitudinal indicator of the extent to which employees perceive themselves to be in high-quality social exchange relationships with their organisations (Colquitt et al., 2013). Thus, teachers may express their affective commitment through engagement in IWBs. This notwithstanding, the relationship between affective commitment and IWB may sometimes be tenuous, the reason being that the traditional attitudes such as affective commitment may have weak impact on change-oriented behaviours such as IWB as employees feel strong attachment to the status quo and less motivation to change (Marinova, Peng, Lorinkova, Van Dyne, & Chiaburu, 2015). Furthermore, because teachers are committed to their professions (O’Connor, 2008; Walker & Gleaves, 2016), there may be little differences between their levels of commitment, thus producing little impact on IWB (the problem of ceiling effect). There is also evidence that teachers may possess multiple commitment mindsets, which may produce complex pattern of outcomes (Meyer, Morin, Stanley, & Maltin, 2019). However, because affective commitment is the social exchange indicator of reciprocity in the form of proactivity (Colquitt et al., 2013), it can be hypothesised as follows:


H3: The teachers’ affective commitment is positively related to their IWBs.



Research design

Sample and procedures

The sample consisted of 110 teachers who attended part-time classes for their bachelor of education (primary) degree at the public university in Lesotho, and a further 100 additional teachers recruited from eight different high schools around the capital city of Lesotho.

Participants were requested to fill self-administered questionnaires and return them to the researcher in their natural setting. Even though a total of 149 questionnaires (71%) were returned, only 143 questionnaires were usable. Six teachers who held positions of the school principals during the time of study were eliminated from the sample.

Of the respondent sample, 73% were females and 27% males. Thirteen per cent of the respondents were in the age group 20–30, 58% in the age group 31–40, 23% in the age group 41–50 and 6% above 50 years of age. The participants had an average tenure of 11.28 years (SD = 6.23). In terms of supervisory responsibilities, 74% did not have any responsibility, 22% was head of the department and only 4% held the position of the school principal.

Ethical consideration

The participants were asked to fill the questionnaires anonymously, and confidentiality was guaranteed to all participants. The purpose of the study was communicated to all participants. Furthermore, the participants were made aware that they are free to participate in the research and non-participation would not have any negative consequences. Similarly, the questions asked were all handled with sensitivity but not compromising the quality of the study, and the information given by the participants was not in any way used to jeopardise their jobs.

Measures

To collect data, the existing scales were modified slightly to reflect the organisational environment of teachers.

Leadership: The MLQ (Bass & Avolio, 1995) was adapted to assess the transformational leadership behaviour of supervisors (principals). Eight items were used to assess the construct. The participants were asked to assess the extent to which the listed statements described the behaviour of their supervisors (principals) on a scale ranging from 0 (not at all) to 4 (frequently if not always). A sample item was ‘my school principal articulates a compelling vision for the future’. The internal reliability (Cronbach’s α) of the scale was 0.92.

Fairness: Five items from the scale developed by Niehoff and Moorman (1993) were adapted to assess this construct. On a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), the participants were asked to assess the extent to which they agreed with the listed statements. Sample items were ‘to make job decisions, the principal collects accurate and complete information’ and ‘I think that my level of pay is quite fair’. The internal reliability of the scale was 0.81.

Because the factor analysis of items measuring leadership and fairness constructs produced non-interpretable factors with multiple cross-loadings, and the correlations between the constructs were high (r = 0.75, variance inflation factor [VIF] = 2), the items of the two constructs were averaged to create a supervisor-related factor (α = 0.95) to avoid collinearity problem when conducting the regression analysis. Given that the sample size was small, the correlation and VIF figures were a point of concern. The addition of leadership and fairness into one common variable is supported by literature. As suggested by Van Knippenberg and Cremer (2008), even leader fairness is not typically studied in relationship to leadership, and there is an increasing recognition that leader fairness is an integral part of leadership.

Affective commitment: Five items adapted from the scale of Cook and Wall (1980) were used to measure affective commitment. On a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), the participants were asked to assess the extent to which they agreed with the listed statements. A sample item was ‘I feel a strong sense of belonging to my school’. The internal reliability of the scale was 0.91.

Innovative work behaviour: Nine items from the scale of Janssen (2000) were adapted to measure teacher IWB. The participants were asked to rate how often they performed the innovative activities on the scale ranging from 0 (never) to 4 (always). Sample items were ‘creating original solutions for problems’ and ‘making important school members enthusiastic for innovative ideas’.

Control variables

Because prior research has demonstrated that IWB can be influenced by individual differences (e.g. Janssen, 2000), gender (0 = females and 1 = males), age (20–30 years = 1; 31–40 = 2; 41–50 = 3 and above 50 years = 4) and tenure (in years) were included as control variables to reduce the possibility of spurious relationships based on these individual differences.

Analyses

Pearson correlation and hierarchical regression analyses based on the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 20 were used to analyse data. Independent variables (leadership, fairness and affective commitment) were related to IWBs using both correlation and regression analyses.

Results

The inter-correlations of variables are shown in Table 1.
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Inter-correlations in Table 1 show that transformational leadership was positively and significantly related to IWB (r = 0.29, p ≤ 0.01), implying that higher levels of transformational leadership were accompanied by higher levels of reported IWB. Similarly, organisational justice correlated significantly with IWB (r = 0.29, p ≤ 0.01). Contrary to the literature, affective commitment was not significantly related to IWB (r = 0.15, p ≥ 0.01).

Although not hypothesised in this study, there were positive and significant relationships between transformational leadership and fairness (r = 0.75, p ≤ 0.01), transformational leadership and affective commitment (r = 0.52, p ≤ 0.01) and organisational justice and affective commitment (r = 0.48, p ≤ 0.01). Based on Cohen’s (1992) effect sizes, these correlations ranged from medium to high. According to Cohen (1992), there is no effect size if the value of ‘r’ is below 0.1, the effect size is low if the value of r is between 0.1 and 0.3, medium if r is between 0.3 and 0.5 and high if r is above 0.5.

The limitation of correlation analysis is that it does not control for the spurious relationships that may be caused by other variables when examining the relationship between constructs of interest, and this may result in inflated or subdued relationships. Regression analysis was used to control for the possibility of spurious relationships that may be caused by the lack of control of related predictor variables in the correlation analysis. As indicated earlier, transformational leadership and fairness items were averaged into one overall leadership-related factor to mitigate the problems of multi-collinearity. The results of regression analyses are shown in Table 2.
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The results suggest that the leadership-related factor (consisting of transformational and organisational justice) was positively and significantly related to IWB (β = 0.34, p ≤ 0.01), but affective commitment was not at all related to IWB (β = 0.02, p ≥ 0.05). Thus, hypotheses 1 and 2 were confirmed, but hypothesis 3 was not confirmed.

Discussion and conclusion

Conceptually, school principal leadership should have influence on teachers’ intrinsic motivation and their teaching (Ismail et al., 2018; Marks & Printy, 2003), and consequently the quality of teaching should be reflected in the quality of learning and success for students (Nava et al., 2019). Despite the fact that creativity of teachers is considered vital for students’ creative learning, only few studies focused on how the leadership behaviours of those in charge of schools influence IWBs of teachers. In the era of knowledge economy, one expects more research studies to have been carried out, mainly because creative knowledge is vital for sustainable path to economic growth (Dima, Begu, Vasilescu, & Maassen, 2018). As centres of creation and delivery of basic knowledge, schools in Lesotho need to find ways of improving the creativity and innovation of teachers if the country is to be projected into a new growth trajectory by the future knowledgeable workforce.

The results of the current study suggest that leadership and fairness had direct effects on IWB. Whilst prior results have been mixed, or have included various mediating and moderating factors, the current findings are generally in line with some prior results (Gupta & Singh, 2015; Oh, 2019; Rank, Nelson, Allen, & Xu, 2009). Bednall et al. (2018) found that when transformational leadership and instructional leadership coexist in the form of integrated leadership, there is significant influence on quality of pedagogy and achievement of students. The current study suggests that a supervisor-related variable (school principal transformational leadership and fairness) has significant effects on teachers’ IWBs. The two studies complement each other in the sense that they show how leadership-reference factors can motivate the (innovative) performance of teachers.

Contrary to the expectations that affective commitment would significantly influence teachers’ IWBs, this study did not find significant effects of affective commitment on IWB. The reason for this is not clear, but it may have to do with the nature of affective commitment and commitment profiles of teachers. Firstly, teachers with strong affective commitment may feel strongly attached to their present situation and hence, fail to challenge the status quo (Marinova et al., 2015). Secondly, teachers have autonomy and professional focus; and according to Mumford and Lucuanan (2004), employees with this attribute do not need organisational commitment as a way of directing their creative or innovative performance. Thirdly, teachers may also be committed differentially to their schools and profession, thus creating a complex pattern of outcomes (Meyer et al., 2019). Future studies, especially qualitative ones, can examine why the commitment of teachers may not influence their creative or innovative behaviours.

Managerial implications

The results of this study have several important managerial implications. Firstly, they intimate that school principals can influence IWBs of teachers by amongst other things, by practicing positive leadership behaviours, that is, a set of actions undertaken by individuals in a position of authority and influence to motivate and develop others through mechanisms of engagement, empowerment and collaborative assignment to meaningful work (Chiok Foong Loke, 2001).

This can be effected by amongst other things; leadership training that focuses on developing transformational leadership behaviour skills. Secondly, school leaders can be trained to be fair to teachers to influence the IWB of the latter. Specifically, school principals may be trained on how to treat teachers consistently, distribute resources equitably and interact with teacher in a respectful manner. Overall the results suggest that teachers’ IWBs can be improved by schools’ principals who actively generate a positive social context or climate for teachers.

Limitations and directions for future research

Like many studies of this nature, the results should be interpreted with caution. Firstly, data were collected from one source using the same instrument, and the same-source and common method biases might have inflated the results. Whilst self-reports are useful for reporting perceptions and mitigating the problem of halo error (Bolino, Turnley, & Anderson, 2016; Janssen, 2004; Kabasheva, Rudaleva, Bulnina, & Askhatova, 2015), future studies can benefit by using different sources of data to mitigate the possible impact of these biases. Secondly, the cross-sectional research design used herein does not permit the examination of causality of variables. Whilst the hypotheses were based on sound theories, future studies can use experimental or longitudinal research design to determine the causality of variables. Lastly, the model may have left out some important dispositional factors. It may be that the association between predictors and IWB was being obfuscated by some underlying, unmeasured variables. In addition to the control variables included in the present study, future studies can control for variables such as one’s personality, intelligence, knowledge, experience, skills and abilities.

Conclusion

The purpose of the current study was to examine whether school principal leaders, perceived acts of fairness and teachers’ own affective commitment have significant effects on teachers’ IWBs. The results revealed that the combination of school principal leadership and perceived acts of fairness had influence on teachers’ IWBs. Against theoretical predictions, affective commitment did not have significant effects on the criterion variable. To improve IWBs of teachers, the study recommends that school principals be trained on how to acquire transformational and fairness skills. The authors of the current study hope that the results will provoke debates on the role of leadership and fairness in shaping creative teachers in public schools.
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Source: Global Competitiveness Report. (2018). The Global Competitiveness Report
2018: A project of World Economic Forum. In K. Schwab (Ed.). Geneva: World Economic
Forum. Retrieved from http://www3.weforum.org/docs/GCR2018/05FullReport/
TheGlobalCompetitivenessReport2018.pdf

Note: Global Competitiveness Reports, 2008-2018. The scores ranged from 0 to 7 points
from 2008 to 2017, but they ranged from 0 to 100 points in 2018. The scores for 2018 were
recalculated to a scale ranging from 0 to 7 points.

FIGURE 1: Global competitiveness report on Lesotho.
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TABLE 1: Inter-correlations of the main variables.

Variable 1 2 3 4 Mean  SD
Transformational leadership (0.92) = = = 241 1.04
Fairness 0.75%* (0.91) . - 316 086
Affective commitment 0.52%* 0.48** (0.81) = 3.88 110
Innovative work behaviour 0.29%* 0.32** 0.15 (0.88) 2.94 0.64

Note: Cronbach’s o are shown in parentheses.
SD, standard deviation.
* Significant at 0.05 (two tailed); **, Significant at 0.01 (two tailed).
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TABLE 2: Hierarchical regression analyses of predictors of IWB.

Variable Innovative work behaviour
Model 1 Model 2
Gender -0.17 -0.15
Age -0.04 -0.08
Tenure QNS 0.16*
Affective commitment - 0.02
Leadership-related factor = 0.34%*
Change in R? 0.07 0.12
R? 0.07 0.19

Note: Apart from change in % and R? values, values refer to standardised ps.
* Significant at 0.05; **, Significant at 0.01.





