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ABSTRACT

Author: Kenneth Ray Hall

Title: Being or Doing: An axiometric evaluation of
servant leadership values and the informiegdering
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Dissertation

Chair: Dr. Bart McCandless
Degree: Doctor of Education

Organizational Leadership

Year: 2010

This study attempted to inform the literature on the nature of competence as a
leadership value, and establish an early axiometric scale of values and attributes
associated with the theory of servant leadership. The study explored the basis of the
"percepion gap" noted by servant leadership researchers such as Laub (1999) and Drury
(2004); a phenomenon whereby different constituencies of servant led organizations
experienced servant leadership with varying perceptions. The research sought to answer
the undamental questiong/hat is good leadershig?oes being a good person
contribute toward being a good leader? What is truly more valued by organizational
constituents; doing or beingThe study utilized a custom survey instrument to establish
priority rankings of servant leadership attributes, and determine the value selection
preference of individualized intrinsic valuexjaposed against organizational
competenciesThe instrument was intended to establish a basis of axiometric priority

ranking amongervant leadership attributes for later study.



The research convened an expert panel under the scale development methodology
of DeVellis (2003) and produced aPart instrument. Part 1 established a tpas,
eightitem axiological priority evaluation of a selected set of servant leadership values
from the literature. Part 2 contained eighteen items based upon six dimensions of servant
leadership. The individualized items in Part 1 of the survey forced a priority ranking of
servant leadership attributes. The individualized items in Part 2 ofitheysnstrument
forced a value determination between leadership intrinsic values versus organizational
competencies; a binary selection criteria of eithe@ngor doing

The method of the instrument was constructed to determine whether or not
differentconstituencies of an organization would more highly value individualized value
associations with their leaders more than they would value leadership achievement
competence. Given the predominant emphasis of servant leadership upon the individual,
the stug sought to determine whether or not servant leadership's strongly virtue based
approach to leadership was a more effective theory than competing leadership theories

which had a stronger focus on organizational advancement.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Introduction to the study
RobertHartman framed axiology as a concepvalue fulfillment when

he set forth the philosophicaliestion;'what is gpod? (994,p. 43) In Hartman's
hierarchy of values, empirical thinggnked higher in value, e.g., had mgmdness
propertiesthanideasabout thinggEdwards, 1995)and peofe, through their unique
creation were more highly valuethan both ideas and thingslartman (1967)
segregated these value distinctions into three commensurate cate§gatsnic values
concerned themselves with the system, including concepts, projections, symbols, ideas,
and structural rulesExtrinsic valuesvere constructed of everyday things and the
utilization of those things for practical purposéstrinsic valueswvere derivedrom
individual people; the "singular concept" (Hartman, 1994, p. 91). In Hartman's (1967)
Hierarchy of Valuesthe "highest value is the individual, its lowest the system" (p. 254).

Rost (1993) noted that the study of leadership waardisciplinary in construct
and informed through both the study of scholarly phenoraedabbservations of
practice. This study examined leadership resetrclugh both the formation of its
conceptual basis and the evidence of its applicafldve@ concptual basis framed the
beingdimension of leadership while the evidence of application framediding
dimension.Where wagjoodleadershipmost effectiven the continuum between
projected beliefeandmeasurable outcomes? The breadth of servant |dsplatsributes

and characteristics associated with the th€@irgenlaf, 1971; DePree, 1995; Melrose



1995; Lowe, 1998; Covey, 1998; Page & Wong, 2000; Sendjaya & Sarros, 2002; Russell
& Stone, 2002; Spears, 2004, Glashagel, 2009) proved to henfgzgant to followers
than the depth of a few key values of the leadidfective leadership resulted when ideas
wereapplied toward constructive achievemerd beingand adoing(Sendjaya & Sarros,
2002). The two dimensions dfeinganddoingwere na independent optionsubrather,
were interdependemneéquirements.No leadership theory more emphasized the
importance of thendividualin pursuit of thebeingand thedoing of the leader than did
servant leadership. Inherent in the philosophicalsbafsservant leadership was an
intention to subordinate the needs of the leader to others, within theoee#pt of a
servant (Greenleaf, 1991T.he study corroborated thesearch of Kouzes and Posner
(2003) of the personalized and individualized ratifrleadership.

Theresearch examindtie growing virtue orientatioand spiritualizatiorof
servant leadership resear@&ufry, 2001; Russell, 20QRussell & Stone, 2002; Foster,
2000; Barbuto & Wheeler, 260Blum, 2002; Page & Wong, Q0; Laub, 1999; Dennis,
2004; Patterson, 20D light of the axiology of value fulfillment as proposed by
Hartman (1967) Thestudy researched the naturegobdleadership through an
examination of the value dimension of competence upon servant leadership attributes and
organizational advancemerit.also established the beginnings of an axiometric ranking
of servant leadership dimensions as viewed througheispective of different
individuals at diffeent levels othe organization, e.g.aubds (1999,2003 perception
match(p. 10) finding through his development of the Servant Organizational Leadership

Assessment (SOLA).



The value dimension @ompetenc&as consistently recognized throughout the
servant leadership literatur&ieenleaf, 1971; DePree, 1995; Melrose, 1995; Lowe, 1998;
Covey, 1998; Page & Wong, 2000; Sendjaya & Sarros, 2002; Russell & Stone, 2002;
Glashagel, 2009)Reimann (1975) viewed comjgace as aropensityof an
organization's abilities for value achievemeHtartman (1967) widely discussed the
relationship between thalueof a value; or the degree to which the concept, thing, or
identify fulfilled its intension in the case of intnisic value, oextensionin the case of
systemic and extrinsic valu@.hestudy set fortlthe premise thahe abundancef
servant leadership attributsgind in the literature ltHess organizational value thére
individual value ofcompetence As a value dimension, competence hachthbty to
both inform morajudgment and render actional merit

The dimension of competence revealed to be uniquely an antecedent of intrinsic
servant leadership attributes, e.g.jrdorming agentand an indgendent construct of
organizational effectiveness, e.greaderingagent. Actional competencpositively
informedthe perception of intrinsic values by followers toward their leatldewise,
and of equal effect, perceptions of intrinsic value adtwer@mformed extrinsic values.
Therefore, comgtence was considered to bpramary axiomatic component of effective
leadership.

Barnard (1948) wrote imhe Nature of Leadershtpat organizations were "whole
systems ofctivities(p. 116)". Goal attainment of individuals partigimg in an
organization dependeagbon organizational profitability (Andersen, 2007) and
advancement (Reimann, 1973 a 2008 article itHarvard Busines®eview Eisenstat

etal, (2008) notedhatthe duality of organizational surval requireda sustainable



combination of competitive vitality and social commitment. $ame researchers

noted the challenges facing organizations in a competitive operating environment, stating

"companies had to meet thrgense performance demands of investors (p. 52)hile

organizational goals changed and often competed against themselves (Andersen, 2007),

"profitability is, moreover, the most conventional measure of current business
performance"” (Hambrick, 1983)arroll (1991) likewise remarked that despite other

social responsibilities, the principal role of business organizations was profitability.

Reimann (1982) stressed the vitality of organizational growth and survival as being the

primary criteria of effetveness, andompetencas an organization's "paitial to be
effective (p.325)" in that environmenfn organization's competence was therefore
based upon itpropensityto be able to achve its goals (Reimann, 1979y the capacity

of the organizatio to produce outputs in excess of utilized resources.

Theaxiomof service

Bandura (2003) founthat observational learning, unlike learning by doing, had

the unique capability of being able to

t

r

a

vast numbers of people in widely dispersed

this phenomenon b@reenleaf (1970) underpinned the prophetical wisdom of
Greenl eaf 6s ( 19 ads)ofseavicafirstas the fendering dgentfar they
value characteristics of legitimate leade@eenleaf (1970) promotede utility value of
service ashe rendering agent of legitimate organizational powidris series of essays in
the 1970's established the foundatitorsvhat later became the theorysafrvant

leadership(Greenleaf, 1970, 1972, 19, 1991 ;Spears1994, 1995, 1997, 1998).



Greenleaf's eadst work reflected his perception of leadership trust when he
qualified it upon the two constructs of values and competence (1970, 984 study
sought to establish empirical evidence of the degree to which separate values, such as
trust and competep¢informed leadership perceptioDespite wide recognition of the
dual role of servant leadership'singanddoing(Sendjaya & Sarros, 2002), the literature
lacked illumination as to whether or not, and by whom, acts of competent service were
relativelyvalued against the intrinsic (Hartman, 1994) existence of other attribites.
study addressed the question as to what was more highly valuééingeature of
leadership as exemplified through the extensive commitment to the individual and
personalirtues of servant leadership, or tth@ngaspect of leadership, rendered through
the perceived competencearfjanizational achievement.

Servant leadershiptgstoricaldevelopment included pronounced growth in the
expectations of the valuéaracteristics of its leaders. Speaxpounded upon
Greenleaf's writings (1970, 1972) aindtially established ten servant leadership
characteristics which he considered essential to the development of a servant leader
(Spears, 1992, 2004%ince Spea original work (1992) tte literature contained
numerous examples of additional characteristics of selwadérshigesearctoy authors
(DePree, 1995; Drury, 2004; Autry, @D, Russell, 2001Russell & Stone, 2002; Foster,
2000; Barbuto & Wheeler, 260Blum, 2002; Page & Wong, 200Daub, 1999; Dennis,
2004; Patterson, 2003Yalue development was culturally framed and emerged with
changing social normsDuring his workon the values of ethos and credibiiiythe
workplace McCroskey (1981) notedhat despe extensive study on the topwehich

should tave resulted in closure, that "nfartunately, quite the opposite appears to be



true. New studies are constantly appearing and almost always suggest some new
dimensional structer(p. 27)". Through the plethora of attributes, characteristics, values,
dimersions, constructs, and criter@viewed in the literatureservant leadershifmneory
developmenappearedo be suffering a similar fateThe growth of servant leadership
virtues, e.g., thgoodness oideas outpaced their significance of application toward
organizational advancement, e.g., fo®dness of commensuraetionsutilizing

extrinsic things or systemic concepts (i.e.skistem In the vast preponderance bét
literature, moral intensions of servant leadership more strongly guided its foundational
tenet than did its advancement of organizational achieveriéetstudy challenged this

lopsided viewpoint of the theory.

The informing and rendering agency of competence

The studysought talluminate the literaturéghrough an examinatioof one of
Greenleaf's core constructs; the dimension of competehcestom survey instrument
establishedherelative value of swant leadership attributes, providing the literature with
the beginning o&n axiometric ranking of the value of servant lealdp values A
crosssection of established research by leading servant leadership scholars served as the
basis of the axiomatistrand. The study framethe premise that aen provided with a
real world,competitive organizational scao;the value otompetencevas more
highly valued by organizationabnstituentshan a majority of otheralues Therefore,
the study strengtined the original argument by Greenleaf (1970) which inextricably
linked the value of moral motives having value only tbugh the rendering of actional

service. No studies were found in the literature thate@ched competence engally



from the pespective ofan extrinsicvalue construcandanantecedent of intrinsicalue
constructgWong, 2003; Russell & Stone, 2002; Washingttad, 2006) This study
specifically noted the binding duality between competence and other ranking value
constructs.

Hartman (B94) noted that science utilizélae application of a logical frame of
reference to a set of objects as a determinant as to the value of a thing's properties. He
further addresed that the quality of values (ithe measure of goodnesgasdependent
upon the degree to wth a "thing" fulfills its concept (Edwards, 1995he study
focused upon the relatigpodnes®f competence as an independent value construct, and
as an informing agent of other servant leadership attributes througiedhfendering.
Servant led organizations were not targeted by means of any assessment or definition.
Rather, the study better informed #ervant leadershilteratureacrosamultiple
structural boundaridsy studyingperceptions oinferredcompetencéi.e. in the case of
intrinsic values) and observable competence (i.e. in the case of organizational
competenciesacrosorganizational roleonstituenciesThe value of servant leadership
attributes within an organization were considered to ipavental follower appreciation
irrespective of whether or not an organization was deemed or assessedhasled
The stuly sought to better undersththe relative role of the value of competence
whether perceived or demonstrated, in the value judtgneade by organizational
participants Servant leadership was already rife with descriptive attributes.

The examinatiof theduality of the valueonstructof competencehallenged
theconventional paradigm dife all that you can b refled the stronger convention of

do all that you can heCompetenceerceptioncommensuratelinformed and affected



organizational identitand the propensity to see value through the adoption of servant
leadershipattributes The study suggesteddalmportaice placed by followers upon
leadership that was trustworthy and was capable; not either or.

The findings illuminatedn attribution of competenaaferred by raters of servant
leadership measurement instrumehesub, 1999; Dennis, 2004). The study founat
competence should arther emphasizeds avital antecedent of servant leadership
(Russell & Stone, 200ractice and promoted asreon-discretionary servant leadership
value Findings revealed that the vast majority of servant leadership sgimay be
recognized, but added little actual value judgment basis, than did judgments of
competence and trust in the individualized relationships upon which servant leadership
was constructs.

The study expanded the understanding of organizational pitpasst informed
leadershipdentity. The study sought to enlighten the literature on the influence that
perceived organizational competence had omgtueinespropertieHartman, 1967pf
servant leadershiisr eenl eaf 6 s ( 1Eh&lBskution asrSeryametesishay o n
duality of operator and conceptualizer being resodisnted (p. 27).The findings noted
therendering effecof the construct of competenas it relatedo the axiom of service; in
that,servant leadershigharacteristicsvereperceived @ havebenefitedan organization
most when its leadergerethoughtto have the competence to put the characteristics to

use for the advanceabectivesandfgoatshe or gani zati o



Purpose of the study

The study explorethe informingand renderingnature ofcompetenceipon
servant leadership attributesilizing the construct of competenas séforth by Bernard
Reimann (1975) asgerceived propensityy@otential capability, toward orgesational
effectiveness It studied the dual nature of servant leadersiigisganddoing and
sought to establish an early axiometric scale of value rankings among different
constituenciesThe di stincti ve n adefinitioaof cometéhessma nn 6 s
Apotential for reachi wgasi tcomparieadud ogoalong
value characteristics as set forth by hist@rservant leadership research (DePree, 1995;
Drury, 2004;Autry, 2001;Russell, 2001Russell & Stone, 200Foster, 2000; Barbuto
& Wheeler, 2006Blum, 2002; Page & Wong, 200Daub, 1999; Dennis, 2004;
Patterson, 2003)Kouzes and Posn€2003)postulated @ mo r a | .f7Q) bebirdd ( p
genuine leadership thefas reflected ithe characteristics of servant leadershipe
application of value rich servant leadership characteristics franed withinthe
concept of competenger theanticipatedpotentialor propensityof being able to apply
those values throughout the orgaationtoward organizational effectivenesghe study
relied upon axiology researthat segregatedalue constructs into measurable
dimensions of valughrough purposand predispositin (Hartman, 1967; Edwards,
2008 Schwartz, 1994; Hall, 2003)t categorized values according to Hartman's (1967)
structures of systemic, extrinsic, and intrinsihe study denoted the differences
between leadership competence and organizational competencies, and explained their

interaction.
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The construct of competenaas found to be multifacetedaving both rendering
valueas acharacteristi¢Yukl , 1998; Bennis & Nanus, 1985ndinforming valueas an
antecedent to other valuerwstruct§Reimann, 1975; Russell & Stone, 2002).
Competencas avalue construct yieldepeer comparisotr®Aut r yoés (2004)
vul nerability; Spear6s (2004) foresight; P
authentictyWong and P)egpwesngdn@F0a0r0 i n g, Stone, and
(1999) vision Competence waalso viewed as informing agent akinRassell&Stone's
(2002) categozationas an accompanying attribwtdaich "appear to supplement and
augment the functional attributes (p. 147Iyi.light of the study's findings, competence
across théeinganddoing dimensions ranked as a priority of determining leadership
value.

For the purposes of the study, servant leadership attributes and characteristics
werediscussednterchangeably The study applied a unig perspective to the cress
application of utility that existedwithin the value construct of competends;duality of

informing moral motive and evidencing actional achievement.

Significance of the problem

Thestudy revealed important implications for servant leadership researchers by
illuminating the growing taxonomy of servant leestep characteristicgostulatedy
authors and resechers which did not address the connection betwalele-based
characterists to inferred contexiNeufeld, 2009Asante, 2005Anderson, 2005Wayne,
2009; Spears, 200#unter, 200% of organizational competenc&lolnar (2007) noted

that the practice of servant leadership required aagtonal context. Laub (1999)
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guestioned the role that servant leadership played in organizational effectieeness;
outcome of applied competencBePree (1995) captured the duality of servant

leadership characteristics and servant leadership competencies wheén @éedstat hat , Al -
are going to ask a person to lead, can we determine ahead of time whether he or she has
gaps betweebeliefandpracticed  ( p). Muth3Bthe literatureeviewed by this study

on the topic of servant leadership focused orbthegof value enrichmentf the leader

with lessemphasi®n thedoingof knowledge, skills, and abilitiagilized inleading
organizational advancemetgosto, 2005; Blanchard & Hodges, Z)Weufeld, 2009;
Anderson, 2005Wayne, 2009) While other researchers addressed the of

competence (Russell & Stone, 2002; Wong, 2003) and credibility (Kouzes and,Posne
1993; Hackman & Johnson, 2Q0#heliterature has generally approached the construct

of competence as an organizational effectiveness measure rather than an grdigenin

of other value metrics, and then only from a perspective of recognition of its agency
rather than understanding of its natu@mpetence perceptis of followeranirrored

leader values, and were differentiated in this study from organizatiomgletencies.

Russell & Stone (2R) noted that servant leaderskingoryii | acks suf fi ci e
scientific evidence to justify .dAusy wi despr
(2001) noted that leadership often emerges from within managanied and that servant
leadership does not abate responsibilities of the defddag (2003) found that concerns
for a lack of competence by leaders was tied to fear of failure, and influenced a
reluctance of leaders to adopt servant leadersbipenlea{1972) noted that leadership

must consistently be earned through a process of constant testing and proof within a
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group of peers,ral further warned of the unethical nature of not properly reacting with
initiative to events within a commensurate timefrasheapable resolve (1991).

Kouzes and Posner (2003) discussed how the practice or implementation of
servant leadership relied upon effeetirganizational competencies.a ub 6s (199 9)
work with the development of the SOLA instrument originally udelddirect questions
for leader competencghichresuled from the outcomes of the Delphi studwply later
omitted from the final instrumentStephen Covey (1998, yvii) wrote: "If you really
want to get servareadership, then you've got to have insittoélization of the
principles at th@rganizational level and foster trust through individual character and
competence at the persotalel 0 Whetstone (2001) noted tha
benefit was @ernienecddf mapmpr apotoedanoghaf 110) 0,
goal orientation and dutgorsistent with a competens@lue constructJaramillo,
Grisaffe, Chonko and Roberts (2009) stated the active natorgarfizational
accomplishmenpresenin effective leadetsp.

Earlier servat leadership studies revealed an effect of top management to view
the organization in a more positive light than individuals in lower hierarchical positions
(Drury, 200%; Horsman, 2001; Thompson, 2Q0@&aub, 2003; Ledbetter, 2003). Laub
(2003) identifiedthis phenomenon geerception matcland noted other findings which
corroborated that the experience of the organization was perceived differently at different
levels of hierarchy. The study expanded the earlier works of researchers by noting the
correlaton of perceived competence and organizational hierarchy value. The findings
suggestd tha competence could keesignificantinforming agent of differences of

perceptions among these groups, potentellyc ount i ng f percepiomubos (1
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match Earlier studies showeesior management gemdlly perceived higher
organizational servant leadership qualitiesn did sipervisorypersonnel or workforce
(Drury, 2004.
Statement of the problem

Greenleaf (1970) chose thentralaxiom of service as themdering agent of
legitimate powe Subsequent literature and research has resnltad assimilation of
valuebased characteristics and attributes which fithe servant leadership model
(VanKuik, 1998; Laub, 199%-arling, Stone & Winston, 1999; ga & Wong, 2000;
Taylor, 2002;Russell & Stone, 2005endjaya & Sarros, 2002; Wong, 2003;
Washington, Sutton & Feild, 200Barbuto & Wheeler2006 Spears2004 Dennis
2004;Letting, 2004;Patterson, 2003; Asante, 20@Aaubert, 2007; Valeri, 2007;
Wadhington, 2007; Sendjaya, Sarros & Santora, 2@@ter, 2009). Despite the
recognitionby some researchersthe literatureof the servant leadership dimension of
competence, the axiometric relative value of competence had not been directly measured.
The studyfindings addressed this shortcoming by researching the question:
1 Doesthe construct of copetenceemerge as a priority attribute when compared

against other servant leadership attributes?

Within servantéadership literature, theweassignificant recognition of the
importance of credibility (Kouzes & Posn@f03 Farling, Stone & Winston, 1999;
McCroskey, 196pand the complementary value construct of competence (Russell &
Stone, 2002). However, the cragditarian role of compeence as it informs both broad
organizational effectiveness (Reimann, 1975) and influences the value perspective of

specific servant leadership attributes (Covey, 1996; Fairholm, 1998; Spears, 1998;
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Patterson, 2003; Dennis, 20 Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006)adnot been studied.
Reimanrs (1975)work on organizational effectiveness revealeslinforming nature of
competence upon organizational effectiveness and outcof@e®n the limited research
in the literature on the dimension of competence as ammirig value construct of other
value attributes, the study findings addressed the following questions:

1 Would servant leadership values associated with intrinsic values, e.g., a state of
being be more valued than those values associated with systemic or extrinsic
values, e.g., states dbing?

1 How did perceptions of leadership competence affect perceptions of
organizational competency?

1 Would organizational constituentsafer that their leaddye good(intrinsic

values)or be good at i{organizational competencies)?

L a u b 6 s pe(cépfiod Mmatciphenomenomevealed that different constituents
of servant leadership organizations experidithe organizatiomifferently. Similar
researchers found similar results (Drury, 2008he literature lacked an understanding of
the role of the value dimension of competencéeasc ont r i but ed to Laubad
perception matcland similar results from other servant leeship researcherd he
study addressed the following queston

1 Did percepions of competence differ across different constituencies
within an organization, and ditlis difference of perception correlate with

the indivi duad,@ositorroodutboritf dent i ty,
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The study focused on the infoing role of competence as it wasth perceived
in relation to other servant leadership attributes, and as its unique ability to inform other
attributes. Since the value construct of competeaseatendering effecpotential upon
organizational advancemesntd aninforming effecupon other attributeshe study
determined the linkage between perceptions of competand attribute value.
Perceptions of competence were studied a@agmizational positionauthority and

profit-loss responsibility.

The null hypotheses for the quantitative analysis of the informing role of
competence upon servant leadership attributes were as follows:

Hol: There was a dgnificant priority for the sevant leadership valuef
competence in relation to sirail servant leadership valuasross all constituencies.

Ho2: There was a significant preferengén termsof ranked value priorityor
servant leadership valuassociated witintrinsic values (i.eintensions states of being)
versusorganizational competenciése. extensions acts of doing).

Ho3: There was a significantdifferencebetween organizational raee.g,
organzational authority oposition,and the perceived priority value of competence.

Ho4: There was a signficant differencebetwesn organizational roge.g.,
organizational authority or position, and the priority of preference betaagvalues
of a leader versugoingvalues of a leader.

HoS: There was no significamlifference of the value of the attribute of
competence among organizational constituents with different perceptions of the stability

of future employment.
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Definition of Terms

1. ServantLeadershipreferred to a theory of leadership first introduced by Robert
K. Greenleaf in a series of essays written in the late 1970'sarBéeadership waes

virtue richleadership model based upon theoaxthat service to followers formeide
mechansm forlegitimate organizational power (Greenleaf, 1970).

2. Competenceeferred to an organization's propensity or potential for reaching its
various goalsmost often identified with organizational or individual knowledge, skills,
and abilities Competace was causally related to effective or superior organizational or
individual performance (Yan Man, Lau & Chan, 2008). Competencexwdal
antecedento organizational effectiveness (Reimann, 1975).

3. Effectivenesseferred to an organization's ahylio satisfy the needs of its
members by providing incentives which exceeded, or were perceived to exceed, their
contributions(Reimann, 1975).

4. OrganizationalCompetencieseferred to actionalimensions reflective of efforts
toward organizational efééiveness and competitive advantage (Lawler, 1994).

5. Axiologyreferred to a term rooted in the Greek waxkibs meaning valuable or
worthy; the study of philosophical value theory by ethicists sué&dasund Husserl and
G. E. Moore (Hartman, 1994). Historical studies of axiology included studies in value
theory, ethics, aesthetics, logic, and other dimensions of human behavior that involved
guestions of good and evil.

6. Axiometricsreferredto a mathematical construct of relative value (i.e. ranking of
importance) among a set of attributes based upon the vghgeliesproperties

(Edwards, 2008)
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7. Goodnes®r goodness propertieggferred to the degree to which a value construct
fulfills its expectegbroperties (Hartman, 1994; Edwards, 1995).

8. Renderingeferred to the process of moving a cognitive concept (i.e. a value
construct) into observable and measurable action.

0. Informingreferred to the process of modifying a certain persgecdf a value
construct based uporparticular bias or assumptions of context.

10.  Valuesrefered to concepts or beliefs, weabout desirable end states or
behaviors, transceerd specific situations, guideselection or evaluatioof behavior and
evens, and wererdered by relative importan¢Bilsky & Schwartz, 1994).

11.  Agencyreferred to the capacity, condition, or state of exerting poweheathing
through which power waasserted.

12.  Constructreferred to the logical formation of dimensions of behaviors,
personality characteristics, and personal attributes into a single concept for the purpose of
explanation, ordering, and arrangement.

13.  Virtue/Virtuesreferred to the human nature of actingliwtoward the benefit of
others and with moral good character (Whetstone, 2005).

14. Intensiongeferred tahe descriptive nature of things, a concept or thing's
meaning(Hartman, 1967); cognitive effect.

15. Extensionseferred to the set of items dvitigs, a concept or thinghsirpose in
use(Hartman, 1967); utility value.

16. Intrinsic value(syeferred to the value given to the unique and irreplaceable nature
of human beings as created by our Creator, without judgment or prejutticéneamoral

conscious which existed within each person (Connor, 2006).
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17.  Extrinsic value(syeferred to the value given to things; the ability to "measure,
weigh, compare, and count.” (Connor, 2006, p. 38).
18.  Systemic value(sgferred to the value gen to systems, rules, and social

constructs (Edwards, 1995); actions toward a collective.

Limitations

The study addressed the role of competence upon a seksotelinited set of
servant leadership characteristics and attributé® study did noaddress the role of
competence across all servant leadership attributes, chiesticteand constructa the
literature. The limitation was reasonabliynited through a focus on the role of
competence as a lone construct; not a study of the role acirapservant leadership
attributes ingeneral.

Competence, as a value construct, was complex and varied in its definition and
application. The study limited the definition of competence to an organizational
propensity affecting organizationefifectivenesgReimann, 1975) The study sought
only to demonstrate the relative value of the construct of competence across a
representative sampling of pedtributes and characteristiceacademonstratethe
informing nature of competence upon selesed/ant leadership attributes.

The study utilized a comparative value model which was based upon constructed
value statements reflective of a statéeingversus a state afoing These properties
aligned with Hartman's (1967) thesis thtinsic values applied toward individual
people were more highly valued than extrinsic and systemic values which reflected social

roles and utilitarian functionsWhile the sudy provided validity discipline (DeVellis,
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2003 to the process of instrumietievelopment, persahinterpretations couldary as to
the perceptions of values whiefereassociated with intrinsic appeadrsus those value
statements whictvereassociatéd with organizational competencies

A portion of thisstudyaimed at uncoverithe reality of these perceptions
between informedtyelief and rendered observation; the value priority of individualized
moral conscious versus actional competencies which contributed to organizational
achievementKouzes & Posnef1993 suggested thabmpetence can be in the form of
technical competence and leadership petance, which reflected the focus of this study.
The broadness of the ciruct of competenceould have resulteth confusion among
survey participants despite method efforts to mitigate these occurrences.

The study utilized an expert panel for validity construction ofrithésic value
statement constructs of the instrumeatosen from a combination of perabnontacts of
the author Sincethe final instrument was intendéal measure across organizational
hierarchies, the expert panel was selected to reflect this diversion of job responsibilities,
roles, and authorityThe selection bias of diversity mayveamitigated a more informed
opinion of the value statement constructfie expert panel's participation was utilized
only to construct representatirgrinsic value statements. Thextrinsicandsystemic
value statements were constructed by the adthsed upon direct references from the

literature on organizational competencies.

Delimitations
The study utilized electronic distribution, so vedwdiion of participants could not

bevalidatedbeyond personal acknowledgemerithe study washited to volunteers



20

who responded tonae-mail solicitation to paicipate in the study, which mightve
predisposed ammterest in leadership studies and viewpoints thddo extend into the
generabpopulation. The sample was limited by the abjlof the electronic mail to reach
participants and their ability to use a computer to complete the sufheysurvey
instrument utilized several divisional independent variables to draw conclusions on
sources operception matclexistence. The small size of the total respondents, when
segregated by theskvision selectionsieduced the significance of the findings in these
areas. More conclusive findings should draw upon a larger sample population than as

evidenced in this stly.

Assumptions

The study assumed a level of work experience that framed the basis of opinion
and selection between value statement pairings. The study assumed that representations
by the expert panel and tiparticipans relative to provided data wefiactual and
accurate. The study assumed a cognitive association with the value comstducts
attributesas presented in the studgd general familiarity with the concept of
competenceThe study assumed that thersonal experience of the participantsch
framed their responses was relevant to the broader population, and that the sample was

broad enough in its diversity to support this assumption.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction to the research

This dissertation studiethe dual nature afervanieadershifs beinganddoing
through an examination of the role of organizational advancement propensity
exemplified through the attribute obmpetencewithin the frame of thgaluesemphasis
of the theory.In his exemplary work on the history of the study of leadership, Rost
(1993) stressed the complicated and interdisciplinary role of leapletcritical and
exhaustiveeview of the literature by Rost (1993) challenged the unilateral and narrow
conceptsset forth by leadership researchers who refused to incorporate a multidiscipline
approach to leadership studidskewise, while the subject of servant leadership in
scholarly papers and popular publications reflected a recognition of the importance of
character attributes and organizational goals (Greenleaf, 1972; Greenleaf, 1991; Farling
etal, 1999; Graham, 1991; Block, 1993; Melrose, 1995; DePree, 2004), few studies had
examined the explicit and implicit role to which competence both informed servant
leadership behaviors and likewise rendered the theory into practical application.

Robert S. Hartman (1994) proposed an axiomatic preference of values through the
proposition that actions were more valued by people than were ideas about agtions; a
people, in and of themselves, were more valuable than either ideas or actions. He called
this rational approach to values comparisonsStinecture of Valu¢Edwards, 1995).

Hartman (1967) categorized a value hierarchy beginning with systemic valgesieas,
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conceptseconomic valugthen incorporated extrinsic values, e.g., actions, politics,
aesthetic valueand finally a fulfilled intrinsic value set, e.g., purpose, fathjcal and

moral value Servant leadership's axioms#rvant first(Greenleaf, 1970) incorporated

an intrinsic motive, with an extrinsic action, and a systemic outcome. Therefore, from a
research perspective, the structured value theory of Hartman (1967) aligned with the
consideration of servant leadership attributes haedt historical moral and ethical frame

of application.

In a series of essays written in the 1970s, Robert K. Greenleaf (1970) outlined the
actionable attribute aferviceabove all other attributes as the defining characteristic of
servant leadrship. In doing so, Greenleaf (1970) established a foundational premise for
the priority of a servant leader's actions over their thoughts and ideas. This foundational
premise presupposed the ability to render a leadership attributeeatangfulservce.

This servicewas expected to be performed within a frame of moral and ethical motive
(Burns, 1978). Despite Hartman's (1994) evocation of value priorities, the preponderance
of service leadership literature seemed enamored with character attiibiltes

reduction of demands upon application. To this end, this study researched the implied
nature of the relationships between valued ideas and valued works. This research also
examined whether or not positive character attributes, such as foundheang of

servant leadership, had organizational participant support merely as an idea; without
implied competence of implementation. It examined the importance of the perception of
a moral motive. Stated another way, wogtshdpeople be deemed to geodleaders if

theirgoodnesslid not translate into direct, and broad, organizational achievement?
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Many servant leadership researchers endorsed the significance of character
values, strongly implying that to be a good person rendered one into likewigeabe
good leader. Hartman's (196tjuctured value theorgromoted the idea that intrinsic
values, e.g., those values most affecting our personhood and identity, were the most
valued characteristics; and that those individuals who espoused thosetivddutea
possessed more attractive leadership capacities. The preference of whether or not servant
leadership attributes were valued more through their competent application, or in their
theoretical abstract, e.g., categorized as statesin§or actsof doing, was the focus of
this research. Further, the work sought to establish an early axiometric ranking of which
particular servant leadership values were most valued by organizational constituents at
different levels of the organization, and fromhuit different types of organizations.
From this work, later studies could apply the required mathematical structured framework
of axiology through the utilization of servant leadership constructs identified herein.

This work targeted increased undersiagf theperception gaglLaub, 1999;
Drury, 2004) noted in earlier servant leadership research; namely, that different roles
within the organization experienced aspects of servant leadership significantly differently
than their hierarchical counterpastie This research sought clarity of the impact of
organizational roles within hierarchical responsibilities, and those constructs within an
understanding of what values were most sought after by individuals at different
organizational levels.

The dissertation work was highly influenced by three general areas of study by

earlier researchers:
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1. The groundbreaking work of Robert K. Greenleaf (1970) on the theory of
service as the rendering agent of leadership. Greenleaf (fLS7@)troducedservant
leadership in the 197@Brough a series of essays on the topiS@&fvant as Leader

2. Organizational Competene@iniquely theorized by Bernard Reimann
(1975) chairman of the Department of Management of Cleveland State University and a
former management professor at Wharton School of Busigasiseing, "an
organization'gropensityor potential for reaching its various goals (p. 226)"; and

3. Formal Axiology: The Structure of Valuetheorized bytheologianRobert
S. Hartman such that goodngseperties of human values can be measured based upon
the degree to which they fulfill their concepiartman (1994) theorized that all human
beings operate in the world through difference levels of experience; aisteenidevel,

e.g., "what | do"; atheextrinsiclevel, e.g., "how | do it"; and at thetrinsic level, e.g.,

"who | am".

This review of literature was organized into three general sections:

1. Servant Leadership
a. History of leadership research and classical theories
b. Servant leadershigveory
C. Servant leadership duality
d. Servant éadership scale developmginistruments, and constructs
e. Servant leadership ndbr-profit bias
2. Organizational Competence

a. Reimann's propensity definition of competence
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b. Competence versus Competencies

C. Competence and servant leadership

d. Competence,redibility, and ¢hosin servant leadership
3. The structure and role of Values upon leadership

a. Hartman'sStructuredvalue Theory: Axiology

b. Hall-TonnaGoal and Means values

C. Schwartz's/alues, Work, and Personglit

d. Servant Leadership value theorists

4. Community and servant leadership

5. The rendering agency of Service

Servant Leadership

Originating from a series of essays written by Robert K. Greenleaf in the 1970s,
the leadership theory skrvant leadershipromoteda virtue rich value system as the
foundation of effective leading. The nature of emphasis of servant leadership was
compared extensively to the promotionrdfinsic value systenmas defined by Robert S.
Hartman (1967); value development which appetdetie human condition, moral and
ethical behaviors, and human compassion. The world view of a servant leader was an
individual who placed the interests of others in advance of their own interest; and one
who rendered this attitude througbmpetenactsof service for the benefit of those they

influenced and led. Servant leaders acted within a sphere dbd&iotianddoing
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History of leadership research and classical theories

In The Art of Warwritten in the 6th century, the author Steu stated, By
moral influence | mean that which causes the people to be in harmony with their leaders,
so that they will accompany them in life and unto death without fear of moral peril”
(Griffith, 1963, 1971, p.64). From a western perspective, leligeinas been an area of
interests since the foundations of the country. Laub (1999) noted the relationship
between historical studies and interest in leadership coinciding with the human designs of
power, authority, status, and position. Drury (2003)tevtbat "leadership has been
studied since Confucius, Aristotle, and the Bible" (p.4). Sometimes mistaken for
management theory, sociology, anthropology, human resources, psychology, political
science, or education (Rost, 199the study of leaderships 8urns (1978) stated, was
"one of the most observed and least understood phereon earth” (p.2). Rost (1993
categorized leadership studies into blocksnovementsorrelated to periods of history.

He summarized these periods in the following exguiem:

"These summaries are frequently boiled down to the great man theory that was popular in
the early part of this century, group theory in the 1930s and 1940s, trait theory in the
1940s and 1950s, behavior theory in the 1950s and 1960s, contingeatgisél theory

in the 1960s and 1970s, and excellence theory in the 1980s." (p.17).

At the turn of the century, Taylor (1911) set forth a theory of scientific
management focused on worker outputs and productivity. Since the role of leadership
from this perspective was to encourage accomplishment, researchers sought to
understand the pactlar traits and behaviors that would result in the most effective

outcomes. Sociologist and economist Max Weber (1924/1947) studied human qualities

of leaders, classifying the exceptional qualities of leadership which enabled them to
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achieve outstandgmperformance results abarisma Other components of trait and
behavior theory dominated the field under the general umbrella of Great Man Theory.
Much of the early writing on Great Man Theory presupposed that individuals were born
with the necessaryomponents of leadership and they could not be learned. After the
research published by Ralph Stogdiérsonal factors associated with leadership: A
survey of the literaturan the Journal of Psychology in 1948, the allegiance to trait
theory subsidedrury, 2003). Stogdill's (1948) work concluded that little correlation
existed between identifiable traits of leaders. That same year, B. F. Skinner (1948)
published his bookValden Twopas he noted environmental influences upon personality
and behaviar Additionally, Sidgwick (1906) incorporated ethics and morals into the
leadership discourse with his exhaustive w@kilines of the history of ethics
Leadership was viewed by different researchers only within the context of their particular
expertise

Intrigued with the role of power and influence upon leadership, French and
Raven's (1959) work segregated power into five distinct forms; legitimate power
commensurate with authority and responsibility, reward power as an incentive for desired
behaviors, coercive power utilized commensurate with punishment, expert power as one
who contained special knowledge, and referent power instilled in voluntary followers of
charismatic ledership. David McClelland (19F@lso studied the role of powerdan
influence in relationships through the perspective of individual needs fulfillment, and
explained the different needs of individuals as the need for affiliation, the need for

achievement, and theead for power. McClelland (19Y6urther contributed tthe
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literature on leadership through his expanded work on the role of dominating power or
empowering power.

Leadership scholars sought to understand the situational context under which
effective leadership could take place. In 1955, Shaw studied tHeqgbiraty of an
authoritarian leadership style (Bass, 2008) and found that, while effective, it resulted in
low morale. Vroom (1964ound that authoritarian styles were more prevalent in tasks
oriented environments and egalitarian styles were prevalenoie socially oriented
environments.Shortly thereafter, Likert (19¢and the University of Michigan studies
categorized leader behaviors into distinct functions of "employee orientation” or
"production orientation”, setting the stage for the laterlgamaation of leadership
evolution toward a blended model which recognized the simplest form of leadership
duality. Similar in its focus on exploring leadership dualities, Douglas McGregor (1960)
believed that manager's maintained specific, predetermiaegboints toward the
capabilities of individuals. Managers that believed that people were inordinately lazy and
aimless, and required significant oversight, were categorized as Theory X. Managers that
believed that people were independently ambitiousr@swurceful, and did not require
significant managerial oversight, were categorized as Theory Y. McGregor (1960)
warned of the great difficulty in authentic leadership with leaders who promoted Theory
Y in their communication but executed Theory X thiotigeir demonstration.

Blake and Mouton (1964) constructed a managerial grid which integrated
production responsibilities with people responsibilities. Their categorizations included:
Authority-Obedience Management (high productidow peoplg; Country Club

Management (high peoptdow production); Impoverished Management (low people;
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low production); Organization Man (medium peoptaedium production); and Team
Management (high peopiténigh production) (Drury, 2003). Recognizing thatdeship

always took place within a context, Fred Fiedler (1967) studied the situational
characteristics that bound followers to leaders. Fiedler's Contingency Model was based
upon the assumptions that: 1) leaders were eithefotd@shkted or relationshipriented,

2) leaders cannot be trained to change their leadership style, 3) it was up to organizations
to adapt to the style dictated by its leader in order to maximize the leadership experience,
and 4) situations changed through influencing either ttoetdallower relationship, the

task structure, or the position power of the situation.

Reemergence of the interest in leadership and charisma resulted with House's
(1977) study of the psychological components of the motives behind transforhation
leadership. He identified four phrases to explain the charismatic leader: dominant, strong
desire to influence others, selbnfident, and strong sense of one's own moral values.

The inclusion of a moral authority upon leadership gained ground whes BLO78)
built his transformational leadership theory on the foundational tenet that leader's must
comprise a moral authority as well as an accomplisithmesponsibility (Clawson, 2003

Studying the interactions between leaders and followers, Dans&esen, and
Haga (1975) identified two descriptive relationships in the work padsgroupandin-
group. In-group individuals experienced the organization through a common bond of
related experiences, backgrounds, and viewpoints:gfouip members/ere less aligned
with the leader and therefore received less assignments, less information, and less
collaboration than wgroup peers. The relational component of leadership influence and

attraction interested many scholars. Kanungo and Conger (188&J jthe later research
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of House, Shamir, and Arthur (1993) on charisma and behavior theory in leadership.
Their five leader traits were aimed at making the leader seem more dynamic in the eyes
of the followers. Citing the beginning of tying personalues with leadership
effectiveness, Kanungo & Conger (1987) outlined two processes by which leaders
actually influenced followers: personal identification of the followers with the leader, and
shared value systems. The role of values and motive wasicaéky now tied to

effective leadership.

Robert K. Greenleaf wrote a series of essays based upon his interpretation of
Herman Hesse's (1956) bodéurney to the EastServant leadership's foundational tenet
was that leader's should focus theffiorts on follower fulfillment utilizing acts of service
as the rendering agent of the theory (Greenleaf, 1971). Tightly aligned with
transformational leadership theory, servant leadership emphasized the moral motive and
shared goals that existed betwédeaders and followers. Consistent with the shared goal
theme of prevailing leadership studies of the 1970s period, theFeaihrheory
developed by House and Mitchell (1974) emphasized the need for leader's to focus
primarily upon the specific needstbie follower in terms of organizational achievement.

It recommended that leaders modify their approaches to leadership based upon individual
requirements, and utilized style differences such as "telling" versus "sharing”, and
"participating” versus "chlnging". The theory recognized, again, the duality of the
leadership role by encouraging that the particular style of method be based upon both the
subordinate's personal characteristics in addition to the characteristics of the task. The
linkage betwer leadership intrinsic attributes and systemic attributes began to emerge in

the consistent recognition of motive and context in these various theories.
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Additional leadership theories emerged aimed at a more inclusive approach to
organizational interactig influence, role, and identity. Hddersey and Ken Blanchard
(1993 drew upon the work of Blake and Mouton (1964), but examined the leadership
dimension within a context of orientations or propensities; people orientation toward
achieving objectives tbugh collaborative individuals, or task orientation aimed at
achieving results through directives. Tfbar Hersey and Blanchard (1998adership
styles were: 1) directive, 2) managing, 3) coaching, and 4) peopieted. Prolific
leadeship researcheGary Yukl (1999 sought to integrate and assimilate a number of
leadership theories into a dynamic explanation of contextual outcomes. The likelihood of
positive outcomes were determined within the context of intervening variables;
situational variablesuch as the depth of available resources, the amount of external
coordination, the quality of the team and commitment to teamwork, and role identity and
clarity of individual team members.

Michael Maccoby (1981) expounded upon leadership stylddypes. His
experience led him to categorize leader archetypes into four categories; administrators,
strongmen, gamesmesnd developers. Mintzberg (1988udied the nature of
leadership through a series of interviews and observations of fiveest@iefitives, and
determined a number of competing roles and identities that accompanied the leadership
experience. These roles included such constructs as figurehead role, liaison role,
entrepreneur role, resource allocator, and negotiator. Abraham MA€e8)
incorporated higlierarchy of Needsito a view of leadership as being empowered at the
individual level of contribution towa the whole. John Kotter (19P%iewed leadership

as a process of moving a group in some toward direction toward someHgoa
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determined that leadership was highly active @giired movement. Kotter (1909
strongly viewed the role of vision and delivery to a vision as essential to effective
leadership. Maxwell (1998) believed that all leadership was about infliatoce,
Leadership authors suchlaslley (1992)developed ideas around leadership which
focused on the role and responsibilities of followers, and a subordinated form of
leadership through followership. Bonem & Patterson (2005) studied the hierarchy of
leadership from the perspective of the seeondharge.

Some of the more definitive and enduring research on the topic of leadership
began with the work of Barry Posner and Jim Kouzes (1987) with their landmark three
year study and booHhe Leadership Chi@nge The commensurately developed
Leadership Practices Inventory outlined ten related behavioral commitments of leaders.
Search for Opportunities
Experiment and Take Risks
Envision the Future
Enlist Others
Foster Collaboration
Strengthen Others
Set theExample
Plan Small Wins

Recognize Individual Contribution
0. Celebrate Accomplishments

BOONOOAWNE

Focusing on individual leader attributes, John Gardner (1990) posits a series of
behaviors and capacities that he believed were essential to good leadership. Contributing
to the general leadership literature, author and professor Jim Collins' (2001 {=ooak,
to Great achieved a wide audience as a result of his classification of leadership into
effectiveness tiers. Level One leaders were highly capable, but only on the individual

level. Level Two leaders were contributing team members, and competiémdevel
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Three. Level Four leaders were effective and achievement oriented. Level Five leaders
built enduring greatness through both authentic personal humility and professional
passion and determination. Margaret Wheatley (1999) tied leadersh@ftoidhprocess
of chaos theory, and with researchers such as Senge, Scharmer, Jaworski, and Flowers
(2004) moved the dialogue of leadership toward a theory of emergence and bounded
systematic change. Capturing this viewpoint of leadership as a contidawarski
(1996, 1998) described leadershi’goldingas, "a commitment of being, not a
commitment of doing." (p. 12). These researchers believed more that leaders were
developed and prepared to respond to the circumstances that evolved in front of them
than that leaders created, or initiated, those set of circumstances.

The predominant leadership theory most often referenced implbshnium
scholarly research was transformational leadership theory. First introduced by James
McGregor Burnsbook,Leadershipin 1978, the leader construct was described as
transformationabecause in addition to organizational productivity, leadership's role was
moral in nature; to "engage with followers on the basis of shared motives and values and
goals” (p 36). Transformational leadership provided linkage between the production
expectations of the leader role to the moral framework under which those efforts were
taken. Warren Bennis and Burt Nanus (1985) noted a duality of when leadership
occurred basedpon organizational commitment to excellence, the complexity of the
culture and the task, and credibility of the leader. Northouse (2004) identified the
specific leader traits of setfonfidence, intelligence, determination, sociability, and
integrity, which formed the basis of transfieation capabilities. Bass (199€xpanded

the definition of transformational leadership to include both transformational activities
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and transactioal events. Bass & Avolio (199@reated a continuum which began at
laisse-faire leadership, moved through transactional leadership, and ultimately ended at
transformational leadership. They identified the factors of idealized influence,
inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration as
exemplified transformational leadership determinants.

Enhancing the frame of transformational determination, Ciulla (1995) questioned
of the role of ethics and morality in transformational leadership by challenging the
vitality of transformationafctions without pure motive. Like Burns (1978), Ciulla
(1995) sought to understand leadership "as a whole and not as a combination of small
fragments” (p. 9). Bass (199¢hoose not to initially distinguish the characteristic of
morality and purity of mative into his discussion of transformation leadership, later he
and esearcher Paul Steidlmeier (19@8lightened their position on this topic by noting
the requirement of moral character of a transformational leader. Graham (1991) sought
to bridge thanoral compulsion of service to followers in servant leadership as an
extension of the outcome focus of transformational leaders. It was widely held through
current research that transformational leadership's primary emphasis was to align the
interests othe organizatioal participants towargositive organizational outcomes
(Parolinietal, 2008). This distinguished itself from servant leadership's focus on serving
the needs of its constituents above the needs of the organization (Redad|2008;
Bugenhagen, 2006). Debate continued over the role of organizations and leaders relative
to their followers, constituencies, and objectives; the motive, intent, and methods utilized
to move the organization; and the moral and ethical component of managing tha

progress. This studyas aimed at further examining the role of intrinsic values
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and their influence upon pragmatic accomplishments, and the relevance of organizational

competence upon those judgments.

Servant leadership theory

Almost withaut contradiction, the foundational work of Robert K. Greenleaf
articulated the beginnings of the modern servant leadership movement. Based upon a
series of essays written in the 1970s (Greenleaf, 1970, 1972, 1977) within the context of
author Herman Hes'senovel,The Journey to the Eagl956), Greenleaf postulated that
leadership was first and foremost a function of service. The foundational tenet of servant
leadership's focus on individual service to the needs of followers has remained
substantially itact by subsequent researchers (Molnar, 2007). Some contradictory
research presented the theory as biased toward women (Eiatie2005),
organizationally ineffective (Andersen, 2007, 2009), and impractical (Bass, 2008); as it
also contained a poor assation with the ternservant(\Whetstone, 2002). Despite the
few detractors, servant leadership was consistently defined by a commitment to
organizational followers and moral development (Bass, 2008). Bennis (as cited in
Spears, 2004) stated that serdeatership reminded leaders to "primarily serve the
people who have a connection to and are affected by the institution” (p. xi). Spears
(2004) wrote extensively on servant leadership and greatly expanded Greenleaf's original
work. He viewed servant ldarship as a breakthrough in leadership philosophy,
profound in its dedication to serving the "highest priority needs" (Spears, 2004, p. 6) of
the organization's participants, even to the potential detriment of profitability. To this

extent, Greenleaf (Bd) wrote regarding the central ethic of leadership as being highly
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intuitive and continuous. "One is at once, in every moment of time, historian,
contemporary analyst, and prophebt three separate roles." (p.17). This deep and
profound commitmenttindividual people led to a proliferation of growth of public
opinion and scholarly research on the development of servant leadership thought and
practice.

Since its inception, servant leadership attracted leadership scholars aligned with
the axioms of ppgressive human values and organizational responsibility. Essential to
the Greenleaf (1971) viewpoint of leading were the notions of morality and duality: "a
leader does not elicit trust unless one has confidence in his values and his competence
(including judgment) and unless he has a sustaining spirit (ethos) that will support the
tenacious pursuit of a goal.” (p.9). Greenleaf (1971) establisheeitvent firsieader
with the moral high ground: "true listening builds strength in other people" (pthe)
ability to withdraw and reorient oneself" (p. 12); and "living this way is partly a matter of
faith” (p. 17). Spears (1995) extolled upon Greenleaf's original writings and developed
ten characteristics of the servant leader. From his perspebgveervant leader
possesses and mastered the personal character attributes of:

Listening
Empathy

Healing
Awareness
Persuasion
Conceptualization
Foresight
Stewardship

Commitment to the growth of people
0.  Building community

HOONOOAWNE

Servant leadership scholarship evolved through a series of studies focused on the

combination of leadership attributes and leadership morality. The theories earliest
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proponents and advocates were predominantly-Estted individuals, exempléd by

Spears (2004), whose early career was writing for a Quaker magazine and subsequently
as Executive Director of the Robert K. Greenleaf Center (formerly the Center for Applied
Ethics). The growth of servant leadership attributes associated with @lidiestimand
spirituality were significant in the literature. Page & Wong (2000) established a set of
servant leadership attributes which included caring for others. Batten (1998) included the
characteristics of faith, hope, and love as being part igihgisant life of a servant

leader. Patterson's (2003) work on identifying servant leadershipwzisstlong with
Winston's (200%includedAgapao Loveas an attribute exemplar. Sendjagtal 2002)
encouraged development of thethentic selfandlikewise promotedranscendental
spirituality for practitioners (Sendjaya, 2003). Poon (2006) noted that servant leaders as
mentors exemplified high levels ofaral love. Turner (in Keith, 2008) promoted
encouragement and cheerleading as esseotigborents ofservant leadship. Winston

(2009 spoke of servant leadership's dedication to humility. Wong (2003) quoted
Christian scripture extensively in referencing servant leadership's horizontal, non
hierarchical design: "New wine needs new wineskins5)( Waddell (2006)

encouraged servant leaders to find their "inner solitude” (p. 2). Farling, Stone, and
Winston (1999) concluded that servant leaders find the source of their value system from
within a spiritual base. Liden, Wayne, Zhao, and Henaef2006) include&motional
healingas a servant leadership attribute. Stone and Patterson (2005) remanded that
servant leadership has a "higher concern for people” (p. 11) than other forms of

leadership.
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Several researchers moved the discussion of seleadership to align with a
spiritual calling. Servant leadership was frequently cited as being representative of
Christian theology (Laub, 1999). Wayne (2009) equated servant leadership to protestant
church leadership. Autry (2001) discussed thatssgrleaders give up power in
exchange for love, a frequently noted character value of a servdet (Batten, 1998;
Winston, 2004 Turner (in Keith, 2008 . The effects of fasting on the development of
servant leaders was studied by Gauby (2007). Her(2008) studied servant leadership
within the context of workplace spirituality and noted the historical religious association
with the termservantandservanthood Blum (2002) researched servant leadership
characteristics and team sports successif@supported by a spiritual component.

Asante (2005) considered servant leadership akBililical shepherding. Beazley

(2002 researchedesvant leadership argpiritual orientation Potter (2009) found that
servant leader's had the ability to offialing to those they influence. Fairholm (1998)
found that the servant leader was a spiritual leader, inclusive of virtuous behaviors toward
others. Sendjaya, Sarros, and Santora (2008) incluaiescendental spiritualityn their
theoretical frameworkn servant leadership behaviors.

In terms of associating itself with noble human values, few leadership theories
could compete with servant leadership. Millard (1995) segregated the motive of
organizational leaders from servant leaders, atejoazed servant leadership as a set of
values more than as a dictate of leadership. The development of personal and individual
values was always a condition of effective servant leadership in the literature. Burns
(1978) established the moral authowofitransformational leadership, inclusive of servant

leadership. Jill Graham (1995) recognized the significant moral contribution that servant
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leaders could make to their followers. Mitroff and Denton (1999) found that servant
leaders demonstrated plyr@umanistic virtues and values. Miller (1995) equated

servant leadership with taskkcomplishment, and Block (1908oted it as being
accountable and transparent. Wong (2003) related the personality styles of Type A
servant leaders as "intense, impattiebut really has a heart for people” (p. 11).

Sendjaya, Sarros, and Santora (2008) viewed servant leadership as being motivated by
spiritual values with a sense of mission. Russell (2001) remarked on the nature of value
development as being distinct$ervant leadership. Jim Laub's (1999) work on the
Servant Organizational Leadership Assessment (SOiitAlly defined a set of reliable
constructs for determining the characteristics of servant leadership. Laub (1999)
considered these six factors) Malues People, (2) Develops People, (3) Builds
Community, (4) Displays Authenticity, (5) Provides Leadership, and (6) Shares
Leadership. Laub (1999) acknowledged that these characteristics were not all inclusive
of servant leadership, nor were they veidfined in terms of method of application.
Numerous attributes by dozens of servant leadership researchers resulted in a

proliferation of virtue assignments and value attachments.

Servant leadership duality

Barnard (1948) wrote ifhe Natureof Leadershighat organizations were "whole
systems oactivities(p. 116)". Discussing the requisite of companies to make profits,
Wong and Davey (2007) structured an argument for servant leadershigonofior
organizations around the dual themestoéngths basedndmeaning centered Bass

(1990 described leadership as "the art of influencing a body of people by persuasion or
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example to follow a line of action.” (p.11). & (1990 leadership viewpoint reflected
bothinfluenceandaction andwas consistent with DePree's (1995) dual emphasis on
servant leadership's statesdeinganddoing (Sendjaya & Sarros, 2002). Jaramillo,
Grisaffe, Chonko & Roberts (2009) stated that, "effective leagkdrthings donen
organizations (p. 258)". Greeaif (1991) posed the question in his 1970 e$bay

Servant Leader'Can these two roles be fused in one real person, in all levels of status or
calling? (p. 1)". He extolled the virtues of a servant leader which demonstrated
conceptualizingindoperatingcapacities; both aimed at the achievement of results for the
organization. Likewise, Page and Wong (2000) discussed the dual dimension of servant
leadership as being both pecpleented and taskriented. Washington, Sutton and

Feild (2006) concludedhat servant leadership relied upon the combined values of
competence and integrity.

Dennis (2004) discussed the importance of understanding servant leadership
through an examination of values and moral premise. Sendjaya & Sarros (2002)
categorzed the core philosophy of servant leadership in termwlod the servant leader
is andwhatthe servant leader does. These "being" and "doing" attributes of servant
leadership represent a significant paradigm shift in the act of leadership (p. 5®)dsevie
(1995) stated "leadership is not a position; it's a combination of something you are
(character) and some things you do (competence)” (p. 128). Continuing the emphasis on
both competence and character, Kouzes and Posner (1993) discussed the cbnstruc
credos or moral guiding authority, armbmpetenceas the endowing skills of enacting.

Farling, Stone, and Winston (1999) denoted that servant leadership was rooted in
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personal values of the leader, and that empowering followers served as thémasans
upon those values.

DePree (1995) noted the duality of servant leadership values and effectiveness
when he stated, "can we determine ahead of time whether he or she has gaps between
belief and practice."(p. 133). Jaworski (1996, 1998) discussecbtfflict in leadership
betweerbeinganddoing The development of servant leadership constructs by Russell
and Stone (2002) segregated attributes into two clas$esadionalandaccompanying

Autry (1992) discussed the struggle between a sergadel's commitment to
profit for the organization without it being at the expense of love for the individual.

Lowe (1998) noted that servant leadership required diwahacterandcompetence

Glashagel (2009) stated that the ties that bind servanuirstis together "help both the
people they serve and the organization's bottom ling'{dout commensurate with much

of the literature offered only testimonial and experiential evidence of how organizational
performance was incorporated into the extemsialue frame as reflected in servant
leadership. Stephen Covey (1998) spoke of servant leadership as fostering trust through
character and competence.

In their exhaustive study of the role of values on leadership, Hall and Tonna
(1998) denote one hundred and twenfiye separate human values. The topic of servant
leadership, with its focus on deeply committed and personal value constructs, seemed
aimed at adopting the entire set of potential positive leadership traits available. It was
this excess of focus on values, over focus on what the values could accomplish through

the individual, where this study sought to provide enlightenment and discourse.
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Although not a servant leadership scholar, Hartmginigtured value theory
suggested a vaé hierarchy existed among individuals which explained the contextual
and situational variability among value dimensions such as ethics, morality, aesthetics,
politics, social culture, and systems (Hartman, 1967). He recognized the duality of value
expresion: "thinking is a kind of doing." (Hartman, 1967, p. 13). Individual values held
to with affinity eventually expressed themselves through contextual actions, as the "unity
of cognition becomes that of action, use becomes meaning" (Hartman, 1967, p. 13)

The intertwine between internalized value commitments and manifested actions was
noted in the writings the of New Testament author of the Book of James, who stated:

“Whatdoes itprofit, my brethren, if someone says he has faith but does
not have works? Can faith save him a brother or sister is naked and

destitute of daily food®and one of you says to them,
be warmed and f i | | emthedthingsuwmhichwveu do not g
needed for the body, whdoes itprofit? 1’ Thus also faith by itself, if it

does not have works, isdedlBut someone will say, #AYou
and | have works. o Sh&worksandywilur faith w

show you my faith by nf§ works.® You believe that there is one God.

You do well. Even the demons beliévand tremblef° But do you want

to know, O foolish man, that faith without works is dédd®Was not

Abraham our father justified by works when he offered Isaac his son on

the altar?® Do you see that faith was working together with his works,

and by works faith was made perfe€tAnd the Scripture was fulfilled

whichsaysi Abr aham bel i evacgun@dbtdhimfaand it was
ri ght e ddAmhevwsssallal the friend of God? You see then that

a man is justified by works, and not by faith only.

Servant leadership scale development, instruments, and constructs
Commensurate with the emergence of servant leadership as a viable leadership
theory, interest in developing effective tools and measures increased in scholarly circles

focused upon the topic. An early instrument related to the measurement of servant

leadeship characteristics was developed by Walnut Hill Community Church, Bethel,


http://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=James+2%3A14-26&version=NKJV#fen-NKJV-30308a
http://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=James+2%3A14-26&version=NKJV#fen-NKJV-30308b
http://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=James+2%3A14-26&version=NKJV#fen-NKJV-30310c
http://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=James+2%3A14-26&version=NKJV#fen-NKJV-30313d
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Connecticut, in 1997 (Rardin, 200Detting, 2004) in association withe work of

Richard Rardin (2000and Daniel Booth. TheBervant Shepherd Leadership Indicator
(SSLl)wasbased upon two predominant Christian images of leader as servant, and leader
as shepherd.

Page and Wong's (20Ddevelopment of th8elf Assessment for Servant
Leadership Profile (SASLRyiginally identified over two hundred verbal descriptors of
servan leadership. The instrument was later reduced to rimeg/descriptors
referenced in twelve primary categories (Taylor, 2002). Page and Wong (2000) later
conceptualized the twelvgroup framework of servant leadership attributes into four
orientations CharacteiOrientation, Peopl®rientation, TaslOrientation, and Process
Orientation. At the Servant Leadership Research Roundtable in 2003, the researchers
presented a modified version of their Servant Leadership Profil&ebhised Servant
LeadershipProfile (RSLP)expanded their original subscales and introduced opponent
process antithetic attributes teetinstrument (Wong & Page, 2000

Farling, Stone, and Winston (1999) set the stage for early empirical research in
the field of servant leadershipodeled upon the primary attributes of vision, credibility,
trust, and service. The researchers noted the hierarchical nature of the maturation process
of a servant leader, with service acting as the highest level of value achievement.

Laub(1999) noted the lack of an instrument that measured the organizational
dynamics of servant leadership, and one which clarified the characteristics of a servant
leader. Laub (1999) established an expert panel of servant leadership scholars and
practitiorers organized under the Delphi method during the formulation @eheant

Organizational Leadership Assessment (SOLH)e basis of the instrument was rooted
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in the establishment of a set of servant leadership characteristics gleamed from the
literature and solicited from the expert panel. After three iterations of progressive
method application on the instrument constructs, Laub (1999) emerged with six
dimension of servant leadership. He identified that a servant leader: values people,
develops peopl, builds community, displays authenticity, provides leadership, and shares
leadership. Laub's (1999) Organizational Leadership Assessment has since been
incorporated into a generalized leadership identifier with divisional scales along a
continuum of auwdcratic, paternalistic, and optimal (servant leadership) health.

Barbuto and Wheeler (20pthtroduced thé&ervant Leadership Questionnaire
(SLQ)to clarify what they believed to be overly intuitive characterizations of servant
leadership in the scholargnd popular literature. Based upon an earlier framework of
ten characteristics (Barbuto & Wheeler08j) the SLQ defined five dimensions of
servant leadership: altruistic calling, emotional healing, wisdom, persuasive mapping,
and organizational stewagllip. The researchers argued that despite many conceptual
papers on the topic of servant leadership, that empirical constructs had not been properly
developed and vetted. The team established their five dimensions upon the early
construction of charactstic scales based upon Spears (1995), including the attributes of:
calling, listening, empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptualization, foresight,
stewardship, growth, and community building (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006).

Dennis (2004)ifst developed the extensi®ervant Leadership Assessment
Instrument (SLAIbased upon Patterson's (2003) theoretical model of sdezal@rship.
Working with Bocarneg2005) the researchers establishedi#4?n scales ranging from

leadership trusto leader empowermefiDennis & Bocarnea, 2005). Patterson's (2003)
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work was substantially valudsmsed in the development of its constructs and emphasized
the virtues inherent and identifiable in the life of a servant leader. According to Patterson
(2003),servant leaders 1) led and served \aiffapaolove, 2) acted out of personal
humility, 3) were altruistic by nature, 4) were visionary for the benefit of followers, 5)
were highly trusted, 6) served followers, and 7) empowered followers. The construction
of the instrument was deemed effective for measuring five of Patterson'’s (2003) seven
constructs, but failed to adequately account for the constructs of altruism and service. It
was worth noting from this work that the two constructs which failed to t@avstructive
validity required application to be judged as either being effective or ineffective to the
guality of a servant leader. The more ethereal ideas of love, vision, and trust provided
more latitude for the rate to render the frame of referente the merits of this
application of the construct, or not. This study noted the implied competence which was
necessarily inferred toward a positive responses of raters on topic constructs such as love,
trust, and vision; and the different perspectivem which those renderings were based.
Sendjaya, Sarros, and Santora (2008) publishedSeenant Leadership
Behavior Scale (SLB®Elieving that existing measurement instruments failed to properly
account for the dimensions of morality amqurguality which characterized their
viewpoint of servant leadership. The researchers promoted moral and ethical principles
espoused by servant leadership as $ime"qua non(Sendjaya, etal, 2008, p. 410), and
argued that the omission of appropriateasuring constructs in earlier instruments was
anathema to an understanding of the framework of the theory. In search of a more

constructive measurement inclusive of a spiritual and rethatal foundation, the SLBS



46

measured: voluntary subordinationftentic self, covenantal relationships, responsible
morality, transcendental spirituality, and transformational influence.

Dennis & Winston (2003) performed a factor analysis of Page & Wong's (2000)
Servant Leadership Instrumenhich contained twelve servant leadership characteristics.
Their findings supported the SLI in only three of the original constructs; empowerment,
service, and vision. They developed ait&ZBn servant leadership scale from the result of
this work whichmeasured the servant leadership attributegsadn, empowermenand
service The researchers encouraged other scholars to continue further examination of
the SLI and the nceoorrelated factors, given its potential for having positive implications
uponservant leadership training in a broader context.

Washington, Sutton, and Feild (2006) studied the role of values and personality,
specifically the individual values of empathy, integrity, competence, and agreeableness.
Results demonstrated strong relasibips between servant leadership and personal
attributes of empathy, integrity, agreeableness, and competence. Notably, the attributes
of competence and integrity in this study ranked almost identical in statistical strength,
which further supported tHastorical linkage between perceived personal character and
perceived personal capabilities.

Potter (2009) initiated a Delphi study of servant leadership characteristics,
initially resulting in fifty-one relevant (51) traits being identifiedritahe Delphi panel;
with only sixteen (16) traits being identified more than once. The dispersion of servant
leadership identification characteristics was commensurate with the challenges of
creating an axiomatically sound value set. Servant leadersisis@emingly recognized

by so wide a range of human values that no single servant leader could possible hope to
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reach this breadth of human potential. Potter's final Round Il results identified a finite
set of servant leadership attributes which, ikexhby Mean response (i.e. "excellent
descriptor" of servant leadership), established an axiological basis. The following table

revealed the Mean=4.00 findings.

POTTER'S (2009) HIGHTEST MEAN
SERVANT LEADERSHIP CHARACTERISTICS

TABLE 1. Mean Rankin§leficted Servant Leadership attributes

Honest 4.00 Responsible 4.00
Integrity 4.00 Foresight 4.00
An awareness of se 4.00 Motivates People | 4.00
and others

Inspires others 4.00 Is respectful of othe| 4.00
Communicates visiq 4.00

to everyone

Joseph and Winston (200&orrelated servant leadership with individual and
organizational trust. Utilizing Laub's SOLA (1999), the team noted the strongly positive
correlation between organizational and individual trust and the expectation of a servant
leader. The found that servant leadership was a leadership style which specifically
elicited trust from dllowers (Joseph & Winston, 20D5

Russell and Stone (2002) developed a practical model of leadership attributes, and
qualified specific ledership characteristics as being either functional attributes or
accompanying attributeg-unctional attributesvere the "operative qualities,
characteristics, and distinctive features belonging to leaders" (Russell & Stone, 2002, p.
146), withAccompanyig attributessupplementing and augmenting the primary

behaviors.The following table displayed their segregation of attributes:
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RUSSELL & STONE (2002) SERVANT LEADERSHIP ATTRIBUTES

TABLE 2. Servant Leadership values segregated by Functionalyamgl Accompan

Functional Attributes Accompanying Attributes

1. Vision 1. Communication

2. Honesty 2. Credibility

3. Integrity 3. Competence

4. Trust 4. Stewardship

5. Service 5. Visibility

6. Modeling 6. Influence

7. Pioneering 7. Persuasion

8. Appreciation of others 8. Listening

9. Empowerment 9. Encouragement
10. Teaching
11. Delegation

Servant leadership and sales force performance was researched by Jaramillo,
Grisaffe, Chonkpand Roberts (2009). The research focused on custmnéic
business models and sought to understand if servant leadership attributes would be
effective upon developing deeper, more authentic, customer relationships. This study
was important in that focused specifically upon ttagpplicationof servant leadership
attributes through a performance perspective. The authors noted that, "effective leaders
get things don@ organizations." (Jaramilletal, 2009, p. 258). The findings included a
determiration that the positive improvements to a customer experience as a result of
servant leadership influence was more effective at the lower end of the organizational
hierarchy, e.g., for "less experienced salespeople" (p. 268). Servant leaders seemed more
well suited for the patience and thoughtfulness that was required to develop an entry
level salesperson into a more experienced sales professional. The researchers tested the
primary constructs of organizational competencies against the propensity ot serva

leadership (see Table below). Of particular interestisostudy were the findings of
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subdimensions that existed in support of the primary constructs of their research. The

authors noted the following primary and sdimensionatonstructs:

JARAMILLO, GRISAFFE, CHONKO, & ROBERTS (2009)

TABLE 3. Servant Leadership DimensionsCanee&sibns

Dimensions SukDimensions

Servant Leadership Concern for others

Customer Orientation Creating value for the Company

Customebirected / ExtriRole Possessing organizational knowledge

Adaptive Selling Empowering employees

Outcome Performance Helping subordinates grow and succeed

Job Satisfaction Putting subordinates goals first

JobStress Behaving ethically

Organizational Commitment Emphasizing human relationships
Willingness to sacrifice one's own aspira

Servant leadership and nadr-profit alignment bias

The study noted a preponderance of servant leadersigitlire that discussed
intrinsic value perceptions (Dennis, 2004; Spears, 2004; Patterson, 2003), but notably
fewer studies which targeted implementation propensities. While servant leadership
literature frequently espoused the application of servadetship in forprofit
businesses (DePree, 1992, 2004; Glashagel, 2009; Keith, 2008; Berry & Cartwright,
2000;Henle, 2006), the list of practicing servded institutions referenced in the
literature were limited and recurring (Glashagel, 2009). Selgadership was strongly
tied to its desire for follower fulfillment as the leader's primary concern (DePree, 1997;
Bass, 2008), commensurate with4fat-profit entities being the place where "people turn
to fulfill themselves (DePree, 1997, p. 4). Supipgrthis contention, a title search of the

literature utilizing ProQueStevealed ondiundred

! http://proquest.umi.com.oak.indwes.edu
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and fortynine dissertations that incorporated the tsarvant leadershipto its title.
Seventy percent (70%) of the studies had topics relative ffonrptofit, religious,
educational, or healthcare sectors; all notablyfaeprofit by structural design. Only
fourteen percent (14%) of the dissertations specifically researched identifiaplefior
business issues related to servant leadership.

Assessments for determining either organizational or individual servant leadership
propensities were equally skewed towardfootprofit entities, both educational and
ecumenical, in terms of their audience or development bias. Laub's @&9ant
Organization Leadership Assessment (SQitAyed a Delphi panel of fourteen
participants, eleven of whom were affiliated with-fmt-profit entities or involved in
educational or ecumenical endeavors. FoiStaevant Leadership Assessment
Instrument, Dennis (2004) conferred an expert panel consisting of three university
professors. Wong (2003) acknowledge&®arvant Leadership: An opponegmbcess
model and the revised servant leadership prafite the SLP "provides a lofty vision and
a poweful purpose for Christian ministry (p. 1)". Barbuto and Wheeler (2006)
developed the eleven dimensiBarvant Leadership Questionnalvased upon ten
original characteristics of Spears (1995, 2002) with the additieallg, which the
researchers belved was fundamental to the early Greenleaf (1970, 1972) writings. Their
expert panel consisted of eleven individuals; six leadership faculty and five advanced
doctoral students. Page and Wong (2000) completed a pilot study on the conceptual
framework @& servant leadership, and administered the pilot instrument to six male

Christian educators.
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The work of Spears (2002) contributed substantially to the dialogue and
framework of servant leadership. He based his work upon years of review of Greenleaf's
(1970) writings. As one of the leading experts on servant leadership, Spears spent his
early career working for a Quaker magazine and later served nearly twenty years as the
executive director of the ndor-profit Robert K. Greenleaf Center for Servant
Leadership. Potter's (2009) work on the development oSthgant Leadership Self
Rating Scaleitilized a Delphi group of seven participants, only one of which was a for
profit businessperson. Washington, Sutton, and Feild (2006) studied the role of values
and personality of servant leadership with three different organizations:sized
community development agency, a small municipal agency, and a municipal government.

Most notably, the research of Stahl (2008) on servant leadership attributes
incorpoiated a significant of feprofit business participants, and likewise rendered
"knowledge/understanding”, a synonym for competence, in the top four servant
leadership attributes of the twerttyree attributes exposed to the rater group; a
significantly highrelative ranking.

The list of forprofit entities referenced in research articles or contemporary

writings was limited to a few repetitive firms.



52

"FOR-PROFIT" ENTITIES FREQUENTLY MENTIONED
IN SERVANT LEADERSHIP LITERATURE

TABLE 4. List afrapanies frequently referenced in Servant Leadership literature

TDIndustries Glashagel (2009); Keith (2008); Branch
Lowe (1998); Sendjaya & Sarros (2002)

The Toro Company Melrose (1995); Glashagel (2009); Spea
(2004)

PPC Partners Keith (2008)5lashagel (2009)

Southwest Airlines Keith (2008); Spears (2008); Branch (19
Sendjaya & Sarros (2002); Quick (1992)

Synovus Financial Keith (2008); Spears (2008); Branch (19¢
Chappel (2000)

Herman Miller, Inc. DePree (2004)

Chickfil-A Branch (1999); Cordeya(2004)

First Fruits, SBLI USA Mutual Life, Festiy Keith (2008); Glashagel (2009)

Foods, Johnsonville SgudaBeook Concre

Other examples of fgprofit companies and servant leadership included Kell
(2010), who utilized an unnamed financial services business as the focus of his research
on servant leadership. Stahl's (2008) phenomenological study of servant leadership
attributes included both private and public sector participants, with a significant number
of for-profit practitioners in the rater group. Despite the limited number of usual
references of adopting companies of servant leadership theory, Washington (2007)
contended that servant leadership was gaining validation in tpedb sector.
Contray to this opinion, the limited reach of servant leadership int@fofit businesses
examined as a result of this research did not conclude that servant leadership was gaining
a wider and more diverse fprofit following. This research refuted Washings(2007)

conclusion and noted a preponderance of research aimed at-fbe-matfit sectors of
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education, religion, and government; to the often exclusion of equpidbt

representation.

Organizational Competence

As noted in the research of McCroskey and Teven (1999), competence was a
judgment made by a receiver based upon observation, reputation, or perception of a
source. Competencies were always rooted in actions, while competence was rooted in
effectivenessValue commitments framed with intrinsic intensions, denoted as
behavioral antecedents, or exercised in actional duties and responsibilities; all required
competence as a component of effectiveness. This study examined the role of
competence as framed bsgrgant leadership attributes and the axiology of value
constructs as judged by constituents of the organization.

Reimann's (1975) propensity definition of competence

The dimension of competence was studied as an antecedent of intrinsic servant
leadership attributes, e.g., imforming agentand as an independent construct of
organizational effectiveness, e.greaderingagent. Reimann (1982) noted the
multifaceted nature of determining organizational effectiveness, and the criteria of
effectiveness- organizational survival (Pfeffer, 1977). All organizations operated for
the purpose fogoal attainment (Etzioni, 19%4but the nature of the organizations, and
their specific goals, varied widely (Reimann, 1982). The study restrictively define
competence as@opensityof organizational effectiveness (Reimann, 1975). Stated

another way, the perception of the organization's constituents that its leadership was fully
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capable to satisfy its participants, and meet its potential for reachojgpits constituted
its level of competence.

This definition of organizational competence assisted with focusing the judgments
of organizational advancement toward its leadership capabilities. By concentrating on an
organization'propensity or potental, for achieving its goals, the possible dilution of
external environmental conditions, business metrics, and othexambrollable
dimensions were avoided. Propensity judgments by constituents regarding their
leadership tended to sharpen the critieaiew of the specific attributes and
characteristics of the leaders. Within the context that "the ultimatetéomgcriteria of
organizational effectiveness are growth and survival" (Reimann, 1981, p. 269), his
research supported the assertion thatdestdp choices profoundly affect the

organization.

Competence versus Competencies

McCroskey (1999) identified competence as a rendered judgment based upon the
polar constructs of: intelligeatnintelligent, traineduntrained, expetinexpert, informed
uninformed, brightstupid. Braithwaite and Law (1985) tested the adequattyeof
Rokeach Value Surveyl 979) and developed competence constructs based upon
organizational effectiveness. Competence was inextricably tied to organizational
effectiveness, asitth McCroskey's (1981gompetence, credibility, and ethstsidies.

The Braithwaite and Law (1985) constructs were:



55

BRAITHWAITE & LAW (1985) VALUES INVENTORY

TABLE 5. List of values associated with Individual Competence

Bright Adaptable

Capable Resourceful or Clever
Seldisciplined Efficient

Realistic Knowledgeable
Persevering Progressive
Conscientious Logical
Demonstrating Foresight

In his seminal work on the widely adopt8drvant Organizational Leadership

Assessment (SOLA)aub (1999) related the servant leadership constructs of:

1. "Are competent have the knowledge and skills to get things
done" (p. 78),
2. "Are highly capable in their field of expertise" (p. 78); although

both construct statements wemitted from the final version of the

instrument.

Similarly, Bohn's (2002) work on organizational efficacy, the "can do" (p.65)
attitude of organizations, developed the ideaatliective capability Bohn (2002)
constructed a Likert scale of leadershghaviors which included the attributes of
accomplishment, focus, experience and expertise, communication skills, and
accomplishment, e.g., delivery.

As competence represented leadership propensity (Reimann, 1975) aimed at
leader characteristicerganizationatompetenciesicludedthe actionable dimensits of
effectiveness and competitive advagggLawler, 1994). As Kauffeldtal (2010
encouraged "Thus, it is imperative for organizations facing global competition to

continuously advance gioyee's knowledge, skills, abilities..." (p.)23.earning and
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mastering organizational competencies depended upon individual competence for proper
execution. Organizational competencies required custéyased activities and

individual skill set deglopment which are "appropriate and unique to the organization”
(Lawler, 1994, p. 7). The propensity, or potential, for the requisite skills, knowledge, or
abilities, were rendered based upon judgments of observable behaviors; many of those
behaviors weractions tied to organizational competencies. However, as Mintzberg
(2005) warned, "Acquiring various competencies does not necessarily make a manager
competent.” (p. 257). Mintzberg (2005) listed several individual and managerial

competencies:

MINTZBERG'S (2005) LIST OF COMPETENCIES

TABLE 6. Categories of Managerial Competencies

Personal Interpersonal Informational Actional
Reflection Teaching Listening Scheduling
Strategic Thinking | Mentoring Interviewing Prioritizing
Information Coaching Writing Designing
Stress Inspiring Evaluating Mobilizing

Mintzberg, 2005, p. 260

Bird (1940) related organizational competencies as being both behavioral and
observable, and closely related to performance. From the perspective of this study, the
organizational competencies existed in Hartman's (198tgmior extrinsicspace, and
were construed around the duality node dbing. Yan Man, Lau and Chan (2008
outlined six general areas of organizational competencies: 1) opportunity, 2)
relationships, 3) conceptual, 4) organizing, 5) strategic, and 6) commitment. Man, Lau,
and Snape (2008) ebtshed a 53tem list of competency statements reflective of their

six areas. This study drew extensively from this list wa$pect to categorizing and
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constructingdoing statements that were opposition choices to the intrinsic value
selections in the instrument.

Furnham, Petrides, Pappas, and Garrod (2005) investigated the relationships
between personality traits and work values. Their work revealed that people sought
opportunities in organizations which were reflective of their own values. This finding
had great potential for establishing the potential predominance of servant leadership as
the leading leadership theory, given its focus on the individual and its corambiton
intrinsic value development. The influence of leaders upon organizational constituents
was profound when placed within the context that lower hierarchical followers included
their perception of the leader's intrinsic nature as a condition of vedulke vommitment.
Competence and servant leadership

Greenleaf (1970) chose the central axiom of service as the rendering agent of
legitimate power. Subsequent literature and research has resulted in the assimilation of
valuebased characteris8 and attributes which framed the servant leadership model
(Russell & Stone, 2002; Barbuto & Wheel2006 Dennis 2004). Laub (2003) noted
that Anservant | eadership i s growing broadl
stressed the responsibit y o f s e beingandidoinh drasde# & ftme (2002)
segregated servant leadership attributes into two components, functional and
accompanying, noting that accompanying att
augment the functional attributes (p 1 4 7 ) o . Competence was des
accompanying attribute by the researchers (Russell & Stone, 2002). This recognition was
consistent with Hall and Tonnagdawvalug;1998) de

where all goal values were dependent upthrer underlying values. In the case of
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competence, Hall & Tonna (1998) matched the goal value of competence with the means
values of achievement, education, and certification. Likewise, Russell and Stone (2002)
listed the accompanying value of compegas an augmentation of functional attributes
such as vision, trust, and honesty.

Washington, Sutton and Feild (2006) established evidence that servant leadership
was reliant upon the values of competence and effectiveness, but did not inform the
literature as to the nature of that reliance. Wong (2003) interviewed various Christian
leaders who discussed that a primary fear of failure of the implementation of servant
leadership was the lack of confidence in their own competence, seeming to imply that
conmpetence was believed to be their greatest value. Speaking on his servant leadership
experience, Jack Lowe (1998) emphasized the foundational nature of leader trust through
personal "character and competence (p. 76)".

The construct of competence in thedature was multifaceted, having both
rendering value as a characteristic (Yukl , 1998; Bennis & Nanus, 1985), and informing
value as an antecedent to other value constructs (Reimann, 1975; Russell & Stone, 2002).
Competence as a peer value construetlyid ed compar ati ve cont ext
vulnerability; Speardés (2004) foresight; P
auhenticity; Won)g emmgo weargierog; (&0dD OFar |l i ng,
(1999) vision. Competence as an infaniagent was noted by Russell &Stone's (2002)
categorization of the value construct as an accompanying attribute which "appear to

supplement and augment the functional attributes (p. 147)".
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Competence, credibility, and ethos in servant leslaigr

Stephen Covey (1998, pvii) wrote: "If you really want to get servalg@adership,
then you've got to have institutionalization of the principles at the organizational level
and foster trust through individual character and competence at the perséna v e | . 0
Whet stone (2001) noted that serwaentéed | eader
approaches (p. 110)06, and promoted a model
a competencypased value construct. Jaramillo, Grisaffe, Chonko aizeRs (2009)
stated the active nature of organizational accomplishment present in effective leadership.

Within servant leadership literature, there was significant recognition of the
importance of credibility (Kouzes & Posner, 1995; Farling, Stone & Wimsl999;
McCroskey, 1966) and the complementary value construct of competence (Russell &
Stone, 2002). However, the cragditarian role of competence as it informs both broad
organizational effectiveness (Reimann, 1975) and influences the valueqieespf
specific servant leadership attributes (Covey, 1996; Fairholm, 1998; Spears, 1998;
Patterson, 2003; Dennis, 2004; Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006) had not been specifically
studied. Reimann's (1975) work on organizational effectiveness revealed thangfo
nature of competence upon organizational effectiveness and outcomes.

The nature oéthoswas integral and complementary to the rendering agency of
competence. McCroskey & Young (1981) defined ethos as, "source credibility” (p.24),
and nogd that its conception was based in, "a perception held by a receiver” (p. 25), and
"an attitude of a receiver toward a source.” (p. 28). The linkage between Reimann's
(1975)propensityargument focompetencand McCroskey's (1966) definition ethos

was evident in the literature. It was evident that Reimann's (1975, 1982) work limited the
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competence determination to the role of organizational effectiveness, as competence was
an achievement to potentially be attained for a myriad of activities. Mk€r@&sYoung

(1981) built upon the early scales of McCroskey (1966) to include the components of
competence along with trustworthiness and character as encompassing constructs of the
perception of the full range of capabilities of a leader a leader'sthos In both cases,

the role of perception of the receiver was critical to the proper judgment of the source of
that judgment. The methods under which these judgments were made included direct

observations of behaviors, reputation, and inferred rMeg€(oskey & Teven, 1999).

The structure and role of Values upon leadership

Peters and Waterman (1982) suggested that the true role of leadership was to
manage the organizational values; concluding that all leadership was value based.
Jaramillo,Grisaffe, Chonko & Roberts (2009) stated that, "effective leagidrhings
donein organizations (p. 258)". Bilsky and Schwartz (1994) assessed values as being
ordered by relative importance, consistent with Hartman's (1969) work on structured
value. Values provided the basis for motivation and frame of reference of leadership
decisionmaking, ethic and moral imperative, and reflective behaviors. However, the
determination of which set, priority, or combination of values most effectively influenced

savant leadership remained unsettled in the literature.
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Hartman's (1969) Structured Value Theory: Axiology

Robert S. Hartman was a research Professor of Philosophy at the University of
Tennessee at the time of his death in 1973, and the coéalar Hartman Value Profile
(HVP). He was a visiting professor at Massachusetts Institute of Technology and Yale,
and Professor of Philosophy at the National University of Mexico. Hartman was born in
Berlin and fled Nazi Germany because of his bebefd writings against that tyranny.
Hartman (1969) spent his entire scholarly career working on an understanding of the
concept ogood Hartman (1994) drew heavily from the intrinsic value philosophy of
British philosopher G. E. Moore. Moore (1922)nfred the situational and contextual
nature of the judgment gfoodin his essayJThe Conception of Intrinsic Valuby
stating:

"..although two things cannot differ in quality without differing in intrinsic

nature, they can differ in intrinsic nature without differing in quality; or in

other words, difference in quality is ordypespecies of difference in

intrinsic nature." (p. 6)

Hartman (1969) viewed the concept of good as being less about the experience of
a thing, e.g., leadership, as it did about the state of being of a thing, e.g., leadership value.
Servant leadership's preoccupation with the development aittivesic character of
leaders seemed to align with the concept that subordinates who expegeaded
leadershigoeingfrom their leader would be more highly valued than leaders who were
goodat getting things accomplished. Hartman (1994) built his yhefostructured value
upon the axiom thata'thing is good that fulfills its concégiEdwards, 1995, p. 53).
Hartman (1994) noted that science utilized the application of a logical frame of reference

to a set of objects as a determinant as to the wdlaghing's properties. He further
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addressed that the quality of values (i.e. the measure of goodness) was dependent upon
the degree to which a "thing" fulfills its concept (Edwards, 1995), and was confident in
the ability to axiomatically (or rankedder) create a value scale which reflected a
hierarchy of human values which would not be limited or altered by cultural or religious
bias.

In Hartman's hierarchy of values, actions ranked higher in value, e.g., had more
goodnesgroperties, than ideas; @people, in and of themselves, had ngwedness
properties than either ideas or actions (Edwards, 1995). Ideas, concepts, and belief
systems, and social roles were labeledystemico/alues; actions and methods were
labeled aextrinsicvalues; and uque people were labeled imgrinsic values. Hartman
(1994) believed that all decisions regarding individual growth and organizational growth
should, over time, move toward intrinsic values. His Hartman Value Profile (HVP) was
based upon the presumptitirat the way that an individual views the world in lieu of the
value she or he places upon either ideas, things, or people, define the personality and
behavior pattern of the individual.

Servant leadership utilized the actionable valugeo¥ice as its foundational tenet
based upon Greenleaf's (1971) original thoughts. Commensurate with Hartman's (1994)
value hierarchy, the philosophy encouraged not onladttienof service (Greenleaf,

1970, 1971) but also the context of the actioméive(Burns, 1978; DePree, 1989;
Melrose, 1995; Millard, 1995; Maxwell, 1998; Laub, 1999; Blanchard, 1998; Hunter,
2004; Molnar, 2007). Hartman believed that all values could be organized and ranked
scientifically based upon their fulfillment of their concéptiwards, 1995) and that the

judgment of the quality of the individual was reflected in the importance to which that
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individual held to the order of value fulfillment in their life, e.g., a preference of extrinsic
values over systemic values, and a pexfee of intrinsic values over extrinsic values
(Edwards, Mefford & Mefford, 2005). The set of attributes and value constructs
developed under the theory of servant leadership (Spears, 1994, 1995; Farling, Stone &
Winston, 1999; Patterson, 2003) stronglyrored the intrinsic values that Hartman
believed enriched an individual's life versus diminished that life (Edwards, 2008).

Edwards (2008) explored an example of Hartman's structured value ranking from
a previously unpublished essay found in the Hartpeasonal library after his death. In
Being and Becoming All That We Can Bewards (2008) reflected Hartman's
development of personal intrinsic values of gf/elopment which he believed were
based in either dependency ugaith or apprehension baseadfear. The following table
outlined Hartman's view on fear and faith based values (Edwards, 2008), by ranked order
of value to the person:

HARTMAN - FAITH versus FEAR VALUES

TABLE 7. Hartman's Intrinsic Faith versus Intrinsic Fear values

INTRINSIC FAITH INTRINSIC FEAR
Trust in the World, Being Well B| Suspicion, Insecurity;\Wéoitekss
1. Humility 1. Defiance, Spitefulness, Superi
5 g . 2. Aggressiveness, Defensivenes
erenity .

Combativeness

3. Cooperation 3. Competitiveness

4. Expansiveness 4. Restrictiveness, Narrowness

5. Humaneness 5. Cynicism

6. Magnanimity 6. Sanctimoniousness, Hbher
thou attitude

7. Generosity 7. Greed

8. Unpretentiousness 8. Vanity

9. Not Easily Hurt, Equanimity | 9. Easily hurt, Touchy

10. Boldness, Courage 10. Cowardice
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11. Forgivingness 11. Vengefulness

12. Light Touch 12. Heavy Touch

13. Uncomplicated, Purity, Innocel 13. Complicated, Lack of Commor

Common sense Sense

14. Relevance, Sense of Proportig 14. Irrelevance, No Sense of Prop

15. Rationality 15. Irrationality

16. Spontaneity, Flexibility 16. Systemicness, Rigidity

17. Relaxed Dynamic 17. Tens@r Frantic, Business

18. Perseverance, Patience 18. Inconstancy, Hesitation, Impat

19. Awareness, Vision, Warmth, 19. Norawareness, Myopia, Duling

Wisdom Cold_ngss, Trifling Acuteness,
Fastidiousness

20. Compassion 20. Indifference

While Hartman was a professed Christian, his structured value theory was
humanistic in designa "universal substantive normative core of conscience" (Edwards,
1995, p. 4) based in a belief by some proponents of Hartman that evolution, over the long
course of human time, preferentially selected for individuals who "put people first;
things, acts, and roles second; and ideas and constructed forms third" (p. 4). He argued
that "since what is worse ought to be better, systemic value ought to be extrinsic val
and extrinsic value [ought to be] intrinsic value. All valuation, in other words, ought to
be directed toward intrinsic value." (Edwards, 1995, p. 77). "Thus, with Jesus, the
thoughtof a deed already was the deexhd a life without spirit was ndfe." (p. 91).

The proposal of structured value theory (Hartman, 1969) and New Testament
scripture had strong alignment, grounded in the emphasis of individuals being motivated
and concerned with intrinsic value development. As Hartman encouraged structured
maturity though the embrace éfaith values oveFearvalues (Edwards, 1995); similar
New Testament scripture admonishedlilr@ling nature of sin versus thierating

nature of theSpirit:
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"1°The acts of the sinful nature are obvious: sexual immorality, impurity

and debauchery’idolatry and witchcraft; hatred, discord, jealousy;, fits of

rage, selfish ambition, dissensions, factidiamd envy; drunkenness,

orgies, and the like. I warn you, as | did before, that those who live like

this will no inherit the kingdm of God."

"22But the fruit of the Spirit is love, joy, peace, patience, kindness,

goodness, faithfulnes&gentleness and setbntrol. Against such things

there is no law*Those who belong to Christ Jesus have crucified the

sinful nature with its pssions and desires." (Book of Galatians, New

American Standard)

Hartman (1994) extolled the virtues of an individual's personal develop in the
realm of intrinsic value and personal faith:

"We become truly Christian, truly religious, only by discovermg own

inner depth, our Self; and this is a solitary, not a group adventure. This is

a direct, individual, perseto-God experience. It is the return of the Holy

Spirit, and it must return, else we remain comfortless, the two sides of our

being-- mind and spirit-- hopelessly split." (p. 153).
He argued fervently against the West's wholesale adoption of cultural and intellectual
identification, and the inadequate influence of organized religion in opposition to a
growing humanistic culturelndividualism was championed due to its ability to
experience, rather than idealize, both the joys and the evils of this life (Hartman, 1967).
He wrote extensively that the prevalence of evil was rooted in group, rather than
individual, identity. Hartmai(1994) warned of the allusions provided for by slgetem
with their dependency upon the systemic values of roles, comparative identity, and
abstractions- "some concept of nation, God, race, and now, of all things, economic

systems.” (p. 154). Hartmg1994) believed that this transformation began in the

experienced, not the ideal, life of the individual and their God: "If we do not develop our
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spirit through sensitivity to good and evil, we have limited our contribution to the
universe." (p. 151)Without the experience of the depravity of the human condition in
one form or another, "You have never developed a sensitivity for either good or evil.
You are a social machine, and there cannot be much joy in Heaven for a zombie."

(Hartman, 1994, p. 151)

Hall-Tonna(1994) Goal and Means Values

Brian P. Hall, Ph.D. taught Pastoral Counseling and Counseling Psychology at
Santa Clara University before founding Values Technology, Inc. in 1990. Building upon
the work of Maslav (1959 and Rokeackl979, Hall (as cited in Russell, 2000) worked
with Roman Catholic priest Benjamin Tonna while at Santa Clara University on the
identification of over 125 individual values which contributed to the human experience,
and the subsequent development ofilal-Tonna Inventory of Values (HTIHlall &
Tonna, 1986, 1998). The instrument identified four phases of values development;
surviving, belonging, seliitiating, and interdepending. Hall's (19pwork targeted the
concept of a, "universatlos or trajectory of development” (p. 2) in the life of a human
being and their vakidevelopment. Hallonna (1994 segregated values into a staged
maturity hierarchy: Stage 1, Sétfeservation; Stage 2, Security; Stage 3,-8&lfth;
Stage 4, Competence; Stagdntegration/Wholeness; Stage 6, Being Self/Human
Dignity; Stage 7, Truth/Wisdom; Stage 8, Global Harmony. They extended their work to
differentiate values that were future oriented, @galsvalues, from values which were
underpinned by specific dld or abilities, which they namedeansvalues. Servant

leadership scholars Russell and Stone (2002) accommodsitadaa segregation of
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value-types through their categorizationfahctionalandaccompanyingalue groups;
functional values were "theperative qualities, characteristics, and distinctive features
belonging to leaders” (p. 146) while accompanying values appeared to "supplement and
augment” (p. 147) the functional values.

Hall (2003) worked extensively in business and industry on thd pfdbe
maturation of values and the role of organizational culture. He believed that
organizational culture was determined by ¢baversatiorof the organization, as
reflected by its internal documents and the verbal and observable behaviors of its
leadership. Rather than leadership determining the culture of the organization, Hall
(2003) observed that "leadership is partially a byproduct of the organization's culture and
values." (p. 9).

The trajectory of value maturati in the HaHTonna(1986, 1994 model began
by being focused on external locus of authority and autocratic style, and moved toward
internal locus of authority and interdependent, decentralized organizations/alli@s
developmenpath closely resembled the work of setdaadership scholar Jim Laub
(1999) and his A>-S (AutocraticPaternalistieServant) maturation path of organizational
health. Hall (2003) incorporated the deterministic components of value development as
being found in not only human leader actions aedbal communications, but also in
historical and legacy documentation of the organization, divisional hierarchy designs,
external trustee participation in the organization, and differentiation of values among
segregated control groups. To ascertain Hieevhealth of an organizan, HalF Tonna

(1986, 1994 performed a: (1) document analysis which scanned for values words, (2)
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individual values measurements based upon a proprietary instrument, (3) group values
measurements based upon a proprietaryunsnt, and (4) composite values integration
analysis. The uniquess of the HallTonna (1986, 1994approach of values
measurement to include raw organizational data as well as human surveys in their
analysis reflected a recognition that values were conmcated throughout organizations
in both verbal, behavioral, and written forms.

Like Hartman (1994), Hall (2003) believed that individuals form value hierarchies
that define behavioral characteristics. Thesees clustergHall, 2003) "form ar
attitudes and beliefs" (p. 7), but "one form is not superior to the other" (p. 8); a significant
departure from Hartman's structured value approach that recognized some values as
having moregoodnesproperties despite external or environmental inflesndHall
(2003) recognized the role that environment played in individual value development, and
noted that our value clusters were, "partly derived from our family of origin and our life
experience." (p. 11). His research revealed that often commuoniggtps among
individuals and groups within organizations were rooted in a stage variation of values
development, which filtered the messages among the participants through totally different
world views. Hall's (2003) direct experience with organizatfongver 30 years
informed an opinion that organizational health could only be reached when they reached
at least &tage 5 Integrationlevel of sustainability. While the role of competence was
recognized by Hall (1994) as a distinctive stage of maatlkbpment, in keeping with
this research, there was a strongly implied competency attainment for every level of

developmenalong the HalTonna (1986, 1994value track.
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Schwartz's (1994) Values, Work, and Personality

Shalom H. Schwartz, the renowniddbrew University's Professor Emeritus of
Psychology, worked with Wolfgang Bilsky (Bilsky & Schwartz, 1994) on the structure of
value systems and the consequences of selected value perspectives. Their extensive
research identified that certain social sond social structures emit from the adoption of
selected groups of values. The organizational contributions of Schwartz (1999) included
insights into the role that specific job roles play in either enhancing, or reducing, the
potential promotion of indidual values within an organizational setting. Mirroring the
work of Brian Hall (1994) and other values scholars, Schwartz identified values against
social motivations that form behaviors in individuals, and ultimately, in organizations

(Schwartz, 1992).The following table represented these associations:

SCHWARTZ (1994 VALUES AND SOCIAL ROLES

TABLE 8. Relationship between behaviors and values

Motivational Supporting Value Examples
Behaviors

Power Prestige, social dominance
Achievement Personal success, competence
Hedonism Pleasure, sensuous gratification
Stimulation Excitement, novelty
SeHDirection Independent thought and action, explori
Universalism Tolerance, social justice
Benevolence Preservation, forgiving
Tradition Respect, Commitment, Acceptance
Conformity Inclinations, obedient
Security Safety, harmony, sense of belonging

Schwartz argued that personality behaviors were the disposition vehicles for all
values, meaning that values were "consciencesgoalluated in terms of importance.”

(Bilsky & Schwartz, 1994, p. 178). An important finding of Schiwar(1994 work with
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values was his proposition that values were-safporting; that they built upon one
another based upon a pattern of implememtagpositive outcome, and subsequent
implementation of an aligned value. In this way, an individual's value development was
based upon environmental reinforcement and positive outcomes. This feedback
potentially explained why and how individually adoptedues systems were rapidly
discarded by people during triggered points in their lives, e.g., acts of infidelity, ethical
lapses of conduct, because sustainable outcomes were not experienced by the individual
as a result of the adoption of the value.

Schwartz differentiatedbasicvalues fromwork values, although both value
clusters were deemed to be belief systems that were intent upon producing favorable
outcomes (Ros, Schwartz & Surkiss, 1999). Work values were more restrictive in their
application tlan personal values, having to work within the confines of the more
narrowly defined set of potential outcomes of specific job responsibilities. Schwartz
argued that work values were a subset of basic values due to the phenomenon of
structural restrictiof job roles (Ros, Schwartz & Surkiss, 1999). He noted,

"Despite a plethora of different labels, most work researchers appear to

identify the same two or three types of work values: (1) intrinsic or self

actualization values, (2) extrinsic or securitynwaterial values, (3) social

or relational values (e.qg. Alderfer, 1972; Borg, 1990; Crites, 1961; Mottaz,

1985; Pryor, 1987; Rosenberg, 1957." (p. 55)

The similarity of this valuation of workelated value dimensions mirrored
Hartman's (1967) values hierarchy. Ros, Schwartz, and Surkiss' (1999) work with
educational students noted an, "idealized view of their planned occupation, [that] they

anticipate hat work can provide opportunities to pursue and express many of their valued

goals.” (p. 62). Conversely to this anticipation of a vailde work environment, the
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researchers noted the "structural constraints” (p. 62) of the work environment. "The
gods of these value types cannot readily be attained through their job." (Ros, Schwartz &

Surkiss, 1999, p. 62).

Community and servant leadership

In 1948, leadership theorist and business executive Chester L. Barnard stated,
"Leadership obviously relates the coordination of certain efforts of people. There is
little coordination or cooperation without leadership, and leadensipliescooperation
(Barnard, 1972, p. 116)". Bernard further stated that the "forces of two or more persons"
(Dierkes,etal, 2003, p. 67) constitute an organizational system. At a time when
leadership studies were still addressed within the frame of management theory, Barnard
(1972) understood that leadership, in all of its constructs, involved cooperation within
community andhe exercise of influence between two or more members.

Servant leadership theory was closely associated with community since its
foundation. Laub (1999) supported the notion of a shared vision as being central to the
servant leadership model. He disses the immense potential of individuals working
within a shared environment. Laub (1999) created six clusters of attributes during the
development of th8OLA values people, develops people, displays authenticity,
provides leadership, shares leadershiqbuilds community

Jencks (1990focused on the relational@ect of servant leadership by
researching the different varieties of altruiskezar(1996) viewed servant leadership as
a community based viewpoint where working in collaboration with others was critical to

the development of a servaded culture. Melrose (1996) encouraged servant leaders to
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build environments based in trust. Moli§2007) recognized the communal aspects of
servant leadership, and encouraged sensitivities toward practice of the theory across
multiple cultures. Wong (2003) noted the commitment of the development of others
being reflective of the servant leadershipexgnce. His "people orientation”

encouraged caring, empowering, and developing individuals within the influence of the

servant leader.

The rendering agency of Service
Bandura (2003) noted that observational learning, unlike learning by, d@dg

the unique capability of being able to t

r

a

vast numbers of people in widely dispersed

this phenomenon by Greenleaf (1970) underpinned the prophetical wisdom of
Greenl eaf 6s (19 ads)ofsaavice fisstiGreeeaful®70)las tlzrei n g
rendering agent for the value characteristics of legitimate leaders. The literature noted
the extensive duality of leadershipsinganddoing, the value hierarchy proged by

Hartman (1967) between the choices of intrinsic value growth and extrinsic behaviors,
and the complexities of competence and competencies; the former as rendered judgments
and the latter as developed skills. Greenleaf (1991) stated that, "tinetpgopws in

statue as people respond to his message.” (p. 2). Throughout the literature, the source
message had validity only when rendered and informed in competedtie source
credibility of the leader. This study examined in depth the natufreedttraction of

specific value attributes and their relative importance upon the recipients of the behaviors

rendered from those value commitments. The selection of the actional attribateiog
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by Greenleaf (1991) established the potential ofmetent value commitment through
demonstration, observation, attitude, and motive. The breadthirajservice as
evidence of deingcommitment allowed a wide opportunity of the servant leader to

demonstrate both persorethosand organizational competey.
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CHAPTER 3

Methodology

Introduction

A detailed review of the literature noted a lack of extensive examination of
the role of competence in servant leadership. Additionally, the value of competence,
although frequently referenced in servant leadership literature, was not recognized as a
precbminant characteristic of the theortwwong and Davey (2007) structured an
argumenmfor servant leadershiground the dual themes stfengths basedndmeaning
centered This study categorized these competing value s@&siagvalues andDoing
values Sendjaya & Sarros, 2002As servant leadership theory continued to be
examined through much needed scientific method (Russell & Stone, 2002; Barbuto &
Wheeler, 2006), the emerging and growing list of associated attributes revealed the need
for a study Inking these value constructs to organizational advancement. The study
noted a preponderance of servant leadership literature that discussed intrinsic value
perceptions (Dennis, 2004; Spears, 2004; Patterson, 2003), but fewer studies which
targeted the re@nce of those values upon counter perceptions of organizational
achievement. Additionally, the literature for servant leadership assessment instruments
denoted referential and inferred competence components not furthenesor

explored (Rardin, 20QQ@etting, 2004; Laub, 1999; Dennis, 2004).
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In previous studies, the specific contribution of the attribute of competence had,
for the most part, either been inferred or mentioned as having a tangential association
with a virtue or value characteristic (&y, 2001; Patterson, 2003; Neufeld 020
Asante, 2005; Anderson, 200&ayne, 2009; Spears, 2004). Russell & Stone (2002)
included competence as a peer accompanying attribute along with ten additional
accompanying attributes which are associated witrasé leadership. Their work also
included nine functional attributes, which they believed were informed by the eleven
accompanying attributes. Kouzes & Posner (1993) briefly discussed the role of
competence in relationship to leadership credibilitydids/NVong (2003) through the
examination of potential reluctance sources for the adoption of servant leadership.
Dennis (2004) noted the importance of understanding servant leadership through an
examination of values and moral premise.

The role & being or an adoption of intrinsic values, was expressed in much of the
literature as a conditional state of servant leadership adherence. Less research existed
that directly measureddoingvalue construct as an intertwined component of positive
senant leadership perspective. This study highlighted the duality of these servant
leadership expressions through the lens of Hartman's (h8&aychy of valueand his
theory that individualized intrinsic values represented the richest form of human
experence. DePree (1995) captured this dualtyeyn he st ated that, @D
competence and making the nobler choice are part of how followers judge the character
of leaders and whether to awdh@m their trust 0  ().p This8&tddy expanded the
|l iteratureds understanding of both infor mi

of competence upon attributes of servant leadership (Greenleaf, 1970) across
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organizational roles. It studied the value preferenceasrntaiduals placed upon
leadership characteristics given selection opportunity between one or the other. It studied
the relationship between servant leadership's focus on service as a rendering agent of
individualized constructs (Sendjaya & Sarros, 20@8d the referential impact that
competence inferred upon that determination.

The study influenced a stronger focus upon how competence informed
organizational and role identity, and framed the basis for further study from an
axiological perspective. dbert Hartman framed axiology as a concept of value
fulfillment when he set forth the philosophical question; "what is good? (p. 43). The
study explored the concept of value goodness within a context of understanding the role
that organizational competemplays as an informing agent of organizational goodness.
The research sought to inform the literature as to the relationship between the intrinsic
value components of servant leadership theory and its pragmatic application in terms of

organizational coipetencies.

Summary of Research Procedure and Instrument Development

The research drew heavily from extensive sources of servant leadership scale,
construct, and instrument development as source data in the development of its intrinsic
value steement constructs. Twelve (12) widely experienced individuals formed an
expert panel to vet the intrinsic value constructs utilizing the methodology of scale
development as outlined by DeVellis (2003). Two-relifying rounds, each with

incorporated igtrument maturation, were constructed, reviewed, and analyzed toward the
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production of the final intrinsic value statement constructs. These constructs constituted
thebeingapplication of the instrument.

The extrinsic and systemic value representatierss, thedoingstatement
constructs, were produced from referential literature of organizational competencies.
Although the study's instrument was specifically developed for this research, its
composition of theloingandbeingstatement constructs veedeeply reflective of
specific works of previous researchers, as herein disclosed.

The axiology rankings of selected servant leadership attributes and the leadership
value ofcompetencevere selected from a cressction of existing servant leadership
instrumentation, published scales, and scholarly works. Value constructs were likewise
developed from existing sources on servant leadership, reviewed by the expert panel for
statistical significance; appropriately revised, and then selected and condhaciéiat
process.

The final survey instrument was entered into the online research site;
www.questionpro.com. Invitations to participants of the survey were preformed via e
mail from Google's$>-Mail, from source address: khall.dissertation@droom.

Participant invitations consisted of friends, family, colleagues, and associates of the
reseacher. Survey resultant data wergered into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet for
organization and aysis. All statistical analysewvere performed tbugh either MS

Excel's statistical capabilities, or through SPSS Statistics GradPack 17.0. The construct
development utilized DeVellis (2008cale Development: Theory and Application, 2nd

Edition, Applied Social Research Methods Series, Volume 26.
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Reseath Questions

Researchers Russell and Stone (2002) designated competence as an
accompanying attribute which contributed and informed other value dimensions which
they characterized as functional attributes. This recognition was consistent with Hall and
Toomads (1998) desi gngadvaleenwherd all goal vapuestweren c e a s
dependent upon other underlying values they catiednsvalues. In the case of
competence, Hall & Tonna (1998) matched the goal value of competence with the means
values ofachievementeducation andcertificatior; closely aligned with McCroskey and
Teven's (1999) competence associated valuggedligence training, andbeing
informed These researchers recognized the informing nature of accompanying attributes
to funcional attributes, and means values to goal values. Previous research identified
these relationships without specific study as to the priority of values or the preference of
attributes among differing constituencies.

Despite wide recognition ithe literature of the servant leadership dimension of
competence, the axiometric relative value of competence had not been directly measured.
Hartman (1967, 1994) conceived the theory of axiology in the axiom that value was
concept fulfillment He categonzed a hierarchy of values based upon three sets of
ordered value groupings; intrinsic, extrinsic, and systemic. Hartman (1967, 1994) also
proposed that people were more important than things, and things were more important
than ideas. The study notduetstrong reliance of servant leadership upon statements of
being or intrinsic values, versus an emphasisloimg "useful things, actions, and social
roles extrinsic and systemic valygg&dwards, 1995, p. 2)". The study added to the

literature by establishing the beginning of an axiometric hierarcbgiofyvalue
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constructs versugoingvalue constructs for servant leadership as those values were
viewed by different constituencie3he study sought to clarify the rendering nature of

competence on a relative basis through the question:

1 Does the value of competence emerge as a priority value when compared against
other servant leadership values?

1 Was leadership competence inferreccbystituents through perceptions of intrinsic
value commitment between the leader and the follower?

1 What waghe relationship between intrinsic value growth and extrinsic actional

competence from the perspective of organizational constituents?

Within servant leadership literature, there was significant recognition of the
importance of credibility (Kouzes & Posner, 1995; Farling, Stone & Winston, 1999;
McCroskey, 1966) and the complementary value construct of competence (Russell &
Stone, 2002). blwever, the crosatilitarian role of competence as it informed both
broad organizational effectiveness (Reimann, 1975) and, as it influenced the value
perspective of specific servant leadership attributes (Covey, 1996; Fairholm, 1998;
Spears, 1998; Patsan, 2003; Dennis, 2004; Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006), had not been
specifically studied. Reimann's (1975) work on organizational effectiveness revealed the
informing nature of competence upon organizational effectiveness and outcomes. Highly
competent leadship led to an expected increase in organizational competencies, e.g.,
competitive advantage. Servant leadership specifically focused on the rendering agency

of service a seltoncept of servant (Greenleaf, 1971; Sendjaya & Sarros, 2002). The
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intrinsic value emphasis of servant leadership was individualistic in its focus (Smith,

2005). Given the limited research in the literature on the dimension of competence as an

informing and rendering agent, e.g., the duality nature of competence; the studggindi

addressed the following questions:

1 What constitutedjoodleadership?

1 How did perceptions of leadership competence affect perceptions of
organizational competency?

1 Would organizational constituents prefer that their lead@ntbiasically goodor

begood atwhat they d@

L a u b 6 s petcdpfiod matciphenomenon revealed that different constituents
of servant leadership organizations experienced the organization differently. Similar
researchers found similar results (Drury, 2004). The literaturedaak understanding of
the role of the value di mension of compete
perception matcland similar results from other servant leadership researchers. The
study addressed the following questions:
1 Did perceptions of competee differ across different constituencies within an
organi zation, and did this difference of
identity, e.g., position or authority?
1 What were the relationships between organizational constituents anditiee ates
demand, upon either leadership competence or organizational competencies?
1 Did different roles within the organization experience leadership differently, and if

S0, how so?
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The study focused on the informing role of competence as it was both perceived
in relation to other servant leadership attributes, its priority among constituents, and as its
unique ability to inform other values. Since the value construct of competanee h
rendering effecpotential upon organizational advancement anthfmnming effecupon
other values, the study determined the linkage between perceptions of competence,
attribute value or hierarchy, and viewpoint of that relationship among varying
constituents. Perceptions of competence were studied across organizational positional
authority and profdoss responsibility, in addition to being compared against the raters

confidence in future employment.

Research Hypothesis

The null hypotheses for ¢hquantitative analysis of the informing role of
competence upon servant leadership attributes were as follows:

Hol: There was no significant priority for the servant leadership value of
competence in relation to similar servant leadership values acrossstituencies.

Ho2: Ther was no significant preferende terms of ranked value priority for
servant leadership values associated with intrinsic values (i.e. intenstatess of being)
versus organizational competencies (i.e. extensiants ofdoing).

Ho3: Ther was no significant differendeetween organizational roles, e.g.,

organizational authority or position, and the perceived priority value of competence.
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Ho4: Ther was no significant differend®tween organizational rolesge.
organizational authority or position, and the priority of preference betisagvalues
of a leader versusoingvalues of a leader.

Ho5:  There was no significant difference of the value of the attribute of
competence among organizational constitsienth different perceptions of the stability
of future employment.

Framed by the desire to understand the role of competence upon servant
leadership attributes, additional questions regarding the ureqaering effecof
competence were consideredhie instrument. Organizational competencies value
statements reflective aloingconstructs were paired with individualized intrinsic value
statements dbeing Also, the relationship of leadgtensionswith respect to
perceptions of intrinsic valueand its effect upon perceptions of organizational

competencies were examined and further analyzed from the data.

Selection of the Expert Panel

DeVellis (2003) noted the importance of clarifying the selected survey constructs
through the utiliation of an expert panel. The study solicited twegli2) participates
and four (4 alternates which composed an expert panel, consisting of accomplished
servant leaders and individual's of distinction in both career and community service.
Preference tthe responses of the instrument development was given to primary expert
panel participants, first, and alternates only in conditions where a full panel's
participation was not available. An invitation to participate in each portion of the survey

was emailed to each expert panel participant prior to the distribution of the online
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survey. The expert panel was richly diverse in gender, ethnicity, age, and religious

background. All but one of the panel participants had an advanced degree and the

average wiking experience of the panel was 31 years. The expert panel established the

selection of the final instrument®ingstatement constructs (i.e. intrinsic values); and

subsequently validated the final instrumeh&mganddoingbinary comparisons. The

expert panel consisted of:

1. Reverend Sally S. Weaver (MDv), Vicar of Saint Francis Episcopal Church,
Eureka, Missouri;

2. Dr. David Rough (Ed.D.), Director of Curriculum and Instruction, Dayton
Christian School System, Miamistyg, Ohio.

3. Ms. Teresa Witt, PMP (MA), Learning & Development Consultant, Eli Lilly and
Company, Indianapolis, Indiana.

4. J. Peter Van Driest (MBA), Chairman of The Phoenix Companies, Nashville,
Tennessee.

5. Ralph Hernandez, Management Consultant at Hunterdon Solutions, Greater New
York City Area.

6. Dr. Danny Powell (Ed.D.), Owner of Powell Financial, Ozark, Missouri and
Adjunct Instructor at Evangel University, Springfield, Missouri.

7. Dr. Linda Lightboune (Ed.D.), Teacher, Wesleyan School, Louisville, Kentucky.

8. Dr. Mark Barclay (Ph.D.), Technology Consultant, CPE Directory, Brentwood,
Tennessee.

9. Robert J. Barnett, Jr. (MBA), CEO, Exsol Labs, LLC, Duluth, GA and Candler,

North Carolina.
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10.  Lisa McCool (MA), Doctoral student in Organizational Leadership, Oakland City
University, Oakland City, Indiana.

11. Dr. Thomas E. Griffin (DBA), Professor of Decision Sciences & Management,
Nova Southeastern University, Plantation, Florida.

12.  Dr. Jonathan Snover (Ph.D.), Professor of Chemistry and Director of Clean
Energy Technologies, AshevitBuncombe Technical College, Asheville, North
Carolina.

Alternates

13. Charles M. Renner, EVP Business Development, PQA Ltd., Jamestown College

14.  Mike Elliott, Entrepreneur and Attorney, Owner: Edgehill Cafe, Nashville,
Tennessee.

15. Leon Drennan, <Retired> Chief Executive Officer, Hospital Corporation of
America, Patient Services Division, Nashville, Tennessee.

16. Darren Turco, CEO and Enpeeneur Independent Distressed Debt Buyer,

Franklin, Tennessee.

In the PreQualifying #1 Survey instrument Expert Panel review, eleven (11) of

the expert reviewers participated in the exercise. Although a different selection set, in the

PreQualifying #2 Survey instrument Expert Panel review, eleven (11) of the expert

reviewers participated in the exercise. All twelve (12) Expert Panel reviewers

participated in reviewing the Final Pilot Survey instrument in addition to the alternates.
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Selection oBubjects

This study targetka random sample of ninety (9@dividuals at varying levels
of organizational hierarchical responsibility. The respondents were contacteddly e
Seventy (70) respondents completed Part 1 of the survey andaixt{p4) respondents
completed Part 2. The study focused its findings upon understanding the informing and
rendering nature of competence across many different structural organizations. The value
construct of organizational competence was defined as beipgdapensity to which an
organization could reach its organizational goals (Reimann, 1975). There was an
intentioned effort to spread the survey instrument across multiple structural frameworks,
entity types, and positional hierarchy; among a widely difiedsaudience.

This study developed a custom instrument consisting of two primary assessment
divisions. Part 1: (the "Leadership Values Ranking") measured the value dimension of
competence on a relative value basis against other servant leadershipeattabnd in
the literature. Sections land 2 of Part 1 of the survey instrument utilized intrinsic value
statement constructs as representative of leader behaviors, and required a priority ranking
of eight (8) statement constructs. Section 3 of Pafttieosurvey instrument listed eight
(8) servant leadership values and required a ranking, without the informing nature of a
statement construct. The findings of this divisional assessment established the
beginnings of an axiological basis for the condinn of metricbased scales of servant
leadership attributes commensurate with the work of Hartman (1967).

Part 2: (the "Leadership Values Preferences"”) revealed eighteen (18) constructed
value pairings that determined the propensity of "coempzt informed” selection

through the binary choice of amtrinsic valueversus either aaxtrinsicor systemic
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value; a selection of eithéeingor doing The findings of this divisional assessment
established the informing nature of the value dimansiaccompetence upon

organizational perception and servant leadership theory. It was designed to determine if
the individualized nature of Hartman's (1967) theory of intrinsic value, and its focus on
individualism, aligned with the values that constitgesftose with respect to the
preferences of characteristics of their leaders.

The study was developed and distributed online using QuestionPro.com software
and internet distribution site. Validation of the value constructs utilized in the selection
pairings and the sentence constructs utilized for servant leadership association were
constructed in keeping with DeVellis (2003) through the utilization of-pef&on expert
panel. Participants voluntarily provided their names, or a keyword, as evidene# of th
completion of the online survey instrument. A forced ranked selection was imposed on
Part 1, all sections, of the survey instrument, such that the participant would have to
choose a preference of value. The questionpro.com software was utilizedtb@ mi
display of the eight (8) statement constructs among surveys, so that no pattern of
selection was implied in the display of the statement constructs or the values shown. In
Part 2 of the survey instrument, a similar random presentation display mekaged
so that the pattern of which type of statement construct was displayed either first or

second, was randomly chosen by a computer algorithm.

Instrumentation
The study represented a blended methodology. The qualitative aspects of the

survey consisted of the development, validation, and completion of intrinsic value
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statement constructs which were derived directly from earlier works of servant leadership
researchers and their respective instruments. The nature of the representagive.gal
competence, altruism, humility, was captured in the form of four (4) sample statement
constructs. These statement constructs were categorized into six (6) attribute dimensions:
Humility/Listening, Agapao Love/Stewardship/Empathy, Altruism/EmuldHealing,
Vision/Conceptualization/Foresight, Trust/Persuassion/Calling,
Empowerment/Growth/Awareness. These representative dimensions represented a wide
array of previous researchers' work on intrinsic values found in servant leadership.

The Expert Panel judged the appropriateness of each statement construct within
the context of the intrinsic value's definition, drawn from the literature. DeVellis (2003)
noted the importance of theoretical clarity with respect to development of cosistruct
within the actual perceptions and experiences of the study's target audience. The diverse
backgrounds, experiences, and viewpoints of the chosen Expert Panel assisted with
supplying this study with such construct clarity.

The purpose of this study waset to develop further scales for servant leadership,
but rather, it focused on prioritizing the plethora of available constructs, attributes,
characteristics, and vales already existing in the literature. The study was constructed
around DeVellis' (2003Guidelines in Scale Developmexsta means of imposing
construct validity upon the survey instrument. The methodology contained eight steps:
Determine clearly what it is you want to measure,

Generate an item pool,

Determine the format feneasurement,

Have the initial item pool reviewed by experts,
Consider inclusion of validation items,
Administer items to a development sample,

Evaluate the items,
Optimize scale length.

N~ WNE
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Page and Wong (20D8tated that the emphasis of understanding of servant
leadership had always been focused upon experiential understanding, with most of the
observations anecdotal and inspirationally based. Extensive work had been performed by
researchers to establishengralized scale of servant leadership (Barbuto & Wheeler,

2006; Russell & Stone, 2002; Page & Wong, 2000; Farling, Stone & Winston, 1999;

Wong, 2003; Sendjaya, Sarros & Santora, 20
Servant Organizational Leaderships@ssment (SOLA) was the most substantial early

effort that established a base praxis for servant leadership. Farling, Stone and Winston
(1999) studied the effect of service in servant leadership, and noted trust, credibility, and
vision as contributing f&tors. Page and Wong (2000) created a conceptual framework

for measuring servant leadership, which incorporated twelve categories of servant

leadership characteristics. Russell and Stone (2002) established an aggregate set of

twenty values as being refed in servant leadership, and categorized them into

accompanying value dimensions and functional value dimensions. Barbuto and

Wheel erds (2006) scale development wutilize
resulting five scale dimensions, g.gltruistic calling, emotional healing, wisdom,

persuasive mapping, and organizational stewardship. Dennis (2005) expanded the role
development work of Patterson (2003) in his development of the servant leadership
assessment instrument. Joseph and iMNE005) established a correlation between

servant leadership and leader trust. Sendjaya, Sarros, and Santora (2008) set forth a
theoretical framework of servant leadership behaviors in the six dimensions of voluntary

subordination, authentic self, conantal relationship, responsible morality,
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transcendental spirituality, and transforming influence. Other researchers noted the
correlation of competence as an integral component of trust, exhibited through leader
behaviors (Martinez and Dorfman, 199&rkgaardetal, 2002), perceived character or
credibility (Kouzes and Posner, 1993), and as being associated with a culture of trust
(Cufaude, 1999). As evidenced in the TalBlervant Leadership Characteristics,
Attributes, andvalues this study incorpoated a broad array of the scale development,
construct, and assessment literature on servant leadership from previous scholars.
SERVANT LEADERSHIP CHARACTERISTICS, ATTRIBUTES, & VALUES
EARLIER RESEARCH

TABLE 9. Servant Leadership authors arshsisri§ statement constructs

Characteristic Description Researcher
Agapao Love To love in a social or moral sense (Patterson, 2003,
p.12)
Humility Personal perspective, unpretentious (Patterson, 2003,
p. 15)
Altruism Concern for the welfare of another without self interest or motive (Patterson, 2003,
p. 17)
Vision Goaloriented perspective of communication and interaction (Patterson, 2003,
p. 20)
Trust Speaks to leader morality antkedibility; an authenticity of interpersong (Patterson, 2003,
relationships p. 22)
Empowerment Sharing power (Patterson, 2003,
p. 24)
Service Responsibility for others (Wis, 2002) (Patterson, 2003,
p. 25)
From Kathleen A. Servant_eadership: A Theoretical Model, March 2003 Unpublished
Patterson Dissertation
Values people By believing in people, by putting others first, by listening (Laub, 1999, p.
46)
Develops people By providing for learning and growth, by modeling, by encouraging | (Laub,1999, p.
46)
Builds community By enhancing relationships, by working collaboratively, by valuing th (Laub, 1999, p.
differences of others 47)
Displays authenticity] By being open to being known, by being learners, by maintaining (Laub, 1999, p.
integrity 47)
Provides leadership | By envisioning the future, by taking initiative, by clarifying goals (Laub, 1999, p.
48)
Shares leadership | By sharing power, by sharing status (Laub, 1999, p.
48)
From James Alan Assessing the servant organizatiD@velopment of the servant Unpublished
Laub organizational leadership assessment (SOLA) instrument, April 1994 Dissertation
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Listening Getting in touch with ( (Spears, 2004, p.13)
Empathy Understand, accept, and recogmie®ple for their (Spears, 2004, p. 13)
unique gifts
Healing Help make whole (Spears, 2004, p. 13)
Awareness Situational viewing from a holistic perspective (Spears, 2004, p. 14)
Persuasion Communicative convincing process (Spears, 2004, p. 14)
Conceptualization Thinking beyond dayo-day realities (Spears, 2004, p. 14)
Foresight Strongly intuitive ability to perceive future direction| (Spears, 2004, p. 15)
and opportunity
Stewardship Serving the needs of others in trust (Spears, 2004, p. 15)
Commitment to the growth of | Nurturing people (Spears, 2004, p. 16)
people
Building community Placing effort into the shaping of lives (Spears, 2004, p. 16)
From Larry C. Spears & Practicing Servant Leadership: Succeeding throug| JosseyBass: San
Michele Lawrence trust,bravery, and forgiveness, 2004 Francisco
Vision Detects patterns or trends as they unfold (Farling, Stone &
Winston, 1999, p. 53)
Influence Persuasive communication that shapes expectatio| (Farling, Stone &
Winston, 1999, p. 55)
Credibility Facilitation positive images and thoughts (Kouzes { (Farling, Stone &
Posner, 1993) Winston, 1999, p. 58)
Trust Multidimensional relationship construct leading to | (Farling, Sbne &
cooperation, respect, competence, and vision (Ber] Winston, 1999, p. 63)
& Nanus, 1985)
Service Focus and actions on the needs of others (Farling, Stone &
Winston, 1999, p. 64)

From Myra L. Farling; A.
Gregory Stone; Bruce E.
Winston

Servant Leadership: Setting the stage for empirica
research, 1999, Vol. 6, N&/2

The Journal of
Leadership Studies

Vision "an ideal and unique image of the future" (Kouzes | (Russell & Stone, 2002,
and Posner, 1995, p. 95) p. 147)

Honesty The leader's character. (Russell & Stone, 2002,
p. 147)

Integrity A adherence to an overafioral code. (Russell & Stone, 2002,
p. 148)

Trust Vulnerability based upon the expectations that (Russell & Stone, 2002,
another party will perform. p. 148)

Service Providing the resources others need to achieve (Russell & Stone, 2002,
success. p. 149)

Modeling Setting a personal example. (Russell & Stone, 2002,
p. 149)

Pioneering To prepare the way or initiate participation. (Russell & Stone, 2002,

p. 150)

Appreciation of others

Care for constituents.

(Russell & Stone, 2002,
p. 151)

Empowerment

Entrusting others with responsibility.

(Russell & Stone, 2002,
p. 152)

From Robert F. Russell and A.

Gregory Stone

A review of servant leadership attributes: developir
a practical model, 2002, 23/3, 1457.

Leadership &
Organization
Development Journal
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Calling The conscious choice to serve others. (Barbuto & Wheeler,
p. 304)
Listening Active acceptance of employee's opinions, ideas, and | (Barbuto & Wheeler,
suggestions (Spears, 1995). p. 305)
Empathy Leaders putting themselves in ttiecumstances of othery (Barbuto & Wheeler,
p. 306)
Healing Recognition of when and how to foster an environmen{ (Barbuto & Wheeler,
emotional pain or broken spirit. p. 306)
Awareness The leader's astuteness for picking up cues in the (Barbuto & Wheeler,
environment (Brbuto & Wheeler, 2002). p. 306)
Persuasion Influencing others without reliance upon authority or (Barbuto & Wheeler,
hierarchical power. p. 307)
Conceptualization Utilization of mental models and visioning skills. (Barbuto &Wheeler,
p. 307)
Foresight Anticipation of future events or opportunities. (Barbuto & Wheeler,
p. 307)
Stewardship Community responsibility, societal contributions, and | (Barbuto & Wheeler,
organizational preparation. p. 308)
Growth Personal developmeirt a positive direction with (Barbuto & Wheeler,
motivation to extend performance and organizational | p. 308)
contribution.
Community Building Creating a forum of interelated people to increase (Barbuto & Wheeler,
organizational identity and instill a sense of community p. 309)
spirit.
From John E. Barbuto, Jr. and| Scale development and construct clarification of serval Group & Organization
Daniel W. Wheeler leadership, 2006, Vol. 31, No. 3, 3326. Management

The study incorporated multiple sources into the construction of the axiometric
instrument. The original dissertation work of Dennis (208éjvant Leadership
Theory: Development of the servant leadership assessment instrbasad upon the
work of Patterson (2003), was significantly utilized in developing the six comparative
domain constructs of humility, agapao love, altruism, vision, trust, and empowerment.
The construct of service was omitted from the instrument due to its ambiguity as to being
an independent value construct, as noted by Dennis' (2004) recommendations; "Remove
this concept entirely and set up as a dependent variable (p. 104)". The study referenced
the servant leadership scale development work of Barbuto and Wheeler (2006), who
derived eleven original potential dimensions of servant leadership: calling, listening,
empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptualization, foresight, stewardship,

growth, and community building. Spears (2004) longstanding ten servant leadership
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characteristics were reflected in the work of Barbuto & Wheeler (2006), Russell & Stone
(2002), and were drawn from for use in the instrument. The attribute development work
of Farling, Stone and Winston (1999) informed the Leadership Values Ranking and
Prderences, as did the competence, ethos, and credibility research of McCroskey and
Teven (1999), Kouzes and Posner (2003), and Bernard Reimann (1975), respectively.
Lado & Wilson (1994) defined organizational competencies as, "achieving a sustainable
compeitive advantage” (p. 720), echoed in the statement of Lawler (1994) that,
"organizational capabilities..provide competitive advantage." (p. 6).

Part 2, organizational competencies statement constructs were derived from
competencies research of Tubb&é&hulz (2006), Subramanian & Strandholm, (2009),
Braithwaite & Law (1985); and the extensive list of organizational, entrepreneurial, and
enterprise competencies found in the work of Furnham, Petrides, Tsaousis, Pappas, and Garro

(2005) andvan Man, Lau,and Snape (2008).

Basis of instrument

Several instruments from the literature were reviewed to establishstatiéanent
constructs for the primary survey and the value pairings. No direct statements were
utilized from any instrument and no instrument psychometrics were inferred into the
survey results, except to the extent that the work drawn from the literature had
estallished independent verification, validity, and clarity (DeVellis, 2003) in the
literature. Strong alignment between the statement value pairings and instrument
constructs of the referenced researchers was desired for attribute congruency; however,

the meaurement phenomenon had no similarity except as validation of the appropriate
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attribute sectional assignment. The study instrument was not directed at measuring
servant leadership, nor was it directed at measuring compepanse The study

instrumet clarified and illuminated the context under waliniservant leadership values

are observed, adopted, and recognized as such within an organization; as well as it
established a foundational argument for the role, importance, and informing perception of
competence within the servant leardhip literature. Tabl8cale Development Theory

and Applications, 2008enoted the instrument individual statement value pairings and

the source of the statement constuct

TABLE 10. Model of instrument developmenbingthod

DeVellis¢ Scale Development Theory and Applications, 2003

STEP 3
STEP 1 STEP 5
] Determine the o ] Evaluate | STEP 7
Deter_m_lne clearly format for Co_nsm_ler |_ncIu3|on of the items.
what it is you want t measurement. validation items.
measure. Optimize scale
o Administer items to a length.
Generate an Have the initial deve|0pment samp|e
item pool. item pool STEP 8
reviewed by STEP 6
STEP 2 experts.
I STEP 4
v v 4
Inferential
Relative value measure pf ey — statistics
competence and SL ranking AND forced Construction and inclusion of direft performed and
values AND selected selecti?)n of equall competence sentence constructs outliers omitted,) v
pairings of competence v ighted i quatly for validity comparison. v
informed values IO X
Relative Value Test se|
Pilot survey submitted at 3 stages;
Generated 7_2ltem Parjel of experts to Expert Panehnd 8
sentence pairing reviewedbeing o
H . additional Competence Construc
constructs forbeing construct associations e——— Teostisotati30 painngs
anddoing. ANDBeingversusDoing P ' p 9
sentence constructs.
Research MethodologMap
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Research Methodology Map
1. Relative value measure of competence and servant leadership value, and selected
pairings of competene@formed values rendered through constructed sentence
constructs.
2. Geneated 72item sentence pairing constructs BeingandDoing association, to
be utilized in the final survey instrument.
3. Segregated 3fiem intrinsic value statement constructs for mslép Expert
Panel validation process.
4. Axiometric formulated foced ranking selection criteria drawn from selected
servant leadership dimensions of the literature, and competence, credibility, and
ethos/expertise value constructs.
5. Expert Panel selected and revieviBgingandDoing sentence constructs for
validationof association and representation of the competencemopetence construct
methodology.
6. Expert Panel reviewed and validatg€ingsentence constructs through two (2)
PreValuation feedback sessions, for association with specific servant leadelsiep va
from the literature.
7. Construction and inclusion of direct competence, credibility, and ethos/expertise;
including organizational competencies; as sentence constructs were included in the final
survey instrument as a measure of interpretation validéy the Expert Panel.
6. Pilot survey (final Draft) was submitted to Expert Panel review plus 8 arbitrarily

selected additional raters from general population.
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7. Inferential statistics were performed and outliers were omitted fromduraey
instrument. Twelve (12) intrinsic value statement constri#s1Q) were selected for

Part 1, Sections 1 and 2; in addition tcompetencand aservicevalues construct.
Eighteen (18) intrinsic value statement construgtsrn(g were selectetbr Part 2, with a
matching eighteen (18) extrinsic or systemic value statement consboatg)(selected

for the binary matching Values Preferences section.

8. Relative Value Test committed tesBages and Competency Construct Instrument
set at eightee(lL8) value pairings for the purposes of assembling the final survey
instrument. Final instrument was prepared and entered into online forum;
guestionpro.com. Surveys were distributed to approximately ninety (90) individuals
consisting of friends, ass@ates, colleagues, and family members. Return rates on Part 1

were 78% with return rates on Part 2 of the survey at 71%.

Referenced Literature Constructs
The statement construct value pairingsBéihg' and 'Doing" were derived from

the following sourcs:

() Dennis, R. (2004). Servant leadership theory: Development of the Servant
Leadership Assessment Instrumddissertation Abstracts International,
65 (05) 1857.

(i) Man, T., Lau, T. & Snape, E. Entrepreneurial competencies and the perfermanc
of small and medium enterprises: An investigation through a framework of
competitivenessJournal of Small Business and Entrepreneurshig3p1

257-276.



(iii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

(vii)

(viii)
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Dennis, R. S., & Bocarnea, M. (2005). Development of the servant leguershi
assessment instrumeheadership & Organization Development Journal,
26(8), 600615.

Braithwaite, V. & Law, H. (1985). Structure of human values: Testing the
adequacy of the Rokeach Value Survégurnal of Personality and
Social Psghology,491), 256263.

Furnham, A., Petrides, K., Tsaousis, I., Pappas, K. & Garrod, D. (2005). A
crosscultural investigation into the relationships between personality
traits and work valuesThe Journal of Psychology, 139, 532.

Barbuto, J. & Wheeler, D. (2006). Scale development and construct clarification
of servant leadershipGroup and Organizational Management, Vol.31
(3), June 2006, 36826: DOI 10.1177/1059601 106287091.

Spears, L. C., Lawrence, M. (200P€racticing servant leadership:
Succeeding through trust, bravery, and forgivenédse Robert K.
Greenleaf Center for Servant Leadership: Indianapolis, IN.

Russell, R. & Stone, G. (20024 review ofservant leadership attributes:
Develping a practical model.Leadership and Organization

Development Journal, 23), 145  157.



Table 11: Sentence constructs and attributes : Literature Basis and References

Being
or Literature Ref.
Stmt No. | Doing | Instrument Attribute Section Instrument Statement Construct Literature and construct references | No or Page No.
1 D Humility/Listening Turns constructive feedback into Responds to constructive criticism. ii/271/48
improvements.
My leader possesses tact when confronte
2 B AgapaolLove/Stewardship/Empathy Displays a kind and gentle manner. with anger. i/121/32
This person believes that the organizatior|
3 B Agapao Love/Stewardship/Empath Promotes social and environmental needs to play a moral role in society. Vvi/323/Appndx
awareness.
My leader understands service is a prima
4 B Trust/Persuasion/Calling Has an internal desire to serve. function of leadership. i/121/41
My leader shows love to his/her followers
by always doing the right thing at the righ
5 B Altruism/Emotional Healing Empathyfor those in need. time and for the right reason. i/1120/27
....understanding issu@s/olving ethics and
6 B Empowerment/Growth/Awareness| Core values under gird future plans. values. viil14/4
Determine longerm issues, problems, or
7 D Vision/Conceptualization/Foresight Openly discusses firm plans and goals. | opportunities. ii/271/28
8 D Humility/Listening Recognize and works on personal Recognize and work on my own ii/271/53
shortcomings. shortcomings.
Managerial respect: Being respected for
9 D Trust/Persuasion/Calling Experience and credentials build your skills and input. v/12/22
confidence.
10 B Vision/Conceptualization/Foresight Foresees external threats. ....to foresee the likely outcome of a Vii/15/7
situation.
Opportunity for personal growth and
11 B Empowerment/Growth/Awareness| Values career advancement opportunitied development. v/12/23
12 D Agapao Love/Stewardship/Empath Interacts with others to coordinate Coordinate tasks. ii1271/22
resources.
13 B Humility/Listening Believes in constructiveritique. My leader accepts appropriate criticism. | i/120/20
14 D Vision/Conceptualization/Foresight Monitors progress of organizational Monitor progress toward strategic goals. | ii/271/34
objectives.
My leader would defend someone s/he
thought was being treated unjustly even if
15 D Altruism/Emotional Healing Defends the unjust even if unpopular. made my leader unpopular. i/119/8
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Being
or Literature Ref.
Stmt No. | Doing | Instrument Attribute Section Instrument Statement Construct Literature and construct references | No or Page No.
Agapao Love/Stewardship/Empath i/121/28
16 B Has a compassionate spirit. My leader is compassionate.
Accepts others without preconceived My leader is not interested in self iii/608/TbIVIII
17 B Humility/Listening notions. glorification.
Vision/Conceptualization/Foresighf Has an intuition of future opportunities. It is also deeply rooted within the intuitive| vii/15/7
18 B mind.
My leader purposefully encourageis/her
19 D Agapao Love/Stewardship/Empath Joins the work. workers. i/121/33
20 D Agapao Love/Stewardship/Empath Completes the work when due. Persevering: not giving up in spite of iv/258/TbI3
difficulties.
My leader listens to whdbllowers
21 B Humility/Listening Listens with respect and attentiveness. (employees) have to say with respect. i/120/24
Competitive: always trying to do better thg
22 D Vision/Conceptualization/Foresight Competes well in a competitive others. iv/259/TbI3
environment.
Actively look for products or services that
23 D Empowerment/Growth/Awareness| Frequent quality reviews improve service| provide real benefit to customers. ii/271/3
24 D Humility/Listening Listens for perceived unmet customer Perceive unmet customer needs. 1i/271/2
needs.
25 B AgapaolLove/Stewardship/Empathy Calm in the middle of chaos and trial. My leader remains calm in the midst of i/121/30
turmoil.
Dedicate to make the venture work
26 D Humility/Listening Does more than is required. whenever appropriate. ii/271/38
My leader is humble enough to consult
others in the organization when he/she m
27 B Humility/Listening Is transparent witown shortcomings not have all the answers. iii/608/ThIVIII
My leader should make sure his/her
employees have an ideal image of the
28 B Vision/Conceptualization/Foresight Has foresight fofuture opportunities. future state of the organization. i1122/46
My leader has sought my visieegarding
29 B Vision/Conceptualization/Foresight Hopes and dreams for the future. the organization's vision. iii/607/Thlll
Feedback (regular) concerning the results
30 D Empowerment/Growth/Awareness| Participates in 360feedback sessions. of your work. v/12/12
Develop longterm trusting relationships
31 D Agapao Love/Stewardship/Empath Develops lastingelationships with with others. ii1271/5
customers.
32 D Trust/Persuasion/Calling Takes risk with new ideas that others hav| Take responsible jokelated risks. ii/271/13
This person does everything he/she can ]
33 D Altruism/Emotional Healing Gives the shirt off his/her back. serve me. Vvi/322/Apndx
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Being
or Literature Ref.

Stmt No. Doing Instrument Attribute Section Instrument Statement Construct Literature and construct references | No or Page No.
...especially selwareness, strengthens th

34 B Empowerment/Growth/Awareness| Is keenly aware of own limitations. servant leader. viil14/4
The leaders in my organization do what

35 B Trust/Persuasion/Calling Encourages interpersoriategrity. they say they will do. i/122/53
...., taking a personal interest in ideas ang

36 B Empowerment/Growth/Awareness| Convinced that ideas drive innovation. suggestions from everyone. Vii/16/9
This person is talented at helping me to h

37 D Altruism/Emotional Healing Bereavement counseling is provided. emotionally. Vvi/322/Appndx
This person is one | would turn to if | had

38 B Altruism/Emotional Healing Extends help when others hurt. personal trauma. Vvi/322/Appndx
My leader entrusts power to others in our

39 D Empowerment/Growth/Awareness| Entrusts power to others to make decisiol] organization. i/119/9

40 B Altruism/Emotional Healing Emphasis is on moral convictions. My leaderhas strong moral convictions. | i/119/1
My leader believes that all persons are

41 B Humility/Listening Believes that people have inherent value.| worthy of respect. i/120/22
Progressive: being prepared to accept an

42 D Vision/Conceptualization/Foresight Modifies strategy in response pioogress. support new things. iv/258/TbI3
My leader involves followers in planning

43 D Empowerment/Growth/Awareness| Involves followers in organizational and decisiormaking. i/119/14

planning.

....believes in the responsibility to do

44 B Empowerment/Growth/Awareness| Believes in the power of role models. everything possible to nurture the Vii/15/9
personnel.
...and create orum for people to express

45 B Altruism/Emotional Healing Recognizes the symptoms of grief. feelings. vi/306/Healing
My leader believes what s/he does benefi

46 B Altruism/Emotional Healing Does not look for gain in every situation. | many other people. i/119/7

47 B Agapao Love/Stewardship/Empath Encourage$orgiveness. My leader is able to forgive. i/121/35

48 D Humility/Listening Picks up the slack for another without Conscientious: being hardworking iv/258/ThlI3

notice.

49 B Vision/Conceptualization/Foresight Dreams beyond present circumstances. | ....onemust think beyond dato-day Vii/14/6
realities.
My leader's concern for me contributes to

50 B Trust/Persuasion/Calling Has honest concern for others. my concern for the organization. i/122/50

51 B Trust/Persuasion/Calling Is not accusatory. My leader knows | am above corruption. | iii/608/TbIVII
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My leader's reputation of trustworthiness
determined by the amount of trust given t

52 B Trust/Persuasion/Calling Trust in the team's motive. followers. 1/122/52
This person offers compelling reasons to
53 D Trust/Persuasion/Calling Uses persuasion to encourage. get me to do things. Vi/322/Appndx
Being
or Literature Ref.
StmtNo. | Doing | Instrument Attribute Section Instrument Statement Construct Literature and construct references | No or Page No.
54 D Vision/Conceptualization/Foresight Sustains productivity through high energy] Maintains a high energy level. ii1271/46
My leader selfishly helps others just for th
55 D Altruism/Emotional Healing Selflessly helps others withoexpected sake of helping. i/119/2
payoff.
Tasks are assigned based upon skills ang
56 D Empowerment/Growth/Awareness| abilities. Chance to use your skills and abilities. v/12/5
57 D Trust/Persuasion/Calling Communicates to teams with full Influence in the work group/team. v/12/17
transparency.
Fatigue avoidance (not being overworked
58 D Altruism/Emotional Healing Provides time off for volunteer work. to exhaustion). v/12/11
Responsibly weighs costs /benefits beforg
59 D Agapao Love/Stewardship/Empath action. Are held accountable for reaching work | iii/75/20
goals.
Fairness (people beirgguitably paid for
60 D Trust/Persuasion/Calling Compensation is fair and performance performance compared to others). v/12/10
based.
61 B Humility/Listening Is authentic and neassuming. My leader is authentic. i/119/4
Stewardship involves managing the
62 B Agapao Love/Stewardship/Empath Can be trusted with a secret. property or affairs of another person. Viii/149
"leadership by persuasion has the virtue
change by convincement rather than
63 D Trust/Persuasion/Calling Initiates change with rational dialogue. coercion" (Greenleaf) Viii/151
"servant leadership as being the intention
64 B Trust/Persuasion/Calling Responds to an inner voice. leaders” vi/304/Calling
"leadership is to influence emations to
65 B Altruism/Emotional Healing Is a sensitive heart in the organization. create themotional heart of the Vvi/306/Healing
organization"
"..the leader's astuteness for picking up c{ vi/306/Awareness
66 B Empowerment/Growth/Awareness| Attentive to cues in the environment. in the environment."
67 B Vision/Conceptualization/Awareney See the bigger picture. "encompass broader base conceptual Vii/14/6

S

thinking"
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"the great outcomes of servant leaders$ig

68 D Empowerment/Growth/Awareness| Seeks positive organizational outcomes. | that followers develop in a positive Vvi/308/Growth
direction."
69 D Humility/Listening Changes based upon direct, honest Responds to constructive criticism. ii/1271/48
feedback.
vi/308/Stewardshi
70 D Agapao Love/Stewardship/Empath Takes care of the affairs others with 'meet the needs of society" p
diligence.
Being
or Literature Ref.
Stmt No. Doing Instrument Attribute Section Instrument Statement Construct Literature and construct references | No or Page No.
71 D Altruism/Emotional Healing Encourages physical fitness and life Physical welbeing. iv/262/Tbl 6
balance.
72 D Vision/Conceptualization/Foresigh Moves in professional circles of influence] Positive orientation toward others. iv/262/Tbl 6
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Choice of Statement Constructs by Expert PanelsBreey One

An online presurvey was constructed that reflected the six primary dimensions of
the servant leadership values set. The seM&my(72) individualized statement
constructsvere reviewed by the expert panel in order to ascertain the statement's strength
of association with the intrinsic, e.tpeing servant leadership attributes (see T&#ang
Statement Constructs). The yz@rvey was delivered electronically through
QuestionPro.com (www.questionpro.com) and constructed to allow a judgment to be
made by each panel based upon a Likert Scale of: 1) Outstanding, 2) Very Effective, 3)
Effective, 4) Adequate, and 5) Ineffective. Each expert panel participant was provided
with a Value Dimension Definitions report which showed the specific Value to be rated
and the scholarly definition from which it was based. Expert panel participants were
asked to add helpful commentary on any statement constructs for which they graded as
being Adequate or Ineffective for the purpose of improving the statement's servant
leadership attribute association. The-puevey was distributed viareail to each of the
thirteen expert panel participants. There were ten (10) respondents to tlwaificspre
survey. Comments from the expert panel on statement constructs which ranked in their
respective lower fortpercent (40%) were reviewed and incorporated intesBreey

Two constructs.

Choice of Statement Constructs by Expert PaneksBreeyTwo

An online presurvey was constructed that reflected the six primary dimensions
of the servant leadership values set. The sex&my(72) individualized statements were
segregated intBeingconstructs an@®oing constructs; resultmin thirty-six (36)

constructs for which validation criteria and comments were available from Pre



103

Qualification #1 Expert Panel review. The Expert Panel comments from Pre
Qualification #1 with respect to these thigix (36) intrinsic value statemernrstructs

were incorporated, with thirtgix (36) items revised, or alternative statement constructs,
presented for redress. The Expert Panel was reengaged to review the revised or
alternative intrinsic value statement constructs. The Value Dimensiomtioefs were
updated and distributed accordingly to the expert panel. Eleven (11) Expert Panel
participants responded to the Rpaalification #2 solicitation. The revised thisyx (36)
intrinsic value statement constructs were presented in a Ligale 8f: 1) Outstanding,

2) Very Effective, 3) Effective, 4) Adequate, and 5) Ineffective. From these results, the

prevailing statement construct was chosen for final inclusion into the final survey.

Preparation of Pilot Survey Instrument

The survey wa divided into two main divisions: Part 1, a priority ranking of
servant leadership values as the basis of forming an early axiometric ranking; and Part 2,
a binary selection format which forced a selection between &tirgor Doing
statement constructs. For the Pilot survey, Part 1, fourteen (14) intrinsic value statement
constructs were selected which reflected the highest mean averages fromGualRre
and PreQual 2 Expert Panel reviews. These fourteen (14) statements wernearated
into competence statement constructs, and a section 3 was added, which reflected the
rater'sinterpretation of the values displayed on the survey. The following dimensions of
servant leadership values were assembled for the Pilot review bytdreled Expert

Panel:
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TABLE 12: Statement Constructs for Axiometric Ranking, Part 1, Section 1

--* Part 1: Section 1 Rank Order ~ Vallea8et

[E]Believes in the power of role models. ‘— EMPOWERMENT 2.900
[L] Encourages forgiveness. ‘_ AGAPAO LOVE 2.818
[H] Believes that all people have inherent value. ‘— HUMILITY 2.500

[C] Has the capabilities to be effective for the organization. ‘_ COMPETENCE N/A
[V] Has an intuition of future opportunities. ‘_ VISION 2.500
[T] Is authentic and reliable. ‘— TRUST 3.300
[A] Hurts when others hurt. ‘— ALTRUISM 3.400
[S] Focus and actions on the needs of others. ‘— SERVICE N/A

TABLE 13Statement Constructs for Axiometric Ranking, Part 1, Section 2

---* Part 1: Section 2 Rank Order  Wdie@nSet

[A] Empowering but without charity. ‘— ALTRUISM 1.600
[T] Encourages interpersonal integrity; character. ‘— TRUST 2.100
[S] Puts the interests of others above own. ‘— SERVICE N/A
[C] Apossession of knowledge, skills, and abilities; capable. ‘— COMPETENCE N/A

[L] Has a compassionate spirit. ‘_ AGAPAO LOVE 1.180
[V] Hopes and dreams for the future. ‘_ VISION 2.200

[H] Rarely initiates attention toward him/herself. ‘_ HUMILITY 1.500
[E] Core values undergird future plans. ‘— EMPOWERMENT 3.200
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TABLE 14: Statement Constructs for Axiétaeking, Part 1, Section 3

---*Part 1: Section 3 Statement Construct & Value Set Rank Order

VISION A picture of the future that produces passion.

AGAPAO LOVEAN attribute thahtails compassion and gentleness; caring and spiritual.
SERVICEPIlacing the needs of others before your own.

COMPETENCH he potential to be effective; resourceful, knowledgeable, capable.
EMPOWERMENTENtrusting power to others widmarhasis on teamwork and delegation.
HUMILITY : the ability to keep one's accomplishments and talents in perspective.

TRUST An expectation of authenticity, reliability, and dependability.

BRI

ALTRUISM Helping others selflessly just feakbeof helping.

Preparation of Final Survey Instrument

Comments from the expert panel regarding the Pilot survey were collected and
minor semantic adjustments to the survey instrument were made before entering the
survey into the online format. The disparity of trying different statement constructs
which reslted in varying Expert Panel opinions (rankings), were indicative of the
gualitative nature of the intrinsic value statement construct process. Time restrictions of
the study prevented subsequent, and repeated, statement construct review; and limited the
DeVellis (2003) methodology to two (2) rounds of construct selection. From the thirty
(30) intrinsic value statements utilized in the Final Survey, the distribution of scores of
Adequateor Ineffectivelikert scores was equal to 24% of the total responBesponses
in theOutstandingVery Effectiveor Effectivecategories was equal to 76% of the total

responses.
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Each expert panel participant ranked all suggested statement constructs as
presented in either RP@ualification #1 or Pr&ualification #2. All selections from each
expert panel participant were scored and summarized; then subsequently ranked from
highest scoring constructs to lowest scoring constructs. Since each intrinsic value
statement construct was derived from published, validatedrdseAny small
anomalies of variation were not deemed to degrade the instrument's validity with respect
to priority selection determination. Only one (1) item out of the construct pool was
chosen from below the 25% Intquartile range, and only one (1¢m was chosen above
the 90% median. Items were identified for possible revision or omission based upon
scoring and comments from the Pilot study, and other analysis.

The final instrument was entered into questionpro.com and invitations were
advanced i email to ninety (90) participants. Survey participation began on August
15, 2010 and ended on October 4, 2010. Seventy (70) respondents completed Part 1 of

the survey and sixtfour (64) respondents completed Part 2.

Data Analysis

Surveyresponses were monitored online through QuestionPro.com monitoring
software. Email reminders were sent to responders to encourage completion of the
instrument. A "completion deadline" was established, whereupon survey responses were
downloaded into an B Excel spreadsheet, and surveys were no longer accepted. The
data was organized utilizing MS Excel. Th{8gsurveys in Part 1 had to be eliminated
from the final grouping due to erroneous or incomplete whateh concluded with

seventy (70rompletedsections. No surveys were eliminated from Part 2.



107

The open survey period was sixty (60) days. The first survey was completed on
August 15, 2010 with the last survey being completed on the deadline of October 15,
2010. Survey respondents were widelygraphically dispersed, with respondents
having residences in Tennessee, Arkansas, Alabama, Pennsylvania, North Carolina,
Indiana, California, Texas, Ohio, Michigan, Massachusetts, Oklahoma, Kentucky,
Florida, Washington, Missouri, Georgia, and Ontario,di@anRespondents are
provided a "request for copy" of the final dissertation, and tiseten (37) respondents
requested this option via inclusion of theimail addresses.

The instrument measured different criteria of preference and associdhe
construct developmeidcusedon establishing relidb, representativealuedimensions
andBeingandDoing statements, to achieve preferential compariséi$OVA tests
were utilized to measure the significance, or-smmificance, among the@ups of
valuedimensionandrendering agenciesAll tests were conducted utilizing a
confidence level of 95%, opE 0.05). When significant differencewere detected,
further analyses wergerformed to either measure the correlation among the groups (i.e.
through Pearson correlation) @etermine where the differences occurred (i.e. Tukey).

Rankings to establish an axiometric foundation for future study resulted from an
analysis of the mans of the &ection, Part 1 constructs of selected servant leadership
values. The three sections were equally weighted and assigned measurement criterion
based upon selected preference, engst importanteceived a ranking of "1" whilleast
importantreceived a ranking of "8" (i.e. there were eight statement constructs to rank in
each section)The rankings were collated by how many times a value received a "1",

most importantranking; and how many times a value received arf@{{ most important
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ranking, and so of(see Table 21). The three clusters of Part 1 constructs were averaged,

e.g., the average among all respondents of the ranked samepétenceand then, the

average among all respondents of the ranked scdnesifand so onFrom tis, a table

was constructed which showed the relative servant leadership value dimension and its

associated ranking. It was clear from a review of only the mean scores among different

value dimensions that differences existed. ANOVA tests were usddrfy whether

or not these differences were significant to a confidence level of 95%.
TheBeingandDoing constructs were measured based upon binary selection of

the respondents. Across all six (6) value dimension clusters, and as an agBeiggt

or Doing selections were summed and tlaseraged across all respondents. ANOVA

was utilized to determine if a significance difference of selection existed among the

clusters. ANOVA tests were also utilized across the independent variabld data o

organizational roles, fdBeingor Doing preference and faompetencereference, and

for employment circumstances it related to the value cbmpetence
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CHAPTER 4

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Introduction

The results of the study included a review of the construct development of the
instrument and the findings of the survayong and Davey (2007) structured an
argumemfor servant leadershiground the dual themes stfengths basedndmeaning
centered Sendjaya and Sarros categorized these competing value Belisggalues
andDoingvalues, consistent with other servant leadership resea(dlagamilo,
Grisaffe, Chonko & Robert2009 Page & Wong, 2000; Melrose, 1995; Kouzes &
Posner, 1993; Farlingtone & Winston, 1999) who stressed the duality of a leader
contributing to the moral fiber of an organization as well as to its goal attainment. It was
the work of Hartman (1967) that first explored the theory that values, like other
phenomena, couldebpriority measured in terms of their value, or contribution, to their
recipients. Histructured value theorfHartman, 1967) set forth a premise that values
were categorized into three distinct sefstemic valuelseing those values based in
conceptr ideasgxtrinsic valuebeing those values rooted in things and achievements,
andintrinsic values those values which appropriated meaning to life and shared
humanity (Edwards, 1995).

Notably, during a similar period of leadership and vatleglopment studies by

many scholars, Robert K. Greenleaf (1970) wrote a series of essays on theseolécef
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as the tenet of good leadership; and encouraged a viewpoint whereby the leader's primary
intent was to serve others first, within a sshcept of being a servant or steward

(Sendjaya & Sarros, 2002). Through the juxtaposition of these viewpoints, this study
emerged to research the role of competence as both an informing agent and a rendering
agent of servant leadership value. The study exadnihe priority that differing

constituents of an organization placed on different specific values. It forced participants
to choose between those values aimed at organizational goal attainmebiag.,

values, versus those values aimenh@insic, individualized experience, e.ddeing

values. The study also sought to establish an early model for later development of an
axiometric scale of servant leadership values, attributes, and characteristics. It sought to
understand, if given the choice, wd people chose organizational advancement over
individualized moral experience; and would these choices vary between different roles
and responsibilities within the organization. Thedsaf this study were the extensive
foundational set of values aattributes in the literature for servant leadership theory
(Greenleaf, 1970), the unique perspective of the valgerpetencas a perception of
capabilities (Reimann, 1975), and the structured value work of Robert S. Hartman (1967)

in axiology.

Constrict development and prioritization by Expert Panel

The proprietary instrument utilized in this study was directly derived from earlier
research in the literature. While this study did not utilize any former instrument, the
constructs developed for both tBeingandDoing measures resulted directly from

earlier scholarly works (i.e. see Appendix). Therefore, the study did not attempt to fully
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validate the constructs from a psychometric standpoint, but rather, utilized the expert
panel to prioritize those constructs which most effectively conveyed timesiotnature

of the targeteattribute. However, reliabilitpf the final survey instrument was
performed against a Cronbaélfipha test. The study formed an expert panel consisting
of twelve (12) individuals and three (3) alternates who reviewed, cotetheand
prioritized the presented value constructs as representative of the value's intent. The
scope of this effort was limited to expert panel selection of onlinthasic value sets,
e.g., theBeingvalues, since the study was aimed at researchengredominant role of
intrinsic values found in servant leadership theory. Constructs foektthsicand
systemiczalues selections, e.g., tB®ing values, were referenced directly from
organizational competencies literature and constructed tauther. The combination
instrument containing all statement constructs was reviewed and commented on by the
expert panel in its entirety.

Noted by Hartman (19943, thing was rendereggbodwhen it had "all the
properties it is supposed to hawe put another way, a thing is good when it fulfills its
definition.” (p. 53). The expert panel was utilized by the study to review a set of
collections of constructs drawn from the literature, e.g., brief statements of contextual
reference, from whichhey selected those statement constructs which most effectively
conveyed the meaning in relation to the value basis upon which the statement construct
was derived. The construct selection process implored the scale development
methodology of DeVellis (2003n order to provide structured validation of the final
selections of the expert panel; final choieeseplaced into the final survey instrument.

Initially, seventytwo (72) statement constructs were prepared from the organizational
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achievement and s&ant leadership literature, respectively. Thisty statement
constructs were developed from the organizational competencies literature which targeted
organizational competencieBding) and thirtysix statement constructs were developed
from the servanleadership literature which targeted individualized purpBseng.

The construct selection of tiBeingstatements consisted of two rounds;-Pre
Qualification Round #1 and Rf@ualification Round #2. The lists of Bingstatement

constructs were oggized into six (6) combination sets based upon similarity afiinte

[Table 15: Intrinsic Value Clusters]

Value Coding "H" : Humility andistening

Value Coding "L" : Agapao Love, Stewardship, and Empathy
Value Coding "A" Altruism and Emotional Healing

Value Coding "V" Vision, Conceptualization, and Foresight
Value Coding "T" Trust, Persuasion, and Calling

Value Coding "E" : Empowrment, Growth, and Awareness

Each statement construct was exposed to the review of the expert panel via a Likert
Scale: Outstanding, Veigffective, Effective, Adequate, Ineffective. Scoring points

were assigned based upon ranking as: Outstanding, 4 points; Very Effective, 3 points,
Effective, 2 points; Adequate, 1 point; and Ineffective, O points. The presentation to the

expert panel was the form of:

Targeted Value Statement Construct Likert Scale

STEWARDSHIP Can be trusted with a secret. 4 3210

Each expert panel participant ranked all suggested statement constructs. All

selections from each expert panel participant were scored and summagned; th
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subsequently ranked from highest scoring constructs to lowest scoring constructs. Table
16 showed the results of P@ualification Round #1:

TABLE 16: Statement Constructs Ranking foalfreation Round #1

Pre-Quialification #1 Expert Panel Results

Ref. # INTRINSIC VALUE STATEMENT CONSTRUCTS - ANALYTICS IE?L Rank Group
29 49. FORESIGHT- Thinks beyond present circumstances. 41 1
33 21. LISTENING - Is attentive with respect. 38 2 H
34 27. HUMILITY - Is transparent with own shortcomings. 38 3 H
36 61. HUMILITY - Believes that people have inherent value. 38 4 H
13 5. ALTRUISM - Generous to those in need. 37 5 A
27 28. VISION - Has foresight for future opportunities. 37 6 \%
24 66. AWARENESS - Attentive to cues in the environment. 36 7 E
17 46. ALTRUISM - Does not look for gain in every situation. 36 8 A
19 6. GROWTH - Core values undergird future plans. 36 9 E
3 16. EMPATHY - Has a compassionate spirit. 35 10 L
30 67. CONCEPTUALIZATION - Sees the bigger picture. 34 11 \%
21 34. AWARENESS- Is keenly aware of own limitations. 34 12 E
23 44. EMPOWERMENT- Believes in the power of role models. 34 13 E
25 10. FORESIGHT- Foresees external threats. 33 14 \Y
8 35. TRUST - Encourages interpersonal integrity. 33 15 T
2. AGAPAO LOVE - Displays a kind and gentle manner. 32 16 L
4 25. AGAPAO LOVE - Calm in the middle of chaos and trial. 32 17 L
12 64. CALLING - Responds to an inner voice. 32 18 T
4. CALLING - Has an internal desire to serve. 32 19 T
6 38. EMOTIONAL HEALING - Hurts when others hurt. 32 20 A
28 29. VISION - Hopes and dreams for the future. 31 21 \%
32 17. HUMILITY - Accepts others without preconceived notions. 31 22 H
15 40. ALTRUISM - Has strong moral convictions. 29 23 A
26 18. CONCEPTUALIZATION - Has an intuition of future opportunities. 28 24 \%
31 13. LISTENING - Believes in hearing constructive critique. 28 25 H
35 41. HUMILITY - Is authentic and neassuming. 28 26 H
16 45. EMOTIONAL HEALING - Recognizes the symptoms of grief. 27 27 A
2 3. STEWARDSHIP- Promotes social and environmental awareness. 26 28 L
11 52. TRUST - Believes in the teams motive. 26 29 T
20 11. EMPOWERMENT- Values careeadvancement opportunities. 26 30 E
22 36. GROWTH - Convinced that ideas drive innovation. 25 31 E
5 47. EMPATHY - Encourages forgiveness. 24 32 L
10 50. TRUST - Has honest concern for others. 24 33 T
18 51. TRUST- Is not accusatory. 21 34 T
14 65. EMOTIONAL HEALING - Is a sensitive heart in the organization. 21 35 A
9 62. STEWARDSHIP- Can be trusted with a secret. 20 36 L
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PreQualification Round #1 had a median score of 32 with an average score of 31.
Inter-quartilerange scores were 25%, 26.75; 50%, 32; 75%, 35.25. The range of scores
on PreQual #1 ranked as high as 41 with the lowest ranking of 20.

PreQualification Round #2 was constructed by similar means as Pre
Quialification Round #1, with many Round #1 cousts juxtaposed against newly
introduced statement constructs. The construction of the Likert Scale and presentation of
the data to the expert panel were identical. Results eQRadification Round #2 of the

intrinsic values selected by the expert panere:
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TABLE 17: Statement Constructs Ranking foalfreation Round #2

Ref. # INTRINSIC VALUE STATEMENT CONSTRUCTS - ANALYTICS IfftnaL Rank Group
16 Organizational sensitivities are acute. 38 1 E
22 Encouragesorgiveness through understanding. 37 2 L
6 Attentive to cues in the environment. 37 3 E
21 Believes that all people have inherent value. 36 4 H
36 An expression of faith in another. 35 5 T
10 Is authentic and reliable. 35 6 T
29 Identifies withothers in compassion. 34 7 L
8 Hopes and dreams for the future. 34 8 Y,
25 Rarely initiates attention toward him/herself. 34 9 H
30 Care in the middle of chaos and trial. 33 10 L

Can be trusted to fulfill his/her duty. 33 11 L
4 Empowering butvithout charity. 33 12 A
17 Encourages recovery and renewal. 33 13 A
20 Possesses intuition for future opportunities. 33 14 Y,
24 Is attentive with respect. 33 15 H
35 Is transparent with own shortcomings. 32 16 H
33 Calm in the middle of chaos atrial. 31 17 L
1 Has a compassionate spirit. 30 18 L
7 Views personal transparency as a strength. 29 19 H
34 Understanding ones self in its reality. 28 20 H
32 Does not look for gain in every situation. 27 21 A
15 Informs present with pasixperiences. 26 22 Y,
28 Accepting of others beyond the ordinary. 25 23 T
12 Believes in the teams motive. 25 24 T
13 Hurts when others hurt. 24 25 A
23 Views the abstract future in light of the concrete present. 24 26 Y,
26 Predicts the organizationfalture. 24 27 Y,
14 Infers pure motive to counterparty. 23 28 T
3 Can be trusted with a secret. 22 29 L
5 Encourages forgiveness. 19 30 L
27 Dreams beyond present circumstances. 19 31 \%
11 Has honest concern for others. 18 32 T
31 Accepts othersvithout preconceived notions. 16 33 H
18 Generous to those in need. 15 34 A
19 Will forgo personal gain for the benefit of another. 14 35 A
9 Is not accusatory. 12 36 T

PreQualification Round #2 had a median score of 29.5 with an average score of

27.89. Interquartile range scores were 25%, 23.75; 50%, 29.5; 75%, 33.25. The range
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of scores on Pr@ual#2 ranked as high as 38 with the lowest ranking of 12. A
comparison of the Pr@ual #1 and PrQual #2 interguartile ranges, medians, and

averages revealed a clear predisposition toward th@e&aé#1 selections.

TABLE 18: P«@uaificatior#¥1 and #2 Interquartile, Median, and Averages

Inter-quartile Range Comparisons 25% 50% 75% Median Average
Pre-Qualification Round #1 26.75 32 35.25 32 31.0
Pre-Qualification Round #2 23.75 29.5 33.25 29.5 27.8

Each of the six (6) categories were reviewed and a scatter graph was creattbe from
master set of both P@ual #1 and PrQual #2 data points. Bias was introduced into the
selection process through the desire for 1) a predisposition towaf@uRteétl statement
constructs, 2) a representative sample within categories of the spatifes from which

the categories were formed, and 3) a final sample set which represented a sample range to
exclude outliers; scoring ranges no lower than 2nd Quartile and less than 10% from the
top outliers. Table 19 represented the selection gridsbives formed the basis of

inclusion into the final instrument. This selection criteria represented statement
constructs chosen between the ranges of 27 lower threshold up through 36 on the higher
threshold. Two outliers, one from the high tier and esomfthe low tier, were included

in the final instrument for selection balance.

The thirty-six item piloted survey instrument reviewed by the expert panel was
tested using Cronbaehipha against the Likert scores of the intrinsic values statement
constructs. Outstanding scores equaled 4 points, Very Effective scores equaled 3 points,
Effective scores equaled 2 points, Adequate scores equaled 1 point, and Ineffective scores

received O points. The best possible total score, e.g., alleimr{{g6) items receiving
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"outstanding", was 1,584 points. The pilot instrument scored 1,004 with an average
guestion score of 27.89. Estimated reliability, using the Cronh§siia coefficient, was
.9926; noting thirtysix questions against eleven subjects.

TABLE 19: Pr@uaificatiort1l and #2 Scores and Grid Selection boxes

Score Scale
UTILIZED CONSTRUCT

Partl

6 Part2 |

NOO3TTCO00Q

o 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

@ Score Scale

A final tally was made of the selected intrinsic statement constructs from the
expert panel review. Part 1 and Part 2 divisional assignments were pulled from the
selected statement constructs based upon at least a "per category"” representation of one
(1) statement construct for each Value Dimension, and three (3) statement constructs to
be utilized in the Value Comparison pairings. This process resulted in Part 1 of the
survey instrument having three (3) Sections, and Part 2 of the survey instrument
contaning eighteen (18) statement pairings. Part 1, Section 1 contained eight (8)
statement constructs: six (6) intrinsic value statement constructs chosen from the expert
panel review process, one hmpetencand one (1¥yervicestatementonstruct chosen

from the author's selection from the literature review. Part 1, Section 2 was similarly



118

constructed. Part 1, Section 3 leagblicit value statements, e.g., the categorized Value
Dimensions, a Service and a Competence value. All Part 1 sectionsdexqUiaaked

order of value" selection process by the rater. Part 2 of the survey insteon&ined
eighteen (18) Value Preference pairings; one (1) statement condieicigstatement
selected from the expert panel process, and one (1) statemenicioaBoing statement
selected by the author from the literature review. Each rater was forced to select the
value statement which held the "Most Value" to them. Choices could be made between
value statement constructs which represented leader intdegelopment or

organizational competencies. Table 20 demonstrated the final instrument construction.

Description of the sample
Gender.
The respondentsere almost evenly divided betwegendes. Thirty-eight (38)
respondents were male with thitiyo (32) female participants.
Organization Description.
The survey instrument divided organizational descriptions into six (6) categories:
1) Forprofit company [>250 employees]
2) Forprofit company [56 250 employees]
3) Forprofit company [<5@mployees]
4) Forprofit professional
5) Notfor-profit [Educational]
6) Notfor-profit [Other]
7) Other/Don't Know
Sixty (60) percent of the respondents worked in theHfofit sectors [44] combined

with forty (40) percent of the respondeniiso worked in either a Ndor-Profit

organization or responded "Other/Don't Know".
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Role or Position.

The study sought to measure the impact of role and position upon perceptions of
competence and servant leadership value priorities. Of the sampledesis) ten (10)
were Owner/Founder's, five (5) were Senior Executives, fourteen (14) were Supervisor or
Middle Management, eleven (11) were Workforce or Skilled Labor, twigmee (23)
were Professionals, and seven (7) respondents marked "Other/Don't. KBetween the
three primary subdivisions, the sample was almost even in its distribution of-&smior
executives and owners, middle managers and supervisors, and workforce and labor; as
respondents in these categories represented twaety21%), tvwenty (20%), and sixteen
(16%) percent, respectively.

Employment Confidence.

The overwhelming number of respondents had confidence in their current
continued employment, as seveifityir (74%) percent rated either "Highly confident” or
"Somewhat confidentWith respect to their perspective of future employment. The
unemployed, underemployed, and parte employed represented nineteen (19%)
percent of the sample population, which was interestingly representative of the current
macroeconomic environment.

Budgeting Responsibilities.

Again, the survey instrument noted proximityatches in the percentage of
individuals who had budgeting and/or P&L responsibilities at their organizations, versus
those that did not have such responsibilities. Theoredents responsible for budgeting
represented fortgix (46%) percent of the sample, and those not responsible represented

forty-nine (49%) percent.
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TABLE 20Summary of sample descriptors

For Profit For Profit For Profit For Profit NFP NFP Other/
> 250 50H p N ¥ pn t NBFSaarzyl t

Current Organizationl i1 1o s 6 10 12 7(!5'

OoOwner/ Senior Supervisor Workforce Other/
Cc 2 dzy RS NJ 9O ESOdzii A &S aA RRE S a3 Y a

Current Position I 10 5 14 11 23 70 |7

Highly Somewhat Not Workingorking Not No
Confident Confident Confident PartTime UndeQual Working Answer Total

Employment Confidencel 33 19 4 7 3 1 3 7(’

Female Male Total
Gender I 32 38 I70

. Sa b 2 52y Qi Yy=26

Budgeting 32 34 a | 70
Responsibilities

Leadership Values Rankings

Table 21revealed the combined rankings of the participant data. Despite the
small sample size of the field tested instrument, the participant data revealed significant
representation from each category. The pilot instrument, based upon its Créifjidzeh
coefficient of .9926, demonstrated strong reliability. The final instrument was derived
directly from the pilot instrument with the exception of minor semantic modifications.
Among all value constructs, the valuesTofistandCompetenceompeted fordp
priority rankings by participants. The value of Agapao Love ranked last in the combined
construct outcomes in terms of first place priority, and shared seventh and eighth placed
ranking with Altruism. The values ranking priorities clustered aroung:tigo priority,
TrustandCompetencemiddle tier prioritiesyVision EmpowermentandHumility; lower

tier priorities wereService Altruism, andAgapao Love
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TABLE 21Combined constructs Leadership Values Rankings

CONSTRUCT
[Combined

RANK] 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 n mean  median std dev
Competence 75 49 30 17 16 9 6 4 206 25.75 16.5 24.7833
Trust 68 56 32 26 11 10 3 0 206 2575 18.5 25.0300
Vision 19 28 31 32 27 24 20 25 206 25.75 26 4.7132
Empowerment 15 25 42 35 29 30 16 14 206 2575 27 10.1945
Humility 15 18 24 34 30 23 25 37 206 25.75 24.5 7.5546
Service 6 12 23 22 36 37 38 32 206 25.75 27.5 12.0801
Altruism 6 2 8 19 26 37 41 67 206 25.75 22.5 21.9594
Agapao Love 2 16 16 21 31 36 57 27 206 25.75 24 16.4208

206 206 206 206 206 206 206 206

From the eight value groupings, the two value$mistandCompetenceeceived
the overwhelming predominance of priority one rankings; tweetyen and twentgne
number one rankings, respectively, in Construct #1. Construct #1 and Construct #2
differed in their ranking oTrustandCompetencewith Competencegathering tirty-one
first placed rankings foEompetencavith over sixteen first placed rankings fbrust
Construct #3 demonstrated similar dual strength among all eight value constinusts.
garnered twentjive top rankings whil&Competencéallied twentythree first place
rankings. Among all three constructs, total rankings'fastandCompetence
represented sixtgine (69%) of all first place rankings. When combined as to either first
or second placed rankingssustandCompetenceepresented 60% of athlue construct
rankings. When combined as either first, second, or third priority rankingstand
Competencaccounted for 50% of all value construct rankings.

Overwhelmingly, the participants of the study chose the vallieustand the
value ofCompetencen significant priority to the other value constructs in the survey.

These findings seemed to mirror the wisdom of leadership sage James McGregor Burns
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(1978) when he wrote, "engage with followers on the basis of sharecesiatid values

and goals" (p. 36). Engagement framed the intritngst relationship based in shared
motives, and goal attainment framed the actional values thimargpetence However,

the values o€ompetencandtrustwere only weakly correlated. HAsan correlation tests

on aggregated and averaged data for these two values revealed weak Pearson scores of
.215 and .003, respectively. All other value constructs incorporated into the value
rankings were materially subordinated to these two values suiedination effect and
priority of all value constructs from an axiological viewpoint will be addressed later in
these findings. It was clear from the findings that the priority of bothpetencand

trustin relation to other value constructs werdependently determined by participants

based upon contextual relevancy; and did not strongly inform one another.
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CONSTRUCT
#1: RANK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 n mean median std dev
Trust 27 20 9 6 4 3 1 0 70 8.75 5 9.7064
Competence 21 15 16 7 4 3 2 2 70 8.75 55 7.4785
Humility 14 9 12 14 11 5 2 3 70 8.75 10 4.8329
Vision 6 16 13 9 7 5 9 5 70 8.75 8 3.9551
Empowerment 1 6 7 15 13 13 6 9 70 8.75 8 4.6828
Altruism 1 0 0 6 8 17 35 70 8.75 4.5 12.0208
Agapao Love 0 3 4 13 16 20 8 70 8.75 7 6.9437
Service 0 1 9 10 12 17 13 8 70 8.75 9.5 5.8002
70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70
CONSTRUCT
#2: RANK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 n mean median std dev
Competence 31 17 7 4 6 2 1 0 68 8.5 5 10.5424
Trust 16 16 17 10 3 5 1 0 68 8.5 7.5 7.1514
Empowerment 9 11 17 7 9 7 6 2 68 8.5 8 4.3425
Vision 5 5 5 10 13 13 5 12 68 8.5 7.5 3.8545
Service 3 4 8 7 13 7 14 12 68 8.5 7.5 4.1057
Altruism 3 2 5 12 14 9 15 68 8.5 8.5 4.9281
Agapao Love 1 8 7 6 14 18 5 68 8.5 7.5 5.3184
Humility 0 5 2 12 6 14 22 68 8.5 6.5 7.1714
68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68
CONSTRUCT
#3: RANK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 n mean median std dev
Trust 25 20 6 10 4 2 1 0 68 8.5 5 9.2890
Competence 23 17 6 6 4 3 2 68 8.5 6 7.4642
Vision 8 7 13 13 7 6 6 8 68 8.5 7.5 2.8785
Empowerment 5 8 18 13 7 10 4 3 68 8.5 7.5 5.0427
Service 3 7 5 11 13 11 12 68 8.5 9 3.7033
Altruism 2 0 4 12 15 15 17 68 8.5 8 6.9076
Agapao Love 1 5 9 9 6 19 14 68 8.5 7.5 5.7071
Humility 1 4 10 8 12 12 9 12 68 8.5 9.5 4.0708
68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68
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Hypotheses results

The analysis performed on the data retrieved from the survey instrument was
determined in two ways. Pariblthe survey data was tested with a-@reey ANOVA to
determine the degree of significance across the presented values. Based upon these
results, wo of these categories of values were selected forduexamination by means
of a mired twesamplet-test to deternme if there was any significadifference of
perspective ranking of these two priority values. Part 2 of the survey also utilized
ANOVA tests to determine the degree of significance between the value constructs of
DoingandBeing Two-tail ztest ort-test were performed against thigginal data to
determine if the attributes were distinguishable in terms of their significance across all

constituencies.

Hol: There was no significant priority for the servant leadership value of competence
upon servant leadership attributes acrdissoastituencies.

This hypothesis was rejected. Significant differences resulted in the mean scores
among the supported values. Mean rankings across alltoenstes showed that the
valueof competencand the valuef trustwere significantly lowe(ranked higher) than
the average rankings of the other values.

TABLE 23Significance of priority of ranking of servant leadership values

Agapao
Trust Competence  Empowerment Vision Humility Service Love Altruism
Mean 24 25 4.1 4.3 4.8 5.2 5.4 6.0
Median 2.3 2.3 4.0 4.2 5.0 5.3 5.7 6.3
Std Dev 1.082942 1.400943 1.299971 1.665362 1.458576 1.7366 1.731858 1.393938

Variance  1.172763 1.962641 1.689924 277343 2.127444 3.015781 2.999333 1.943064
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The ANOVA test demonstrated &nvalue(df=69,7)of 2.588395 against dr-critical

value of 1.325079, and revealed a signiftadifferenceacross the means. It was noted

that the values afompetencandtrust showed similarities in their mean rankings. The
tighter pattern of deviation of the valuetoustdemonstrated the slight priority ttist
(1.08)overcompetencél.40), but without significance. Avb-samplet-Test was run to
confirm that the values @ompetencandtrust, in this study, were indistinguishable in
terms of their rated priority by constituents, with a 95% confidence level. A priority of
ranked preference of values existed among the constituents, with the vatlussarfd
competencsimultaneously rankeais their top priority; indivisibly indistinguishable with
respect to singular strength of rankin.Tukey least significant difference test was used

to determine the minimum difference between the means of the eight value dimensions
that exhibited statigal significance at the 95% confidence level. The Tukey least
significant difference in mean value at 95% confidence level was 2.2. An analysis of the
difference of the means among value dimensions revealed that no statistically supported
difference eisted between the values of competence and trust. Additionally, no
statistically support difference existed between empowerment and vision relative to
competence and trust. From an axiological viewpoint, the rankings needed further
intrinsic value contetx e.g., an examination of the richness of the respective prapeftie

the value dimensions. However, these findings established that axiometric weight existed
among value dimensions that required more significant attention for servant leaders than

othervalue dimensions found in servant leadership theory.
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TABLE 24ANOVA results ofH

ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Rows 329.4 69  4.773913  2.588395 1.83796E-09 1.325079
Columns 831.622222 7 118.8032  64.41457 3.18618E-65 2.028531
Error 890.822222 483 1.844352
Total 2051.84444 559

Ho2: Ther was no significant preferenae terms of ranked value priority, for servant
leadership values associated with intrinsic value (i.e. intensigtases obeing versus
organizational competencies (i.e. extensioasts ofdoing).

The data supported this hyposiee The earlier hypothesigHsupported the
conclusion that certain of the selected servant leadership values were preferred over other
values as gpopriated to leadership. However, the recognition of these values by
constituents of the organization were as readily associated through observation of
intrinsic modes of value rendering as they were through extrinsic/systemic modes of
value renderingNo statistical preference existed for the values to be reckoned through
either states dbeing(as an informing agent) or actsdiing(as a rendering agent).

TABLE 25Selection total and meaBsin§ersu®oingreference by value

Being 85 96 103 95 86 105
Doing 113 102 95 103 112 93
Being 42.9% 48.5% 52.0% 48.0% 43.4% 53.0%
Doing 57.1% 51.5% 48.0% 52.0% 56.6% 47.0%

A two-factor ANOVA resulted in a row oriente&) factor of 1.387 against tHeCrit
(row) of 6.067; and columR/F-critical values ozero (0) and 5.05. Thmvalue of .291

was significantly stronger than the alpha confidence value of .05. The vdlumibty
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held the widest variance whiggapao lovéheld the smallest variance. The findings
showed a rendering effect of equal sfg@ince between the recognition of values

through either intrinsic representation of extrinsic/systemic representation.

Ho3: Ther was no significant differend®tween organizational roles, e.g.,
organizational authority or position, and the perceived priority value of competence.

This hypothesis was supported in the data. While the data revealed that the value
of competencevas significant in terms of its nity, its rendering agency (as shown in
Ho2) and its role divisional priority, in this hypothesis, were indistinguishable. The
divisional component metrics for the priority rankingcompetencevere:

Mean Var StDev  Pearson

Supervisor/Middle Management  2.048 2.015 1.419 .208 weak +
Workforce/Skilled Labor/Technical 2.576 1.424 1.193 .241 weak +
Professional/Other 2.756 2.183 1.477 -.106 weak
Owner/Founder/Senior Executive 2.511 1.919 1385 (base array)
Role differences did not vary widely, or suggest role identity influence, with respect to
the participant's viewpoint of the priority of the valuecofmpetencen leadership. The
variances among the divisional roles were tested ingjia singlefactor ANOVA, whose
results further supported the conclusion that the priority of the valcengbetencevas
made at the individual level, and not significantly influenced by organizational role or
position.

TABLE 26Singléactor ANOVA rdssifor H3

ANOVA - single factor

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 4.640681818 3  1.54689 0.809795756 0.49597 2.8387
Within Groups 76.40909091 40 1.91023

Total 81.04977273 43
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Ho4: Ther was no significardifferencebetween organizational roles, e.g.,
organizational authority or position, and the priority of preference betiaagvalues
of a leader versusoingvalues of a leader.

This hypothesis was supported in the data. Despite the fact thatubs va
demonstrated significant differences in terms of their desired priority of evidence, their
applicationthrough eithebeingconstructs (i.e. intensions, beliefs)dming constructs
(i.e. actions, deeds) showed no significant variation, or influence, based upon role or
position. Of the sixtysix (66) raters across the eighteen (18) statement construct
pairings, 57Meingconstructs were selected as opposed todeli@yconstructs. As
segregated by roles or position, only "Owner/Founder/Executive" tieisgvalues
overdoingvalues; 54.1% to 45.9%. Actiondbingrepresentations of the selected value

constructs trumpeldeingrepresentations by all other "role" constitaies:

Being Doing
Supervisor/Middle Management 44.0% 56.0%
Workforce/Skilled Labor/Technical 44.1% 55.9%
Professional/Other 48.3% 51.7%.
Owner/Founder/Senior Executive 54.1% 45.9%

A single factor ANOVA of the results revealed Bsfactor of .2337 against dfrcritical

of 5.987, with g-value of .6458. When analyzed across all constituencies, there was
equal preference for the selected values represented through intrinsic propemi@s (

as there was support for those valuggesented through extrinsic or systemic properties
(doing). A two-samplet-Test analysis of the mean rankingsefnganddoing by

constituency revealedtaoefficientof (-.483) versus a R{wo tail) score of .645.



129

TABLE 27BeingndDoingendering preference among Roles

60.0%
50.0%
40.0% -
30.0%
20.0% -
10.0%

0.0% -

m % Being

m % Doing

Being- Doing by Roles

The constituents judged the rendering method of the values statistically inconsequentially
influenced by role or position, with only slight preference shown by upper management
and senioilevel executives for more intisic methods evidencing the values. A review

of the means noted the mirror images between Owners/Founders/Senior Executives and
Workforce/Labor/Technical. The former associated favorable leadership attributes more

with intrinsic values while the latter mowith extrinsic/systemic value rendering.

Ho5:  There was no significant difference of the value of the attributermpetence
among organizational constituents with different perceptions of the stability of future
employment.

This hypothesis was suppped bythe data. For the purposes of providing critical
mass to the analysis, the employment confidence sections were divided into: 1) Highly
confident, 2) Somewhat confident, and 3) Employment Tenuous. Mirroring the current
state of our national econgnrthree (3) out of every four (4) individuals were reasonably

confident in their current continued employment, with 25% of the participants somewhat
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disenfranchised by their employment situation. The means of the priority rankings for
the value otompeenceamong the participants ranged from 2.222 to 3.417, a 1.195
distribution on a scale potential of 8. Within the three (3) set limits, the mean ranged
between 2.2982.796; a banded range of .498.

TABLE 28 Employment Confidence indicator rfatciospetenalkeie

Employment Avg "C"

Confidence Indicator Count % rank Variance Std Dev
Highly Confident of current employment 33 47.1% 2.525 1.952 1.397
Somewhat Confident of current

employment 19 27.1% 2.298 1.838 1.356
Not Confident of current employment 4 5.7% 2.417 2.102 1.45
Working part-time or consulting 7 10.0% 2.905 2.397 1.548
Working but over-qualified for job 3 4.3% 2.222 1.37 1.171
Not Working or Do not wish to answer 4 5.7% 3.417 3.657 1.912

A singlefactor ANOVA at a95%confidence alpha revealed an msignificant

difference between mean values for the leadership valcengbetencacross the
Employment Confidence interval. The){factor of .214 was significantly less than the
F-critical value of 3.178, and thevalue of .807 was significantly stronger than the
confidence alpha of .05. The findings revealed that, vdoilepetencevas significant in
terms of its ranked priority against other servant leadership values, there was no
dispositional preference for thérébute as influenced by the state of one's employment
confidence.

The perceived and desired priority for leaderstumpetencas judged outside of a

significant influence of employment confidence.

The overall findings disclosed interesting relationships among participants with

respect to rankings of priorities of servant leadership values and the influences of
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employment confidence and positional roles. The priorities and perceptions of followers
were informed equally through intrinsic statedeingand extrinsic/systemic acts of

doing. The interpretation of the servant leaderdtgnganddoing statement constructs
seemed to be perceived as equally valid and important in the determinatiodexinng

an attribute upon a leader. The study's findings highlighted and enforchabltig

nature of servant leadership.
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CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

This dissertation studied the dual nature of servant leadershiptganddoing
through an examination of the role of organizational advancement propensity,
exemplified through the attribute of competence, within the frame of the values emphasis
of the heory. It attempted to inform the literature on the nature of competence as a
leadership value, and establish an early axiometric scale of values and attributes
associated with the theory of servant leadership. The study explored the basis of the
"percepion gap" noted by servant leadership researchers such as Laub (1999) and Drury
(2004); a phenomenon whereby different constituencies of servant led organizations
experienced servant leadership with varying perceptions. The research sought to answer
the undamental questiongvhat is good leadershigf?oes being a good person
contribute toward being a good leader? What is truly more valued by organizational
constituents; doing or beingThe study utilized a custom survey instrument to establish
priority rankings of servant leadership attributes, and determine the value selection
preference of individualized intrinsic values juxtaposed against organizational
competencies. The findings of the study provided empirical evidertbe dliality of
judgment thatvasrendered and informed through the leadership valuesropetence

andtrust, supporting the viewpoint of servant leadership authors such as Max DePree
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(2001) who opined, "Demonstrating competence and making the nobler choice are part of
how followersjudge the character of leaders and whether to award them their trust.” (p.
84).
Purpose of the study

The study sought to illuminate the literature through an examination of one of
Greenleaf'§¢1991)core constructs; the dimension of competence. The oésearthe
role of competence and associated values provided a better understanding of the value
judgments made by organizational participants across competing servant leadership
attributes. The study found that the duality of servant leadership valoespétence
andtrustshouldbe further emphasized as Wil antecedentsf servant leadership
(Russell &Stone, 2002) practice, and promoted as adiscretionary servant leadership
values. The study denoted the differences between leadership competence and
organizational competencies, and illuminated their interactidunch of the literature
reviewed bythis studyon the topic of servant leadership focused orb#irgof value
enrichment of the leader with less emphasitherdoing of knowledge, skills, and
abilities utilized in leading@rganizational advanceme#tgosto, 2005; Blanchard &
Hodges, 208; Neufeld, 2009; Anderson, 199%/ayne, 2009) This research examined
the interaction between these competing value dimensidrsrdanddoing and
assisted with an understanding of what constituted "good" servant leadership through the

beginnings of amxiometric ranking of these value constructs.
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Hypotheses Conclusions

Hol: There was no significant priority for the servant leadership value of
competence upon servant leadership attributes across all constituencies.

This hypothesis was rejected dre ffindings of the study. The literature had
earlier informed research on the duality notion of servant |eaigeiGreenleaf, 1970;
Bass, 1990DePree, 19955endjaya & Sarros, 200Page & Wong, 2000). The findings
of this study strongly supported timtentioned priority of values under whiglood
leadership was judged. The dual value construatsmfpetencandtrust far exceeded
the priority rankings of competing value constructs. However, the findings also noted
that these values did not strongiyorm one another; and that a rendered dimension of
trust upon a leader would not automatically inform a judgment of competence; nor would
rendered competence automatically inform leader trust. The study captured the concept
of competencéhrough the work of Reimann's (1982) and Braithwaitd Law(1985),
and emphasized its "propensity of effectiveness" toward the organization and its
"resourcefulness based in knowledge". The value constrirctsbfvas based in
Fairholm's (1997) viewpnot of it being a "reciprocal obligation”. In light of these
construct dimensions, the findings supported earlier work of Kouzes and Posner (2003),
who identifiedintegrity ("leaders who are truthful, are trustworthy (p. 12)") and
competencé'leaders areapable, productive, efficient (p. 12)") as the most frequently
mentioned values of leaders.

Thefindings challenged other vakeBmensions research in terms of the validity
of their definitions of servant leadership. Russell and Stone (2002) notaitriinete of

competencas merely an "accompanying" attribute, subordinated to vision, honesty,
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integrity, service, modeling, pioneering, appreciation of others, and empowerment.
These findings contradicted the subordinated positiooonhpetenceand futher
revealed that (with the exception of the value construtustas their primary
"functional attributes") all other primary attributes should be subordinated to the
dimension of competence. The value construct®ofpetencandtrustwere so strogly
supported by these findings, that from an axiometric viewpoint, all other value constructs
should be subordinated to these two value dimensions.

The findings highlighted a tendency in the servant leadership literature that
revealed a no@axiometric @proach toward the study of values; too much emphasis on
the totality of attributes versus a weighted significance of value dimension priority. As
noted by Page and Wong (2000), "Most of the writings on setgadership have been
based on anecdotal olbgations, personal testimonials, and reflections. The spiritual
fervor of the servant leadership movement has outstripped its conceptual development.”
(p- 13). These findings generated an empirical basis for improvement of what constituted
goodservant éadership through a refinement of instruments and assessment tools
properly weighted in relative proportion to their axiometric priority. The findings herein
demonstrated that servant leadership attributes, characteristics, and values had a priority
of preference, or an axiological basis, which had not been previously incorporated into

the literature.

Ho2: Ther was no significant preferende terms of ranked value priority, for
servant leadership values associated with intrinsic value (i.e. intersitaiies obeing

versus organizational competencies (i.e. extensiants ofdoing).



136

The findings supported the hypothesis that no sigant preference existed
amongthe experiential acts or the observable traits of specific servant leadersieip. valu
While the findings did support the axiometric priority of certgervant leadership values
(Hol), they did not support a finding that the value dimensions were preferentially
influenced through actions, e.g., actgloing (extrinsic values) as opped to beliefs,

e.g., states dfeing(intrinsic values). The findings revealed that the importance of the
beingof servant leadership were commensurate to the importance aditigeof servant
leadership, irrespective of any specific value construdtroension. Neither value
dimensionpeingor doing strongly informed the other when rendered through a specific
value construct.Trustdid not strongly inforrtcompetencenor didcompetencstrongly

inform empowermenwith respect to the significance of judgments based upon
perceptions of leader belief systems versus perceptions of leader observations. This
phenomenon highlighted the unique component of Greenleaf's (1970, 1991) selection of
serviceas the primary infoning agent of true leadership. Greenleaf (1991) stated, "A
leader does not elicit trust unless one has confidence in his values and his competence (p.
9)". The actional value afervice judged subordinate to battustandcompetencen

these findingshowever, provided a rendering agency to linistandcompetence

through the observations of both the acts of service by the leader and the perceived
motive behind those actions. In keeping with the findings of this study, were the acts of
the leaderslipi viewed as incompetent or were the motives of the leader viewed as
immoral, leadership value was lost. Again, the duality natubeioiyanddoingwas

imposed upon all attributes irrespective of axiometric priority.
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Ho3: There was a significant diffeencebetween organizational roles, e.g.,
organizational authority or position, and the perceived priority value of competence.
This hypothesis was support in the findings of this study. Kouzes and Posner
(2003) stated, "There are many important lessouisthe metanessage is this:
leadership is persondl(p. xiv). The findings added further credence to the
individualistic nature of leadership, and evidenced that the priority valcengbetence
was not meaningfully informed by organizational rolg@osition. Value judgments
made by followers about their leader were based upon individual determinations,
perceptions, and observations. Senior executives and owners had similar axiometric
demands focompetencas did general workforce and skilled lab&hile the specific
components of what competence should attain to, or achieve, could vary significantly; the
need for competence in leadership toward those varying achievements was consistent

across roles and positions.

Ho4: Therewas no significantiferencebetween organizational roles, e.g.,
organizational authority or position, and the priority of preference betiaagvalues
of a leader versusoingvalues of a leader.

The findings supported this hypothesis. The study sought to better tamdettse
perception gagas first noted by Laub (1999) and later confirmed by Drury (2004) that
servant leadership was experienced differently at different hierarchical levels of the
organization. The predisposition of the author prior to this study wasnbre senior
level individuals would be predisposed towdaing constructs and lesser hierarchical

levels towardeingconstructs. The earlier assumption was based in a belief that roles
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placed a restrictive frame upon the expression of intrinsic wiuelopment, and
therefore, that a desire to have these values fulfilled through leadership would be a
significant component of desired leadership traits. The findings in this study did not,
however, support this conclusion.

The findings did support antque disposition between senior level and
workforce/labor constituencies as mirror images of each other in terms of preference of
rendered values, although not at statistically significant le\B#sngrendering
judgments were more important to serdievel executives and owners thdwming
judgments, and the exact opposite for workforce and labor sectors. Drury (2004) noted in
her study of a university's servant leadership that, "hourly workers and faculty are
experiencing the organization very diffetigti’ (p. 3). These findings supported a
conclusion that perhaps senior leadership-eauwes intrinsic motivation versus
extrinsic accomplishments. With the evidence that lower hierarchical positions slightly
favoreddoingoverbeingrenderings, perhapart of theperception gapvas based in
lower hierarchical judgments that senrlevel accomplishments had not been adequately
achieved; and therefore the axiometric appropriation of value not effectively earned by

the leadership.

Ho5:  There was no sigficant difference of the value of the attribute of
competencamong organizational constituents with different perceptions of the stability
of future employment.

Further enforcing the fact that leadership was an individual to individual activity

(Kouzes & Posner, 2003), the findings noted no significant difference among the
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participants of the survey with respect to employment confidence and the value of
competence The employment confidence sectors of the survey revealed similar
percentages of employment, unemployment, and usa@toyment as was reflected in
the national economy. Yet, the axiometric priority of the valueoaipetencéad no

bearing upon an indidual's employment perspective.

Axiometric Conclusions

The findings of the study unconesl an opportunity for improvemeint the field
of servant leadership assessment and measurement, in that, there were significant
differences of axiometric priority among the plethora of servant leadership attributes,
characteristics, and constructs in the literature. Servant leadehsgfapisreliance upon
virtue-based determinative construdgafterson, 200¥endjaya, Sarros, and Santora,
2008; Potter, 2009; Russell & Stone, 20G@2)d its affinity with widely held Christian
attributes (Batten, 1998; Spears, 20P4ge & Wong, 2000; Wiston, 2004Sendjaya &
Sarros, 200Z2Turner, 2004) tended to validate the criticism of Washington, Sutton, and
Feild (2006) that "empirical support is particularly lacking for the roles of individual
attributes in servant leadership (p. 701)". Theseesasearchers conducted research of
servant leadership values which demonstrated an axiometric preference between
competencandintegrity. Servant leadership focused on the individual (Sendjaya &
Sarros, 2002; Kouzes & Posner, 2003) and the relationshigebn leader ahfollower
(Patterson, 2003)Joseph and Winston (200Boted the significance of leader behavior
and established trust, and identified it txastis the level of confidence that one

individual has in anothertsompetencand his or hewillingness to act in a fair, ethical,
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and predictable manner." (p. 7). The findings of this study noted an axiometric priority
equally shared between the value constructeust (i.e. trust, persuasion, calling) and
competencé.e. the perception offectiveness, resourcefulness, and knowledgeable).
These findings, in conjunction with earlier research on servant leadership, demonstrated a
strong disposition for a more narrowly focused, weighted priority of certain attributes
over other attributes ithe determination of the quality of servant leadership. The
characteristics, attributes, and values appropriated in the literature as being appropriate
for servant leadership seemed not all that different, when viewed througbgsxiof
other leadershifraits; specifically transformation ldarship (Burns, 1978; Bass, 1990
Parolinietal, 2009. Unless theconditionunder whichtrustandcompetencevere
established between leader and follower must be rooted in a spiritual motive or frame for
the value to be effectively rendered and appropriated, little significance could be
contributed to the basis of thatist or thatcompetencé&om a receiver'perspective.
Both theories eventually focused on the individual (Kouzes & Posner, 2003); but which
individual and in whapriority seemed to be the primargntinuing argument. The vast
majority of virtues extolled by servant leadership researchers mahahimpact in
determining the quality of leadershipnot first rooted in thestablishment of trust and
the demonstration of competencehese findings presented an argument that the only
real difference between the attributes, values, and chasticteof servant leadership
and transformatical leadership was that servant leadership promoted a bedtbod
(i.e. through acts of service) of rendering the informing attributgsadleadership.

The axiom of axiology as proposed by Hartman (19639 the theory that value

was a structured phenomenon and could be measured (Edwards, 1995). Like all
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measurable data, values existed in different priorities or levels of importance. This study
noted the preponderance of dependency upon the two valseums oftrustand
competence Yet, the other value cefructs were not without valugist less valued.
Empowermentvas noted as the most significant leadership value from Part 2 of the
survey, when rendered a®e@ingconstruct. Empowermenincludedthe clusteredlass
attributes ofgrowthandawarenesssimilar in construct to Kouzes and Posner's (2007)
"Enabling others to act" cagery, which demonstrated equsitength of association with
positive leadership characteristics in autonomous professioganizations (Powell,

2010). Likewisehumility ranked highest in Part 2 of the survey for attributes rendered
through adoingconstruct. The servant leadership literature was awash with attributes,
characteristics, and appropriated values thaterekers identified in its association with

the theory. This study established the groundwork for an axiological approach to
understanding leadership less as a collection of values and more as a priority of a finite
set of potential values. Leadershipdhes widely held many similar concepts and
characteristics in common, and servant leadership was no exception.

The longheld viewpoint that servant leadership's distinguishing characteristic
from transformational leadership was that it focused moreemthvidual while the
transformation leader focused more on the organizational concerns (Patterson, 2003)
deserved further review in its merits. Organizational concerns were always rooted in the
needs of individuals; just individuals of different constitcies and opportunities.

Rather, the likelihood of the factual difference between transformational leadership and
servant leadership existed in the degree to which the specific values which appealed to

specific followers about their leaders were adopaedl in what order of priority and
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emphasisand whether or not they contained a spiritual foundafidns axiometric
approach to leadership, in general, established a more reasoned approach to the diversity
of leadership theory and supported the basis of the uniqueness and appeal of different
leadership theories to differently led constituencies; séteadership being one of
many.
Recommendations for futuseudy

The study noted the beginnings of an axiological approach to framing servant
leadership and its value priorities. True axiology would move toward a more codified
arrangement of servantéership values and their respective mathematical importance,
within the structure of theierarchy of valuess first established by Hartman (1967).
The findings led to the conclusion that leadership theories were more a function of degree
of priority than they were a collection of specific attributes, and substantial research was
warranted to further establish these priorities. It was a natural consequence of this line of
thinking that situation and contextual factors could greatly affect the pridngiwes,
especially subordinated values such as listening, awareness, and agapao love, and further
study was merited to determine which values are held as core values and which values
were not so held.

To the regrebf the authoof this study theperception gapnoted by Laub (199)
and Drury (2004) was not adequately explained as a consequence of this study. The
reasonableonclusion was derived from thedata that the gap existed more as a result of
a lack of senictevel accomplishment than as a ceqsence of a value judgment
disparity (i.e. workforce/labor more highly valuédingrenderings versus senitavel

more highly valuedbeingassociations). More study should be done on the degree to
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which roles and positions thwart or restrict the futiéint of individual value renderings,
e.g., personal talents and abilities, within an organization; and the degree to which this

restricted frame modifies the expected value set of both leaders and followers.
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Letter of Introduction for Expert Panel

Date: March XX, 2010

SUBJECT: Participation in a Research Study on Servant Leadership and Competence
Expert Panel

Dear Friend of Leadership Studies:

| am conducting my doctoral dissertation project for the Ordasan@tishigl program at

Oakland City University, Indiana. | have listed you as a potential participant in assisting with m
survey development based upon my personal experience with you, and knowing your interest it
the topic of Leadership. My resedrstudlylthe role of competence upon perceptions of

servant leadership attributes, behaviors, and values. The role of values is thoroughly documen
but research is limited as to the implied role of competence.

Servant Leadership is a leadershiprigindélyyaconceived in the 1970's by Robert K. Greenleaf,

and documented in a series of essays which form the foundation of the leadership theory. Ser
leadership is greatly influenced by relational attributes and virtues. My study exaamhines the role
organizational competence plays in the interpretation, perspective, and implementation of these
values, across roles and hierarchical responsibilities. My hypotheses suggest that servant lead
is perceived differently by different levelsrgatheation as a result of a perception of

competence; that is, Entrepreneurs/Executives will require a greater level of organizational
application (competence) than will Supervisors/Managers, than will Workforce/Other. Studies
suggests that traditionaikP&L-responsible” individuals will more highly value the relational
attributes of servant leadership than will persons responsiidssasguestwithin the

organization. The obvious inference is that servant leadership may beediféotiinto impl
"for-profit" organizations due to its perception by-detisiathat the leadership model does

not focus enough upon organizational outcomes and requires too high of a relational investmen
the organization.

This is an important studyhat, it will add to the literature as to the perception through which
senior management and other workforce views the highly virtuous nature of servant leadership.
may help explain whether companies will consider servant leadership \dalaetientially

to adopt and implement. It may provide insight to improved methods of presenting servant
leadership as a viable organizational model, as well as enhance servant leader development. |
assist with moving servant leadership into adxtmaddgr'feprofit” organizations than its

historical alliance withHioo{rofit and educational organizations.

The study will require that you voluntarily share the following information:

i First and Last Name (for my internal records, omlybe/dihared)
i Gender
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Years in workforce
Categorization of responsibility/authority affiliati¢ne. Executive/Entrepreneur;

upervisor/Manager; Workforce/Other; Professional/Consultant)

Do you have Profit & Loss responsibility within your orgdsez atidh?)
Level of Education

The possibility of a personal fopjanterview that will take no more than 20 minutes
Feedback for the development of two (2) instruments:

"Being" and "Doing" comparative statement value constructs
Potential for-2 iterabns

Estimated time to complete; 10 minutes

Total time investment; 30 minutes

Competence Value Structure Survey

Potential for-2 iterations

Estimated time to complete; 20 minutes

Total time investment; 1 hour

A copy of the final dissertation will bdgar@eiyou upon request.

Please consider assisting me with this work, and thank you in advance for your consideration.
Please respond wiaad as to your availability and willingness to participateespdnsas
will be considered a declineaticipate. Please respond no later than March 10, 2010.

Sincerely,

Kenneth R. Hall
Doctoral Candidate
Oakland City University
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Value Dimension Definitions

An attribute that entails compassion and gentleness. Slow to anger and
peaceful in the midst of turr{@énnis, 2004)

Helping others selflessly just for the sake of helping. Personal sacrifice
without the potentialpgirsonajain. (Kaplan, 2000)

A fundamental respect for what it mearsutodn. (Wheatley, 1999;
Spears & Lawrence, 2004)

The ability to pick up cues from the organizational environment. (Barbuto
& Wheeler, 2006)

A conscious choice to serve others in a meaningful way, at the expense of
selfinterest. (BarbufoWheeler, 2006)

The potential to be effective. (Reimann, 1982). Resourceful,
knowledgeable and favckingvhile utilizing foresight and intuition.
(Braithwaite, 1985)

CONCEPTUALIZATION

CREDIBILITY

EMPOWERMENT

EMOTIONAL
HEALING

EMPATHY

EMPOWERMENT

The use of m@al models that assist the expansion of creative processes.
(Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006)

Facilitating positive images and thoughts. (Kouzes & Posner, 1993)
Entrusting power to others with an emphasis on teamwork.

(Russkk Stone2002). Shariptanning and decisimaking (Bass,
1990)

Skill in fostering spiritual recovery from hardship or trauma. (Barbuto &
Wheeler, 2006)

An understanding of member's emotions and needs.qd¥olftid?es
& Druskat, 2002 in Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006)

The process of entrusting otteeinsvest with power or authority.
(Russell & Stone, 2002)

ETHOS/EXPERTISEA possession of knowledge, skills, and abilities. Capabley €McCroske

FORESIGHT

Teven, 1999)

The instinctive ability to utilize learned lessons from the past and apply
them against likely evientise future. (Spears, 2004).
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HONESTY

HUMILITY

INFLUENCE

INTEGRITY

LISTENING

MODELING

PIONEERING

SERVICE

STEWARDSHIP

TRUST

VISION
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A commitment to development of individuals in a positive direction and
organizations towardanizational objectives. (Barbuto & Wheeler,
2006).

A value reflective of truthfulness and closely associated with integrity.
(Northouse, 1997)

The ability to keeps one's accomplishments angéasgaistive.
Not focused on self, fmaused on others. (Sandage & Wiens, 2001)

Persuasive communication that shapes expectations. (Farling, Stone &
Winston, 1999)

A value reflective of an adherence to an ovecaltien@xarthouse,
1997) and closely related to ethics (Kerr, 1988).

Attention to an understanding of what is being said, and not said, by
others. (Spears, 2004)

Through observable actions, leading through a visiblegpepé®nal ex
(Russell & Stone, 2002)

To open up or to prepare the way. (Russell & Stone, 2002)

Focus and actions on the needs of others. (Farling, Stone & Winston,
1999)

Managing the property or affairs of amosioer, fchoosing partnership
over patriarchy". (Russell & Stone, 2002)

An expectation of authenticity, reliability, and dependability. A reciprocal
obligation @ésponsibility and stewardship. (Fairholm, 1997)

A picture of tHature that produces passion. (Blanchard, 2000). The
communication of possibilities.
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LEADERSHIP VALUES RANKING

Read all of the list of Leadership Values shown below. For some people, each Value sh
will be important. Definitionspamwided for your reference below each value. Decide quickly
how you feel about each Value shown.

After reading and understanding the meaning of each Leadership Value, write the num|
"1" in the box by the Value that you believadstimportzaiue that a leader needs to have.
Do not limit your thinking to your current organization, but apply this to your perception of ar
"ideal" leader. Next, write a humber "2" in the box by the Value that you bedigte is the
importafgecond most im@mt). Continue to number the remaining Values, "3" through "7".

There is no time limit to this portion of the survey, but most people are able to number a
of the values within five (5) minutes.

TEST 1

HUMILITY
The ability to keep®e's accomplishments and talents in perspective. Not focused
on self, but focused on others. (Sandage & Wiens, 2001)

AGAPAO LOVE
An attribute that entails compassion and gentleness. Slow to anger and peaceful in
the midst of turmdiDennis, 2004)

ALTRUISM
Helping others selflessly just for the sake of helping. Personal sacrifice without the
potential of personal gain. (Kaplan, 2000)

COMPETENCE
The potential to be effective. (Reimann, 1982). Resourceful, knowledgeable and
hardworking while utilizing foresight and intuition. (Braithwaite, 1985)

VISION
A picture of the future that produces passion. (Blanchard, 2000). Thierahmunica
possibilities.

TRUST
An expectation of authenticity, reliability, and dependability. A reciprocal
obligation of responsibility and stewardship. (Fairholm, 1997)

EMPOWERMENT
Entrusting power to others with an engohisimmwork. (Russell & Stone,
2002). Sharing planning and den#gorg (Bass, 1990)

NOTE: SURVEY DELIVERED VIA QuestionPro.com SURVEY SOFTWARE. RAMDOM MIXING OF VALUE CONSTRUCTS WAS
INITIATED FOR THE INTERNEHLIVERED TEST.

TEST 1 Attributes shown for Test 1 (except Competence) were derived from Servant Leadership Theory: Development of the Servant
Leadership Assessment Instrument, Robert Steven Dennis, Regent University, April 2004, unpublished disseft&@mpefbercattribu
wadlerived from A Review of servant leadership attributes: developing a practice model, Robert F. Russell drehdefSteganydStone,
Organization Development Journal, 23/3, 2002.
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TEST 2

VISION
A picture of the future that prochassson (Blanchard, 2000) cdrhmunication of
possibilities.

INFLUENCE
Persuasive communication that stpemtstions. (Farling, Stone Wirl€68)

SERVICE
Focus and actions on the needs of others. (Farling, Stond 899jinston,

CREDIBILITY
Facilitating positive images and thoughts. (Kouzes & Posner, 1993)

TRUST
A multidimensional relationship construct leading to cooperation, respect, competence, and vision
(Bennis & Nanus,1985)

NOTE: SURVEWDELIVERED VIA QuestionPro.com SURVEY SOFTWARE. RAMDOM MIXING OF VALUE CONSTRUCTS WAS
INITIATED FOR THE INTERNEHLIVERED TEST.

Test2  Attributes shown for Test 2 (except Credibility) were derived from Servant Leadership: Setting thersetsmgrdbr Biyigirical
Farling, A. Gregory Stone and Bruce E. Winston, 1999, Viok 8q@)al of LeadershipBtaditsibute of competence was derived from:
Credibility: How leaders gain and lose it, why people demand it; B¥33; Bms@gisco.

TEST 3

HONESTY
A value reflective of truthfulness aelg alssociated with intedhitgrthouse, 1997)

MODELING
Through observable actions, leading through a visible personal example. (Russell & Stone, 2002)

PIONEERING
To open up or to prepare the way. (Russell & Stone, 2002)

INTEGRITY
A value reflective of an adherence to an overall moral code (Northouse, 1997) and closely related
to ethics (Kerr, 1988).

APPRECIATION OF OTHERS
A fundamental respect for what it means to be human. (Wheatley, 1999; Spears & Lawrence,
2004)

ETHOS/EXPERTISE
A possession of knowledge, skills, and abilities. Capable. (McCroskey & Teven, 1999)

NOTE: SURVEY DELIVERED VIA QuestionPro.com SURMWEXFIOFRAMDOM MIXING OF VALUE CONSTRUCTS WAS
INITIATED FOR THE INTERNEHLIVERED TEST.

Test3  Attributes shoviior Test 8except Credibility) were derived tihersources referenced.
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TABLE 21: Summary of constructs and survey placements

Ref. # INTRINSIC VALUE STATEMENT CONSTRAWNALSTICS Total Score  Rank  Group Part 1 Final Part 2 Final Group Class
29 49. FORESIGHThinks beyond present circumstances. 41 1 \%
33 21. LISTENINGs attentive with respect. 38 2 H
34 27. HUMILIT¥ s transparent with own shortcomings. 38 3 H
36 61. HUMILITY¥ Believes that people have inherent value. 38 4 H Part1:Sec1l Part2:Grp2  Humility/Listening
13 5. ALTRUISMGenerous to those in need. 37 5 A
27 28. VISION Hasforesight for future opportunities. 37 6 \Y
24 66. AWARENES@ttentive to cues in the environment. 36 7 E
17 46. ALTRUISMDoes not look for gain in every situation. 36 8 A
19 6. GROWTHCore values undergird future plans. 36 9 E Partl: Sec2 Part2: Grp11 Empowerment/Growth/Awareness
3 16. EMPATHY -Has a compassionate spirit. 35 10 L Part 1: Sec 2 Agapao Love/Stewardship/Empathy
30 67. CONCEPTUALIZATK3es the bigger picture. 34 11 \%
21 34. AWARENESSs keenlyaware of own limitations. 34 12 E
23 44. EMPOWERMENBelieves in the power of role models. 34 13 E Part1: Sec1 Part2: Grd8 Empowerment/Growth/Awareness
25 10. FORESIGHToresees external threats. 33 14 Y Part 2: Grp 8  Vision/Conceptualization/Foresight
8 35. TRUSTENcourages interpersonal integrity. 33 15 T Part 1: Sec 2 Trust/Persuasion/Calling
1 2. AGAPAO LOVDisplays a kind and gentle manner. 32 16 L
4 25. AGAPAO LOVEalm in the middle of cha@sd trial. 32 17 L Part2: Grp 3 Agapao Love/Stewardship/Empathy
12 64. CALLINGResponds to an inner voice. 32 18 T Part 2: Grp 17  Trust/Persuasion/Calling
7 4. CALLINGHas an internal desire to serve. 32 19 T
6 38. EMOTIONAL HEALIN@Gurts when others hurt. 32 20 A Part1:Sec1 Part2:Grp5  Altruism/Emotional Healing
28 29. VISION Hopes and dreams for the future. 31 21 Vv Part 1: Sec2 Part2: Grp 16 Vision/Conceptualization/Foresight
32 17. HUMILITY Accepts others withoupreconceived notions. 31 22 H
15 40. ALTRUISMHas strong moral convictions. 29 23 A Part 2: Grp 15  Altruism/Emotional Healing
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31
35
16

11
20
22

10
18
14

18.
13.
41.
45.

3. STEWARDSHIPromotes social and environmental awareness.

52

11.
36.
47.
50.
51.
65.
62.

CONCEPTUALIZATH®4s an intuition of future opportunities.
LISTENINGBelieves in hearing constructive critique.
HUMILITY¥ Is authentic and nomssuming.

EMOTIONAL HEALINRecognizes theymptoms of grief.

. TRUSTBelieves in the teams motive.
EMPOWERMENTValues career advancemeapportunities.
GROWTHConvinced that ideas drive innovation.

EMPATHY - Encourages forgiveness.

TRUSTHas honest concern for others.

TRUSTIs not accusatory.

EMOTIONAL HEALINS a sensitive heart in the organization.
STEWARDSHIEan be trusted with a secret.

28
28
28
27
26
26
26
25
24
24
21
21
20

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
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Part 2:
Part 2:

Part 2:

Part 2:
Part 2:
Part 2:
Part 2:

Grp 6
Grp 4

Grp 7

Grp 12
Grp 13
Grp9

Grp 10
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Vision/Conceptualization/Foresight

Humility/Listening

Altruism/Emotional Healing

Empowerment/Growth/Awareness
Agapao Love/Stewardship/Empathy
Trust/Persuasion/Calling

Trust/Persuasion/Calling
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16
22

21
36
10
29

25
30

17
20
24
35
33

34
32
15
28
12
13
23
26

INTRINSIC VALUE STATEMENT CONSTRU!

ANALYTICS

Organizational sensitivities are acute.

Encourageforgiveness through understanding

Attentive to cues in the environment.

Believes that all people have inherent value.

An expression of faith in another.
Isauthentic and reliable.

Identifies with others in compassion.
Hopes and dreams for the future.

Rarely initiates attention toward him/herself.
Care in the middle of chaos and trial.

Can be trusted to fulfill his/her duty.
Empowering but without charity.
Encourages recovery and renewal.
Possesses intuition for future opportunities.
Is attentive with respect.

Is transparent with own shortcomings.
Calm in the middle of chaos and trial.

Has a compassionate spirit.

Views personal transparency as a strength.

Understanding ones self in its reality.
Does not look for gain in every situation.
Informs present with pastxperiences.
Accepting of others beyond the ordinary.
Believes in the teams motive.

Hurts when others hurt.

Views the abstract future in light of the concrete present.

Predicts theorganizational future.

Total
Score

38
37
37
36
35
35
34
34
34
33
33
33
33
33
33
32
31
30

Rank
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Part 2 Final

Part 2: Grp 14
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Group Class

Agapao Love/Stewardship/Empathy

Trust/Persuasion/Calling

Humility/Listening

Altruism/Emotional Healing

Vision/Conceptualization/Foresight
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27
11
31
18
19

Infers pure motive to counterparty.

Can be trusted with a secret.

Encourages forgiveness.

Dreams beyond present circumstances.

Has honest concern for others.

Accepts others without preconceived notions.

Generous to those in need.

Will forgo personal gain for the benefit of another.

Is not accusatory.
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19
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12

28
29
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33
34
35
36

= » »>» I 4 < r r 4
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APPENEDOX B

Pre-Qualification #2:

LVAS : Leadership Values Ranking

LVAS : Leadership Statement Construct Pairings
BeingandDoing (Intrinsic and Extrinsic)

LVAS Independent Variables
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L-VAS LEADERSHIP VALUES RANKING

What attributes do yd®STvalue in a leader? Read all of the list of Leadership Value Statements shown
below. For some people, each Leadership Value Statement shown will be important. Decide quickly how you
abait each Leadership Value Statement shown.

After reading and understanding the meaning of each Leadership Value Statement, write the number "1'
the box by the Value Statement that you believesisitimgortanvalue that a leader needs to havet |Dait
your thinking to your current organization, but apply this to your perception of an "ideal" leader. Next, write &
number "2" in the box by the Value Statement that you beliesd imploetant(second most important).
Continue to numbéetremaining Value Statements, "3" through "8".

The alpha character in "[ Js" is for coding purposes, only; and has no bearing on the Leadership Va
Statemenfhere is no time limit to this portion of the survey, but most people are able a6 thenviadresl|
within ten (10) minutes.

- [H] Believes that all people have inherent value.

- [L] Encourages forgiveness.

_ [A] Hurts when others hurt.

- [C] Has the capabilities to be effective for the organization.
- \Y| Hasan intuition of future opportunities.

- [T] Is authentic and reliable.

- [E] Believes in the power of role models.

. [S] Focus and actions on the needs of others.

- [E] Core values undergird future plans.

- [ Encourages intergonal integrity; character.

- [S] Puts the interests of others above own.

- \Y| Hopes and dreams for the future.

- [L] Has a compassionate spirit.

- [C] A possession of knowledge, skills, and abilities; capable.
. [H] Rarely inidtes attention toward him/herself.

[A] Empowering but without charity.

Humility Service
Trust Vision
Brotherly Love Empowerment

Competence Altruism
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L-VAS LEADERSHIP STATEMENTPAIRINGS

In this section, you will find (18) Leadership Statement Pairings reflective of Leadership Values. For sol
people, each statement in each Statement Pairing will be important. Read both statements in the Statement Pairir
choose the statnthat holds thmst (highestyalue to yoirhis is NOT a reflection of your present situation or
leader, but rather, think about the "ideal" leader as you choose the statements. The alpha characters in "[ Js" ar
coding purposes, only; andnitalvearing on the statement pairing.

After reading BOTH statements, place an "X" next to statement th®8IHs/&ieJEo you.
There is no time limit to this portion of the survey, but most people are able to complete this section within ten (1

minutes. Example:

Responds effectively to an emergency.

Is acutely aware of potential threats. X
1. 2.
Can be trusted with a secret. _ [62] Beleves people have inherent value.  [41]

Takes care dia@fs of others widligence. [70]

Constructive feedback drives improvements.__ [01]

3. 4,
Responds witkhers to coordinate resourcefl?] Appeciates constructive critique. _ [13]
Calm inhe middle of chaos and trial. __ [25] Works to improve personatstimings.  [08]
5. 6.
Hurts when others hurt. _ [38] Has intuition of future opportunities.__ [18]
Beravement counseling is provided. __ [37] Monitors progress of firm objectives.  [14]
7. 8.
Recognizes thanptoms of grief. _ [#] Foresees external threats. __[10]
Defend the unjust even if unpopular. __ [15] Modifies strategy in response to progre$42]
9. 10.
Has honest concern for others. __[50] Is not accusatory. _[51]
Compensatitfair and performance basgé0] Uses persuasion to encourage. __[53]
11. 12.
Corevalues undergird future plans __ [06] Convinced that ideas dinivevation. _ [36]

Frequentuglity reviews improve service. [23]

Tasks assigned based on skills/experie[6&]

13. 14.
Develops lagdinelationships with customer§31] Rarely initiates attention toward him/herself . [61]
Encouragésrgiveness. __[47] Changes based upon honest feedback. [69]
15. 16.
Selflessly pslothers for sake of helping. [55] Sustains productivity through high energ{54]
Has strong moral convictions. __[40] Hopes and dreams for the future. __ [29]
17. 18.

Initiateghange with rational dialogue.  [63]
Responds to an inner voice. __[64]

Entrusts power to others to make decisiof&9]
Bdieves in the power of role models. [44]
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L-VAS INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Please check the box that most closely describes your current organization:

@~ooooTp
OOO000a04a

Forprofit company [> 250 employees]
Forprofit company 260 employees]
Forprofit company [ <50 employees]
Forprofit professional

Notfor-profit [educational]
Notfor-profit [other]

Other

Please check the box that most closely describes your current position:

a. [] Owner/Founder

b. [] Senior Executive

C. [ Supervisor/Middle Management

d. [] Workforce/Skilled Labor/Technician

e. [] Professional

f. O Other

Please check the box that most closely describes your comtenaetpfaliment
confidence:

a. [] Highly confident in my continuetirhdemployment

b. [0 Somewhat confident in my continugchtumployment

c. 7 Notconfidentin my continuedifné employment

d. [ Presently working pi@ame or on consulting basis

e. [] Presently working fithe, but well under my qualification level
f. [OJ Presently not working

What is your gender?
a. [] Female
b. [ Male

In your current position, do you have P&L and/or budgeting responsibilities?
a. [] Yes
b. [ No, ornotsure
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APPENDX C

Refinement of Pr&Survey Statement Constructs
Reviewed by Expert Panel

Completed Surveys and Development Instruments
Online Site Survey Location

Statement Construct Mapping Instructions to Expert Panel
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Refinement of Prsurvey Statement Constructs by Expert Panel

OVERALL MEAN:

LOWER 25% BOUNDARY:

refinement

(Q#2)
SECTION 1

Agapao Love

Stewardship

Empathy

SECTION 2
Trust

Persuasion
Calling

SECTION 3
Altruism

Emotional

Healing
(Compssion)

SECTION 4

(Questionnaire #2)

2.320

1.740 Underlined:

Mean Statement Construct (Q#1)

2.091 Calm in the middiéchaos and trial.

2.091 Displays a kind and gentle manner.

3.182 Can be trusted with a secret.

2.636 Promotes social and environmenta
awareness.

2.818 Encourages forgiveness.

1.180 Has a compassionate spirit.

3.300 Is not accusatory.

3.000 Has honest concern for others.

2.100 Encourages interpersonal integrity.

2.800 Believes in the team's motive.

2.200 Has an internal desire to serve.

2.100 Responds to an inner voice.

2.500 Has strong moral convictions.

1.700 Does not look for gain in every situation.

1.600 _Generous to those in need.

3.400 Hurts when others hurt.

2.700 Recognizes the symptoms of grief.

3.300 Is a sensitive heart in the organization.

NonUnderlined :Accepted "as is"

Rejected pending further

Refined Statement Construct

Care in the middle of chaos
and trial.

Can be trusted to fulfill
his/her duty.

Encourages forgiveness
throughunderstanding.
Identifies with others in
compassion.

An expression of faith in
another.

Accepting of others beyond

theordinary.

Infers pure motive to
counterparty.

Will forgo personal gain for
benefit ainother.

Empowering but without
charity.

Encourages recovery and
wholeness.
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Empowerment 2.900 Believes in the power of role models.
2.800 Values career advancement opportunities.

Growth 3.200 Core values undergird future plans.
2.800 Convinced that iddeige innovation.
Awareness 2.000 Is keenly aware of own limitations.
1.400 _Attentive to cues in the environment. Environmental sensitivities
are acute.
SECTION 5
Vision 2.200 Hopes and dreams for the future. Intuition for future

opportunities.

1.600 Has intuition for future opportunities. Views the abstract future in
light of theoncrete present.

Conceptualizatich500 Has an intuition of future opportunities.
1.900 Sees the bigger picture.

Foresight 2.000 Foresees external threats.
1.200 Dreams beyond present circumstances. Informs present with past
experience.
SECTION 6
Humility 2.500 Believes that people have inherent value.
2.200 Accepts others without preconceived notidndestanding one's self in
reality.
1.500 _Is authentic and fa@suming. Rarely initiates attention

towarchim/herself.

1.500 Is transparent with own shortcomings. Views personal transparency
as atrength.

Listening 2.500 Believes in hearing constructive critique.
1.500 Is attentive with respect. Individually attentive to
other'®pinions.
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ONLINE SITE SURVEY LOCATION

QuestionPro.com : Online Research Made Easy

QuestionPro

Online Research Made Easy™

8/15/2010 LVAS: Leadershipvalues Axiology Survey

5/1/2010 Statement Construct #Zxpert Panel Review
3/1/2010 Statement Construct #JExpert Panel Review
2/27/2010 Leadership Values Rankings w/Dimension Definitions

http://LVAS.questionpro.com
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