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Abstract
This current research follows up on Greenleaf’s oft-quoted best test of servant leadership
that calls for employees to be better off financially, emotionally, physically,
psychologically, etc. because of the time spent with the servant leader. While oft-quoted,
little empirical work exists to see if this is true. In this study, 170 participants provided
their perception of their supervisors’ level of servant leadership, their perception of the
organization’s support, and their self-report of their general well-being. Gender and age
bracket information described the participants, and there were no significant differences
between gender or age brackets for participants’ perception of their supervisors’ servant
leadership. The analysis showed that there was a moderate positive correlation between
servant leadership, perceived organizational support, and general well-being. A
modification of an existing general well-being instrument provided a new eight-item
general well-being scale with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.956.
Keywords: Servant Leadership, Perceived Organizational Support, Employee Well-

being; Correlation
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Introduction

Greenleaf (1977) said that a test of servant leadership includes the evidence that
the employee is/was better off because of his/her working in the organization. Greenleaf
stated:

Do those served grow as persons? Do they, while being served, become healthier,

wiser, freer, more autonomous, more likely themselves to become servants? And,

what is the effect on the least privileged in society? Will they benefit or at least

not be further deprived? (Kindle Locations 351-352).
To further the literature on servant leaders' impact on employees' well-being, the research
question for this study is: What correlation exists among employees' perception of their
supervisors' servant leadership behaviors, the employees' perception of organizational
support, and employees self-report of general well-being. The following sections on
servant leadership, perceived organizational support, and employees' general well-being
precede the hypotheses tested in this study.
Servant leadership

Bass (2000) said that servant leadership focused on the employees, while
transformational leadership focused on the organization. Bass’ comment aligns well with
Greenleaf’s (1977) test of servant leadership. Patterson (2003), in her model of servant
leadership, commented about the importance of the leader’s moral love for the
employees. Also, an alignment with Greenleaf’s test. Page and Wong (2000) included
‘caring for others’ in their servant leadership model. Barbuto and Wheeler (2006)

included ‘emotional healing’ in their servant leadership model. All of these dimensions of
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servant leadership point to a relationship between the leader’s level of servant leadership
and the employees’ general well-being.

Servant leadership instruments by Page and Wong (2000), Sendjaya and Sarros
(2002), van Dierendork and Nuijten (2011), Dennis and Bocarnea (2005), Barbuto and
Wheeler (2006), Hale and Fields (2007), along with Liden, Wayne, Zhao, and Henderson
(2008) include multiple dimensions, which, according to Winston and Fields (2015)
obfuscate the ability to measure that which is essentially servant leadership and not
dimensions of other leadership styles.

Essential Servant Leadership Behaviors Instrument

To clarify the measurement of servant leadership Winston and Fields (2015)
created an item-pool of servant leadership behaviors from the multi-dimensional servant
leadership instruments created in the studies cited above, asked a panel of experts to
review the list and vote on keeping or removing each behavior, sent the resultant list of
22 items to 443 working adults and asked them to evaluate their supervisors using the 22
items. After principal component analysis and scale optimization, Winston and Fields
produced a 10-item single-scale measure of essential servant leadership behaviors
(ESLB) that had a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.96. Examples of the items in the scale include:

1. Practices what he/she preaches.

2. Serves people without regard to their nationality, gender, or race.

3. Sees serving as a mission of responsibility to others.

4. Genuinely interested in employees as people.
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Subsequent research studies showed Cronbach alphas ranging from 0.88 to 0.96
(Cancino, 2019; Hargadon, 2018; Hirschy; Phillips, 2018). Participants in this study used
the ESLB to provide their perception of their supervisor’s servant leadership behaviors.
Perceived Organizational Support

Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, and Sowa (1986), in their effort to
understand the antecedents to organizational commitment, developed an instrument to
measure employees’ perception of organizational support (POS). According to
Eisenberger et al., perceived organizational support was the “breadth and consistency of
the employee's beliefs concerning the organization's commitment to him or her, and the
effects of such perceived organizational support. and of the employee's exchange
ideology on absenteeism” (p. 501). Eisenberger et al. believed that the organization’s
level of concern for the employee’s well-being positively correlated with the employee’s
actual well-being. Eisenberger et al.’s level of concern seems to align with Greenleaf’s
(1977) test of servant leadership. Eisenberger's focus on the organization is replaced in
this current study with the leader’s servant leadership behaviors with the underlying
premise that the leader’s values and behaviors positively impact the organization’s
culture, which is supported by Hambrick and Mason’s (1984) upper echelon theory.
Since a possible moderation may exist, this research study includes a regression analysis
testing for a moderating effect by POS on the ESLB-General Well-being relationship.

Eisenberger, Stinglhamber, VVandenberg, Sucharski, and Rhoades (2002)
recommended an eight-item short form of Eisenberger, et al.’s (1986) measure, which
Dawley, Houghton, and Bucklew (2010) used in a study of Perceived organizational

support and turnover intention. Dawley et al. found that the short form scale had a
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Cronbach's alpha of 0.89. Although van Sonderen, Sanderman, and Coyne (2013) argue
that scales should not use reversed wording, I used the eight-item short form in this
current study due to Dawley et al.'s success with the scale. The rating scale for the POS
instrument consisted of: (a) Strongly Disagree, (b) Moderately Disagree, (c) Slightly
Disagree, (d) Neither Agree nor Disagree, (e) Slightly Agree, (f) Moderately Agree, and
(g) Strongly Agree.

Four of the eight items are listed below. The (R) denotes that the item required
reversed scoring.

1. The organization values my contribution to its well-being.

2. The organization fails to appreciate any extra effort from me. (R)

3. The organization would ignore any complaint from me. (R)

4. The organization really cares about my well-being.
General Employee Well-being

Page and Vella-Brodrick (2009) reported that employee well-being consisted of
“high-levels of positive impact, low levels of negative impact, and cognitive evaluation
of one's satisfaction with their life as a whole” (p. 443). Also, according to Page and
Vella-Brodrick, someone with positive well-being is said to be in a state of “positive
psychological functioning” (p. 443). Bakker and Demerouti (2007) posited that resources
provided by the organization (organizational-support) that help employees do their
assigned jobs and tasks might contribute to employees’ well-being. These definitions help
augment Greenleaf’s (1977) test of whether employees are better off because of the

servant leader and the organization.
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Taylor et al. (2003) reviewed the General Employee Well-being (GWB) scale

developed by Dupuy (1978) and noted concerns about the lack of empirical testing of the

dimensions, and inconsistent results from factor analysis. In addition to Taylor et al.'s

concerns, 14 of the 18 items were scored on a six-point rating scale, four items were

scored on a 0-10 rating scale, and eight of the 18 items were reversed scored. Noting van

Sonderen, Sanderman, and Coyne (2013) concern about using reversed scored items and

considering Wen-Chung Wang, Chen, and Jin’s (2015) admonition about not using

mixed response ratings, | created a modified version of the 18-item General Employee

Well-being instrument and test the instrument using principal component analysis and

scale reliability analysis.

Modified General Employee Well-being Instrument

Table 1 shows the original 18 items from the GWB instrument and the revised

items for the Modified General Employee Well-being Instrument (Modified GWB).

Table 1: Items from the original GWB and modified GWB instrument

General Well-being Instrument

Modified General Well-being
Instrument

1. How have you been feeling in general? 2¢
2. Have you been bothered by nervousness or
your ‘nerves’? 2

3. Have you been in firm control of your
behavior, thoughts, emaotions, or feelings? 2¢

4. Have you felt so sad, discouraged,
hopeless, or had so many problems that you
wondered if anything is worthwhile? @

5. Have you been under or felt you were
under any strain, stress, or pressure? 2

6. How happy, satisfied, or pleased have you
been with your personal life? 2¢

7. Have you had any reason to wonder if you
were losing your mind, or losing control over

In general, | felt great for the past two months.

I have felt calm rather than nervous for the
past two months.

I have been in firm control of my emotions for
the past two months.

I generally felt that my life was worthwhile
for the past two months.

| felt no strain during the past two months.

| felt pleased with my personal life for the
past two months.

| felt confident in the quality of my memory
for the past two months.
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General Well-being Instrument

Modified General Well-being
Instrument

the way you act, talk, think, feel, or of your
memory? &¢

8. Have you been anxious, worried, or upset? 2

9. Have you been waking up fresh and rested?

ac

10. Have you been bothered by any illness,
bodily disorder, pains, or fears about your
health? 2

11. Has your daily life been full of things that
were interesting to you? 2°¢

12. Have you felt downhearted and blue? 2

13. Have you been feeling emotionally stable
and sure of yourself? 2

14. Have you felt tired, worn out, used-up, or
exhausted? 2

15. How concerned or worried about your
health have you been? ¢

16. How relaxed or tense have you been? ©¢

17. How much energy, pep, or vitality have
you felt? P

18. How depressed or cheerful have you
been?

| felt calm, rather than anxious, during the
past two months.

I woke up feeling fresh and rested for the past
two months.

| have felt physically healthy during the past
two months.

My daily life has been full of things that were
interesting to me for the past two months.

| felt up-beat for the past two months.

| felt emotionally stable for the past two
months.

| felt energized for the past two months.

| felt good about my health for the past two
months.

| felt relaxed for the past two months.

| felt energetic for the past two months.

| felt cheerful for the past two months.

Notes: a = six-point rating scale; b = 11-point rating scale; ¢ = reversed scored

Note: response scale for the Modified General Well-being instrument:
Neverl 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10Always.

Materials and Methods

The research question is: are servant leadership, as measured by the ESLB,

perceived organizational support, as measured by the Eisenberger et al. (1986) short-

form, and employee well-being, as measured by the Modified General Well-being

measure created in this study, correlated? Hypotheses, related to the research question

are:

H1: servant leadership correlates with POS.
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H2: servant leadership correlates with employee general well-being
H3: POS correlates with employee general well-being
Analysis of correlation is the preferred method of testing the hypotheses.
Sample size for correlation, according to the G*Power 3 sample size calculator

(http://gpower.hhu.de) using effect size of 0.6, a = .05, and Power (1-b) = 0.9 was 102

participants. Sample size for regression with effect size of 0.15, a = .05, Power (1-b) of
0.95, and number of predictors = 4 was 129 participants. SurveyMonkey collected the
data through their data collection services.

Data collection followed the rules of the Declaration of Helsinki of 1975

(https://www.wma.net/what-we-do/medical-ethics/declaration-of-helsinki/). | received

the approval of the Human Subject Review Board form from my university before data
collection. All participants gave their informed consent to participate in the study by
responding to the first item of the data collection survey.
Results

Participant Demographics

While the required minimum sample size was 129, 170 participants completed the
survey. Of the 170 participants, 113 were female, 55 were male, one indicated 'other’, and
one preferred to not respond to the question. The participants reported that of the 170: (a)
46 were 18-29 years old; 50 were 30-39 years old; 34 were 40-49 years old; 24 were 50-
59 years old; 12 were 60-69 years old; 3 were 70+ years old, and 1 person declined to

report his/her age.
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Modified General Employee Well-being Instrument Analysis

Factor analysis can make use of a rotation, and the selection of a rotation depends
on the level of correlation between the items. A Pearson-r correlation of the 18 items
showed moderate to high correlation implies that the data was oblique and that a direct
oblimin rotation would be appropriate (Brown, 2009). An initial principal component
analysis resulted in a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO)
of .951 and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity approximate C? of 2643.581, which was
significant at p=.000, implying that the data might benefit from factor analysis. All 18
items loaded on two factors with eigenvalues greater than one, but the second factor
consisted of one item that cross-loaded on factor 1.

After removing the cross-loading item, a new principal component analysis
showed KMO of .951 and Bartlett’s Test f Sphericity C? = 2852.810, also implying that
the data might benefit from factor analysis. The principal component analysis showed all
17 items loading on one factor with an eigenvalue of 10.886 that explained 64% of the
data and had a Cronbach's alpha of 0.964.

According to DeVellis (2017), when Cronbach’s Alpha is high (above 0.90), the
scale would benefit from optimization, which implies selecting the highest factor-load
items and run another principal component analysis. Of the 17 items, eight had factor
loads higher than 0.80. The final principal component analysis of the eight highest-
loading items showed KMO of .937 and Bartlett’s Test f Sphericity C?~ 1359.921
(p=.000) and a Cronbach’s Alpha of .956. The eight items remaining in the Modified
General Well-being instrument are:

1. | felt calm, rather than anxious, during the past two months.
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2. | have felt physically healthy during the past two months.
3. | felt emotionally stable for the past two months.
4. | felt energized for the past two months.
5. | felt good about my health for the past two months.
6. | felt relaxed for the past two months.
7. | felt energetic for the past two months.
8. | felt cheerful for the past two months.
Variable Descriptives
Table 2 shows the means, standard deviations,
Table 2: Scale Descriptives
Cronbach’s  Mean Std. Skewness Kurtosis
Alpha Dev. Mean  Std Err Mean  Std Err
ESLB 931 3.719 0.868 -0.469 0.186 -0.488 0.37
POS 913 3.371 1.423 -0.084 0.186 -0.319 0.37
Modified GWB .956 5.896 2.145 -0.066 0.186 -0.745 0.37

Notes: ESLB = Essential Servant Leadership Behaviors; POS = Perceived Organizational
Support; Modified GWB = Modified General Well-being; Std. Dev. = Standard
Deviation; Std Err = Standard Error

Note: N =170
Since the Skewness and Kurtosis scores are between -3.00 and +3.00 the data are

parametric (Kim, 2013), thus for correlation tests, the Pearson-r test is appropriate.
Correlations
Table 3 shows the Pearson-r correlations for the three scales.

Table 3 Pearson-r of ESLB, POS, and Modified GWB

Modified
ESLB POS GWB

ESLB -
POS 391** -
Modified GWB .305**  .375** -
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Notes: ESLB = Essential Servant Leadership Behaviors; POS = Perceived Organizational
Support; Modified GWB = Modified General Well-being

Note: N =170
Note: **p=.000
Moderation Analysis

ANOVA analysis of the Modified GWB scale across the two gender groups and
the five Age groups did not show any significance, however, in the moderation analysis,
age, treated as an ordinal variable, showed significance.

Moderation analysis followed Baron and Kenny;s (1986) suggested methods.
Table 4 shows the three models of regression with the first model, the control variables,
the second model with the two predictor variables, and the third model with the
moderator interactive variable (ESLB multiplied by POS), and the result became the
moderator variable. Model 1 showed significance with age, when age was an ordinal
variable. Model 2 showed significance for ESLB and POS, but model 3, not only did not

show significant moderation, but ESLB and POS were not significant.
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Table 4 Regression and moderation of the ESLB-Modified GWB relationship by POS

Variable

Model 1

Model 2 Model 3

B SE B p B SE B p B SE B p
Constant 5.16 397 .000 1.84 .76 .017 1.98 1.74 .257
Gender .20 .338 .046 .550 24 31 .05 450 24 .32 .05 457
Age .35 125 .03 713 .36 12 22 .003 .36 12 22 .003
ESLB .55 19 22 .005 51 45 21 .257
POS .39 12 .26 .001 .34 54 .22 .553
Combined ESLB and .01 13 .04 927
POS
R2 .05 .20 .20
F 3.92 10.27 8.17
df 2 4 5
AR2 15 .00
R2adjusted .03 .18 .18

Note. N = 170

13
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Discussion

The finding that there is no significant difference between men and women’s perception
of supervisor’s servant leadership aligns with Barbuto and Gifford (2010) but contrasts with
Duff’s (2013) assertion:

Social role theory, suggesting that women are socialized towards

norms of communal support in a manner in which men are not, lends theoretical support

to suggest that as with transformational leadership, female leaders should be more likely

to employ a servant leadership style than male leaders. (p. 214)

The positive correlation between servant leadership perceived organizational support, and
general well-being supports the notion that servant leadership may contribute to employees’
well-being. More qualitative and quantitative research should occur to understand if, and how
servant leaders affect employees’ well-being. The lack of significance in the test for moderation,
in the presence of a moderate correlation between perceived organizational support and
employees’ well-being, implies more research should occur to determine if servant leaders
impact organizational support or if organizational support is a separate, unrelated concept to
servant leadership.

An additional benefit of this current study is the development of the eight-item scale to
measure employees’ general well-being. The new Modified General Well-being scale should be
helpful for researchers who wish to measure employees’ self-report of well-being using a

parsimonious reliable instrument.
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