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Servant Leadership and Voice Behavior in Higher Education

Yiiksekogretimde Hizmetkar Liderlik ve Dile Getirme Davramsi

Hakan ERKUTLU *, Jamel CHAFRA ™

ABSTRACT: This study examines the relationship between servant leadership and voice behavior and the mediating
roles of psychological empowerment and psychological safety on that relationship in higher education. The study
sample encompasses a total of 793 faculty members along with their deans from randomly selected 10 state universities
in Istanbul, Ankara, Izmir, Kayseri, Konya, Bursa, Samsun and Gaziantep during 2012-2013 spring semester. Faculty
member’s perceptions of psychological empowerment, psychological safety and voice behavior were measured using
the psychological empowerment scale developed by Spreitzer (1995), the psychological safety scale developed by
Edmondson (1999) and van Dyne and LePine’s (1998) voice behavior scale respectively. Ehrhart's (2004) servant
leadership scale was used to assess faculty dean’s perception of the servant leadership. The results revealed a
significant positive relationship between servant leadership and voice behavior and mediating roles of psychological
empowerment and safety on that relationship.
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0Z: Bu caligmanm amaci yiiksek egitimde hizmetkar liderlik ve dile getirme davramsi arasindaki iliskiyi ve bu
iligkide psikolojik giiclendirme ve psikolojik giivenlik kavramlarinin aracilik rollerini arastirmaktir. Bu ¢alismanin
orneklemini 2012-2013 ilkbahar doneminde Istanbul, Ankara, Izmir, Kayseri, Konya, Bursa, Samsun ve Gaziantep’te
rastlantisal yontemle segilen 10 devlet iiniversitesindeki 793 Ogretim iiyesi ve onlarin dekanlari olusturmaktadir.
Ogretim iiyelerinin psikolojik giiclendirme, psikolojik giivenlik ve dile getirme davramslar1 sirastyla Spreitzer (1995)
tarafindan gelistirilen psikolojik gii¢lendirme 6lg¢egi, Edmondson (1999) tarafindan gelistirilen psikolojik giivenlik
6lgegi ve van Dyne ve LePine’in (1998) dile getirme davranisi 6lgegi kullanilarak 6l¢iilmiistiir. Fakiilte dekanlarinin
hizmetkar liderlik algilamalarini degerlendirmek icin Ehrhart’in (2004) hizmetkar liderlik Slgegi kullanilmustir.
Sonuglar hizmetkar liderlik ile dile getirme davranigi arasinda olumlu ve 6nemli bir iliski ve bu iligkide psikolojik
giivenlik ve psikolojik s6zlesme tatmin kavramlarinda aracilik rolleri bulundugunu gostermistir.

Anahtar sozciikler: hizmetkar liderlik, dile getirme davranisi, psikolojik giiglendirme, psikolojik giivenlik

1. INTRODUCTION

Business leadership literature’s interest has mainly concentrated on leaders who set aside
self-interest for the betterment of their followers and organizations (George, 2003). In regard to
this, organizations have focused on the scientific study of positive human qualities. Although
dysfunctional behaviors of individuals are still of research interest, much remains to be learned
about humans' capacity to engage in positive behaviors (Cameron, Dutton, and Quinn 2003). In
the current investigation, leader behaviors that are based on serving the needs of their followers
and organizations were explored.

For an organization to achieve effectiveness, it is imperative that the unique talents of its
employees be recognized, utilized, and developed. Leaders can play a critical role in helping
employees to realize their potential (Liden, Wayne and Sparrowe, 2000). An approach to
leadership called servant leadership focuses on developing employees to their fullest potential in
the areas of task effectiveness, community stewardship, self-motivation, and future leadership
capabilities (Greenleaf, 1977).
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Despite the growing popularity of servant leadership practice and the emergence of a
promising stream of researches affirming its potential utility in organizations (Hunter, Neubert,
Perry, Witt, Penney and Weinberger, 2013), most researches, to date, has focused on construct
development (Barbuto and Wheeler 2006; van Dierendonck, 2011). There remains a need to
better understand the scope and magnitude of the influence that servant leadership has on a range
of multilevel outcomes such as organizational commitment, citizenship behavior and voice
behavior. Further, more advanced research designs and more comprehensive explorations of
antecedents and outcomes are necessary to help scholars and managers better understand how to
apply best servant leadership and what benefits can be expected from an emphasis on this
particular leadership style.

The aim of this study is to examine the mediating effects of psychological empowerment
and psychological safety on the relationship between servant leadership and employee voice
behaviors in universities. This study makes several contributions to the servant leadership and
voice behavior literature as well as in the organizational behavior field. First, it uncovers
psychological factors that may serve as mediators to the servant leadership-voice behavior
relationship. Second, given that leadership behaviors and individual differences variables are
central to most models of employee voice behavior (Detert and Burris 2007), it is important to
examine the direct and mediating effects of both leadership behaviors and individual factors in a
single study.

Therefore, the pursuit of the identification of the major individual differences variables
leading faculty members to voice behaviors may give us some concrete ideas in terms of possible
remedies for both faculty members and educational institutions.

1.1. Servant Leadership and Voice Behavior

Servant leadership is based on the premise to bring out the best in their followers. Leaders
rely on one-on-one communication to understand the abilities, needs, desires, goals, and potential
of those individuals. With knowledge of each follower's unique characteristics and interests,
leaders can assist followers in achieving their potential. This encouragement is done through
building self-confidence (Lord, Brown and Freiberg, 1999), serving as a role model, inspiring
trust, and providing information, feedback, and resources. Servant leadership differs from
traditional approaches to leadership in that it stresses personal integrity and focuses on forming
solid long-term relationships with employees. It also is unique in that it extends outside the
organization—servant leaders serve multiple stakeholders, including their communities and
society as a whole (Graham, 1991). Servant leadership shows promise as a way to build trust with
employees (Liden, Wayne, Zhao and Henderson, 2008).

Employee’s trust in his or her leader can be defined as a psychological state involving
positive expectations about the leader's intentions or behaviors with respect to oneself in
situations entailing risk (Premeaux and Bedeian, 2003). Considering the sources of such trust
perceptions, Mayer, Davis and Schoorman (1995) provided a model proposing that when
followers believe their leaders have ability, benevolence, and integrity, they will be more
comfortable engaging in behaviors that put them at risk. Following this theoretical analysis of the
role of trust in risk taking, trust is the “willingness to take risk”, and the level of trust is an
indication of the amount of risk that one is willing to take (Schoorman, Mayer and Davis, 2007).
Consistent with this perspective on the facilitative effect of trust, many studies have documented
that when employees trust their leaders, positive work outcomes result; for example, cooperation,
organizational citizenship behaviors, enhanced group performance and organizational
performance (Dirks, 2000). Because speaking up with comments and suggestions about
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workplace issues can be a risky endeavor, perceptions of leader trust may also play an important
role in employees' decisions to voice in the context of the workgroup.

Given the risks associated with employees' voice and due to the power that leaders hold
over employees' resources and outcomes, trust in leader may play an important role in employees'
decisions to voice their opinions (Premeaux and Bedeian, 2003). In literature, the arguments for a
direct and positive effect of trust on risk-taking behavior are straightforward (Dirks and Ferrin,
2002). Specifically, the more employees trust their leader, the more likely they will feel safe and
comfortable about the ways in which their leader will respond towards their voice behavior. In
turn, this should increase their willingness to actually engage in expressing their concerns and
opinions. In contrast, having low levels of leader trust is likely to inhibit the willingness of
employees to accept vulnerability towards their leader, which, in turn, decreases the likelihood
that one will take the risk of engaging in voice behaviors. Thus, employees' perceptions of the
trustworthiness of their leader should promote their voice behavior. Accordingly, it is expected
that servant leadership will positively relate to employee voice behavior by building trust in
leader.

Hypothesis 1: Faculty members’ perceptions of their dean’s servant leadership will be positively
related to faculty members’ voice behavior.

1.2. The Mediating Roles of Psychological empowerment and Psychological safety
on the relationship between Servant leadership and Voice Behavior

Psychological safety refers to individuals’ perceptions of the consequences of taking
interpersonal risks in their work environment (Edmondson, 2004; Kahn, 1990). It can be regarded
as a psychological climate, a property of individuals denoting their perception of the
psychological impact that the work or study environment has on his or her personal wellbeing
(James and James, 1989). Proponents of psychological climate theory posit that individuals
respond primarily to cognitive representations of environments ‘rather than to the environments
per se’’ (James and Sells, 1981). Each individual constitutes his or her own psychological climate
of the same environment. Perceptions may, nevertheless, differ based on personal belief systems
and individual biases. We, therefore, consider psychological safety to operate on the individual-
level.

Edmondson (2004) suggests that supportive leadership behavior can be particularly
important in strengthening sense of psychological safety. Servant leaders are described as
trustworthy and as treating their people with support, care, concern and fairness (van
Dierendonck, 2011). First, by being accessible, servant leaders can promote psychological safety
by breaking down the barriers, which prevent effective communication and discussion. Second,
servant leaders’ propensity to invite suggestions and inputs from their followers is likely to signal
them that their feedback is valued and respected. This, in turn, should encourage employees to
voice their opinions, thereby reinforcing their feelings of psychological safety.

Furthermore, Edmondson (2004:252) proposes that the existence of trusting relationships
among team members can play a pivotal role in engendering feelings of psychological safety. She
suggests that if the relationships between leader and employees are characterized by trust and
mutual respect for each other, “individuals are more likely to believe that they will be given the
benefit of the doubt — a defining characteristic of psychological safety”. Servant leaders are more
concerned with establishing trusting relationships with followers through solicitation of
employees’ ideas without any form of self-censorship (Errol and Bruce, 2005). They establish
positive connections with followers, expressing concern and practicing two-way communication.
They are seen as approachable, provide information about the values and principles behind
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important organizational decisions, solicit input, and practice effective listening skills (Searle and
Barbuto 2011). These behaviors appear closely tied to the openness, concern, and follower trust
that play key roles in promoting feelings of psychological safety (May, Gilson and Harter, 2004).

When employees are free of fears and concerns about expressing their opinions, the
perceived costs of speaking up are minimized. Consequently, the benefits of voice outweigh the
costs, leading to a more positive evaluation of voice. In contrast, when psychological safety is
lacking, employees feel that they cannot freely express themselves, and these fears and concerns
cause employees to avoid publicly expressing their opinions and concerns (Zhao and Olivera,
2006). Consistent with this reasoning, perceptions of psychological safety have been reasoned to
facilitate voice because such perceptions increase the ease and reduce the felt risk of presenting
new ideas (Edmondson, 1999; Kahn, 1990). Therefore, based on the above arguments, we claim
that psychological safety acts as an important mechanism through which servant leadership
influences voice behavior.

Hypothesis 2: Employee perceptions of psychological safety partially mediate the
relationship between servant leadership and voice behavior.

Empowerment has been posited as another mechanism through which servant leadership
influences followers’ behaviors (Russell and Stone, 2002). Psychological empowerment is
conceptualized as a psychological state that encompasses four cognitions: competence, an
individual's belief in his or her capability that he or she can be effective; impact, the degree to
which an individual can influence strategic, administrative, or operating outcomes at work;
meaningfulness, the value of a work goal or purpose, judged in relation to an individual's ideals or
standards; and self-determination, an individual's sense of having choice in initiating and
regulating actions. These cognitions act in concert to foster a proactive, self-confident orientation
towards one's work (Spreitzer, 1995). Leaders matter because they create organizational cultures
and practices that determine employees’ degree of involvement in the decision-making processes.
Servant leaders are described as understanding followers' needs for meaning in their work and the
confidence that comes with being trusted to act with initiative and autonomy (van Dierendonck,
Nuijten and Heeren, 2009). When leaders transparently share information and utilize followers'
inputs in making decisions, followers are more likely to experience meaningfulness, impact, and
self-determination in their work because they are taking more responsibility (Conger and
Kanungo 1988; Thomas and Velthouse, 1990).

One of the most significant characteristics of servant leadership is empowering and
developing people (van Dierendonck, 2011) which emphasizes the delegation of authority to
increase intrinsic motivation, accentuating accountability by not only giving people clear goals to
strive for but also holding them responsible for achieving these goals, and requiring managers to
share knowledge and information to ensure that employees develop the necessary skills. In view
of the available research and above logic, we expect a positive relationship between servant
leadership and psychological empowerment.

There is also considerable empirical evidence showing empowerment is positively related
to outcomes such as followers' commitment, involvement, work productivity, and performance at
the individual and group/team levels (Spreitzer, Kizilos and Nason, 1997). Feelings of
psychological empowerment have been positively related to voice behavior where individuals feel
more responsibility for helping in ways that are not specified in their job descriptions (Frazier and
Fainshmidt, 2012). Wat and Shaffer (2005) argued that a higher quality social exchange
relationship experienced by more empowered individuals helped explain the relationship they
observed between psychological empowerment and employee voice behavior.
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It follows from the above discussion that psychological empowerment will help to mediate
the relationship between servant leadership and voice behavior. Therefore, we propose the
following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: Employee’s perception of psychological empowerment partially mediates the
relationship between servant leadership and employee voice behavior.

2. METHOD
2.1. Samples

The sample for this study was drawn from 10 state universities in Turkey. These
universities were randomly selected from a list of 104 state universities in the country (Higher
Education Council of Turkey, 2013).

This study was completed in April - May 2013. Participants were told that the study was
designed to collect information on the faculty members’ voice behaviors and their perceptions of
faculty deans’ servant leadership behavior in the higher education workforce. They were given
confidentially assurances and told that participation was voluntary. The questionnaires were
collected immediately.

A randomly selected group of faculty members completed the voice behavior,
psychological empowerment and psychological safety scales (63 - 133 faculty members per
university, totaling 793). Those faculty members’ deans completed the servant leadership scale (3
- 7 deans per university, totaling 46). In order to avoid same-source bias, Deans’ reports of
servant leadership were used instead of faculty members’ reports. Fifty-three percent of the
faculty members were female with an average age of 29.33 years. Moreover, 69 percent of the
deans were male with an average age of 53.13 years. The response rate was 86 percent.

2.2. Measures

Psychological empowerment. Spreitzer’s (1995) 12 items scale measuring four dimensions
of psychological empowerment was used. The dimensions are meaning, competence, impact and
self-determination. Sample items include “My job activities are personally meaningful to me”, “I
am confident about my ability in my job”, “I can decide on my own on ways to finish my work”
and “T could influence the decisions of my team”. All participants were instructed to reflect on
their perception of the climate on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (always). The
Cronbach's alpha for the scale was .90 in this study.

Voice behavior. A six-item employee voice questionnaire developed and validated by van
Dyne and LePine (1998) was used. Faculty members indicated how frequently each statement
fitted their own behavior. Response scale ranged from “almost never” (1), to “almost always” (7).
Sample items are “I develop and make recommendations concerning issues that affect this
workgroup” and “I communicate my opinions about work issues to others in this group even if
my opinion is different and others in the group disagree with me”. A factor analysis for the voice
behavior in this study was conducted and revealed that 6 items gathered under one factor and the
total variance was .69. The Cronbach’s o for the scale was .86 and the factor loads varied between
.63 and .93 in the study.

Servant leadership. We assessed servant leadership from the dean’s perspective with
Ehrhart's (2004) 14-item measure. This scale included seven dimensions averaged together to
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form one servant leadership score. Example items included ““I create a sense of community among
faculty members,” “I make the personal development of faculty members a priority,” and “I hold
faculty members to high ethical standards”. A factor analysis for the servant leadership in this
study was conducted. The principal components analysis method was used to extract a set of
independent factors. The varimax rotation method was then applied to clarify the underlying
factors. Factor analysis revealed that 14 items gathered under one factor and the total variance
was .66. The Cronbach’s « for the scale was .91 and the factor loads varied between .66 and .89
in this study.

Psychological safety. Edmondson’s (1999) psychological safety scale was used. This
measure assesses the extent to which a member in an organization feels psychologically safe to
take risks, speak up, and discuss issues openly. Following the results of a factor analysis, we
adopted five items from this scale. Responses were made on a five-point scale ranging from 1
(not at all) to 5 (to a large extent). The Cronbach's alpha for the scale was .83 in this study.

Control variables. We controlled faculty member’s age and tenure, as these could affect
faculty member’s voice behavior (Janssen and Gao, 2013).

3. RESULTS

Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations and correlations for the study variables.
Ordinary least squares (OLS) regression analyses were used to test the hypotheses in this study.
The mediating roles of psychological safety and psychological empower were analyzed by using
procedures for testing multiple mediation outlined by MacKinnon (2000). As a straightforward
extension of Baron and Kenny’s (1986) causal step approach, this procedure involves estimating
three separate regression equations. Since mediation requires the existence of a direct effect to be
mediated, the first step in the analysis here involved regressing servant leadership on voice
behavior and the control variables. The results presented in Table 2 (model 2) show that servant
leadership is significantly and positively related to voice behavior (B = .37, p <.001), thus
providing support for the direct effect of servant leadership on faculty member voice behavior
(Hypothesis 1).

As the mediation hypotheses in this study imply that servant leadership is related to both
psychological safety and psychological empowerment, the first part of the second step in the
mediation analysis involved regressing psychological safety, psychological empowerment and the
control variables on servant leadership. The results in Table 2 indicate that servant leadership has
a significant, positive relationships with psychological safety (B = .30, p <.001) and
psychological empowerment (f = .32, p <.001), thus offering support for the main effects of
servant leadership on psychological safety and psychological empowerment.

In addition, as far as the mediation hypotheses are concerned, a positive relation between
psychological safety or psychological empowerment and faculty members’ voice behaviors was
presumed. The second part of the second step of the mediation analysis, therefore, involved
regressing voice behavior on both psychological safety and psychological empowerment. Rather
than performing a separate regression analysis for each affect-related variables, psychological
safety and psychological contract fulfillment, they were simultaneously entered in a single
regression analysis to correct any multicollinearity among these variables. The results reported in
Table 2 (model 3) confirm the two presumed relationships. The results indicate that both
psychological safety and psychological empowerment have significant and positive relationships
to voice behavior (B = .35, p <.001; B = .32, p <.001 respectively).
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics and correlations®
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9
1. Faculty member’s age 29.16 1.26
2. Faculty member’s gender .63 .37 .06
3. Faculty member’s tenure 929 119 .23* .04
(years)
4. Dean’s age 4963 89 01 .04 .01
5. Dean’s gender 73 27 03 .06 .03 .03
6. Dean’s tenure (years) 1726 163 .09 .09 .04 .19* .03
7. Psychological safety 333 8 .09 .03 .06 .10 .06 .07
8. Psychological 391 89 11 04 .09 11 .07 .10 @ .32%**
empowerment
9. Servant leadership 379 69 .06 .09 .06 .12 .03 .13* | 31*** | 33***
10. Voice behavior 366 66 .13* 05 .12* .09 .06 .09 .36*** | 34*** 3Fgr**

Tn=591. *p<05. **p<Ol ***p<.00L.

In the final step of the mediation analysis, voice behavior was regressed on servant
leadership, psychological safety, psychological empowerment and the control variables. As
predicted, the results (model 4) indicate that the significant relationship between servant
leadership and voice behavior becomes non-significant when psychological safety and
psychological empowerment are entered into the equation (f = .10, n.s.). At the same time, the
effect of psychological safety (B = .33, p <.001) and psychological empowerment (f = .30, p
<.001) on voice behavior remained significant. These results suggest that psychological safety
and psychological empowerment mediate the relationship between servant leadership and voice
behavior, a pattern of results that support Hypotheses 2 and 3.

Table 2: Results of the standardized regression analysis for the mediated effects of servant leadership
via psychological safety and psychological empowerment?®

Voice behavior

Variables Psychological Psychological Model Model Model Model
safety empowerment 1 2 3 4

Faculty member’s .06 10 2% A1 A1 .09
age
Faculty member’s .03 .03 .05 .04 .03 .01
gender
Faculty member’s .05 .08 12* .10 .09 .06
tenure
Dean’s age .05 .09 .08 .07 .03 .03
Dean’s gender .03 .06 .05 .04 .03 .01
Dean’s tenure (years) .06 10 .07 .06 .04 .03
Servant Leadership 30*** 32%** Y Sakaled .10
Psychological safety 3ox**k 33 rr*
Psychological 32x**k - 30Fr*
empowerment
R2 .31*** .33*** .23** .26** .28** .31***
Adjusted R? 29%* 27%* A9%*  23%x @k DQwx
F 6.23** 8.66** 2.63** 3.23** 4.68** 6.19**
AR A13* A12* .09* .06* .04* .03*

Tn=591. *p<.05. **p<OL **p<00L.

4. DISCUSSION and CONCLUSION

To our knowledge, this is the first attempt to simultaneously test the role of psychological
safety and psychological empowerment as to strengthen the understanding on how servant
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leadership affects voice behavior. Our results showed that faculty dean’s servant leadership was
positively related to faculty members’ psychological safety and psychological empowerment,
which, in turn, were all positively related to faculty members’ voice behavior. These results are
consistent with previous researches suggesting that servant leadership is related to voice behavior
(Liden et al. 2008; Premeaux and Bedeian, 2003) and psychological safety and empowerment
have mediating effects (van Dierendonck, 2011; Wat and Shaffer, 2005).

It is generally considered that servant leaders develop close relationships with their
subordinates and these relationships are characterized by high quality exchanges (high level of
LMX quality), psychological safety and empowerment (Epitropaki and Martin, 2005). Such
exchanges and psychological climate are characterized by mutual trust, respect and obligation
(Kim, Bateman, Gilbreath and Andersson, 2009), by positive support, common bonds, open
communication, shared loyalty (Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995) and affection (Liden, Wayne and
Stilwell, 1993). When employees observe that they receive support, trust, and other tangible and
intangible benefits from their leaders, they develop an obligation to reciprocate with appropriate
work attitudes, performance (Chullen et al., 2010) and voice behavior (Premeaux and Bedeian,
2003).

In today’s workforce, employees with the best access to critical information are the most
likely to succeed (Eisenberg and Goodall, 2004). Clearly, employees with higher quality
relationships with their supervisor have the best access to quality information. This likely
increases their commitment to the organization and satisfaction with their job and promotes voice
behavior. All in all, as Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995:232) explain, “For those dyadic members who
make it to the mature ‘partnership’ [high quality] stage, the payoffs can be tremendous”.

In a similar vein, results of this study have organization-level implications. As Wheatley
(2001) notes, quality relationships and quality information sharing which are the main
characteristics of servant leadership are crucial to overall organizational functioning. Practitioners
in troubled organizations (e.g., those with high levels of workplace deviance, turnover, low levels
of performance, morale and voice behavior) might examine the quality of the supervisor—
subordinate relationships in their organizations to determine how that might be detracting from
the dispersion of quality information throughout the organization. Although research consistently
demonstrates the differentiated nature of leader—member relationships, scholars argue that such
dynamics could exist in a more equitable fashion. As Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995:233) explain,
“since [high quality] relationships are beneficial for dyadic members and organizations, managers
should be encouraged and trained to make the offer of high quality relationship (partnership)
building to all of their subordinates”. The present findings suggest that this would mean managers
should be encouraged to learn how to become a servant leader. Managers need also pay attention
to employees’ personality traits to improve the quality of the communication environment
between management and employees, to stimulate employees’ voice behaviors and to improve
organizational effectiveness.

The main strength of this study was its multilevel research design which was capable of
capturing the complexity of individual behaviors by considering different contexts. A second
strength was the use of an independent sample to measure servant leadership. In fact, measuring
servant leadership from a secondary source would have allowed minimizing same-source bias.
This would have happened that authors of this study used faculty deans’ reports of servant
leadership. Third, the use of a Turkish sample added to the growing literature examining job
stress in non-Western settings.
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This study has potential limitations as well. First, it is important to recognize limits to
generalizability. This study was conducted on a sample of faculty members from state
universities. Whether universities had private or state funding may have affected their leadership
styles, organizational culture or management-employees relationships, which, in turn, could
influence faculty members’ voice behavior levels. It is also important to recognize that
universities in the sample were all subject to regulations of the Turkish Higher Education
Council, potentially limiting variability in some university-level practices. Therefore, the
generalizability of study results to different branches of a single organization might be
guestioned. To provide evidence of generalizability, future related researches shall need to
support study findings within other industries and occupational settings. Second, faculty members
in the sample were not relatively young with an average age of 29 years old. Evidence suggests
that older employees are more likely to engage in voice behaviors (Chullen et al. 2010). In this
regard, study hypotheses could better be tested in settings in which faculty members are not only
relatively new to the organization but also are engaged in the process of developing relationships.
Third, because our study is cross-sectional by design, we cannot infer causality. Indeed, it is
possible that, for example, psychological empowerment could drive perceptions of servant
leadership as opposed to the causal order we predicted. Additionally, employing an experimental
research design to address causality issues would be useful. For example, a lab study could aid in
making causal claims for each of the specific mediators investigated in the present study. Finally,
we did not control for other forms of related leadership theories. Future research could overcome
this limitation by controlling for other styles of leadership that have been found to positively
relate to servant leadership such as transformational leadership (Bass and Avolio 1994) or
authentic leadership (Luthans and Avolio, 2003) to examine whether servant leadership explains
additional unique variance.

In summary, despite the importance of servant leadership and its outcomes in
organizations, research investigating the potential mechanisms through which servant leadership
affects voice behavior has been lacking. This study makes an important contribution by
examining how and why servant leadership is more effective in promoting employee voice
behavior by highlighting the importance of psychological safety and empowerment. Thus, we
provide a more complete picture on how to translate servant leader behavior into follower action
such as increased voice behavior. We hope the present findings will stimulate further
investigations into the underlying mechanisms and the conditions under which servant leadership
relates to various individual and group outcomes.
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Uzun Ozet

Bu calismanin amac1 psikolojik giivenlik ve psikolojik gii¢lendirme kavramlarinin hizmetkar liderlik
ve dile getirme davranisi arasindaki iliskideki araci rollerini arastirmaktir. Bu amag igin su sorulara yanitlar
aranmugtir: 1. Fakiiltede Dekanin hizmetkar liderlik diizeyi ile 6gretim iiyelerinin dile getirme davraniglari
arasinda bir iliski var midir? 2. Dekanin hizmetkar liderligi ile 6gretim iiyelerinin dile getirme davraniglar
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arasindaki iliskide 6gretim {iiyelerinin psikolojik giivenlik ve psikolojik giliclendirme diizeylerinin aracilik
rolleri bulunmakta midir?

Bu ¢alismanin kavramlarindan birisi olan hizmetkar liderlik kavraminin 6ziinde oncelikle, hizmet
etme isteginin olmas1 yatmaktadir (Greenleaf, 1997). Bu konuda Bass (2000), hizmetkar liderlerin hizmet
etme istegi acgisindan “dogal” bir duyguya sahip olduklarina, liderlik yapmay: ise “bilingli” olarak
sectiklerine deginmistir. Greenleaf’a (1977) gore hizmetkar liderler, nce liderlik yapan sonrasinda hizmet
eden liderlere oranla baskalarinin oncelikli ihtiyaclarini daha fazla tanimlamakta ve bunlari karsilamak i¢in
daha fazla caba gostermektedirler. Hizmetkar lider, giivene ve ahlaki ilkelere bagli, kendi ¢ikarlarindan
ziyade tiim ortaklarin (paydaslarin) ¢ikarlarina hizmet etmeye odakli, orgiite ve ¢aliganlarina uzun dénemli
baglilik duyan, alic1 degil verici olan bir davranig sergiler. Hizmet etme bilinci 6rgiitiin sinirlarini da asip,
toplumsal anlamda ve tiim paydaslar1 da kapsayan bir kiiltiir yaratma sekline doniigiir. Bagka bir deyisle
hizmetkar liderler topluma fayda saglama ve deger katma bilincini orgiit igerisinde yayarak, Orgiitiin
misterileri ve diger paydaslart da ic¢ine alan bir hizmet etme kiiltliri yaratmayi hedeflerler. Hizmetkar
liderlerin biitlinciil bir diinya goriisiine sahip olduklari, orgiitte amaca ulagsma yolunda g¢alisanlara
odaklanarak onlarin gelisimlerine katkida bulunmak i¢in onlara siirekli ilham verdikleri goriilmektedir.
Hizmetkar liderler galisanlarinin gelisimlerini gii¢lendirirken hem onlarin baghliklarint artirirlar hem de
performansin yiikselmesine neden olurlar (Dinger ve Bitirim, 2007: 61). Calismanin diger kavrami olan
calisanlarin dile getirme davranisi ise istek, ihtiyag, beklenti, sorun, diisiince ve duygularin is ¢evresi ile
paylasimu olarak tanimlanabilir.

Bu calismanin 6rneklemini 2012-2013 bahar doneminde Istanbul, Ankara, Izmir, Kayseri, Konya,
Bursa, Samsun ve Gaziantep’te rastlantisal metotla segilen 10 devlet iiniversitesindeki 793 6gretim {iyesi ve
onlarin dekanlar1 olusturmaktadir. Caligma Nisan-Mayis 2013 tarihleri arasinda tamamlanmistir.
Katilimeilara, c¢alismanin yiiksek egitim isgiicii igerisinde Ogretim iiyelerinin kendilerini ifade etme
davraniglart ve dekanlarinin hizmetkar liderlik diizeyleri konularinda bilgi toplamak igin tasarlandigi
bildirilmistir. Katilimin goniillii oldugu ifade edilmistir. Anketler hemen toplanilmistir. Calismada toplam
922 dgretim tiyesine psikolojik giivenlik, psikolojik giiglendirme ve dile getirme davranig anketleri verilmis
olup bunlardan 793 kisinin anketleri kullanabilecek durumda geri alinmistir. Hizmetkar liderlik anketi ise
ayni deneklerinin tiim anketleri doldurduklar1 zaman olusabilecek 6n yargilari engellemek i¢in psikolojik
giivenlik, psikolojik giiclendirme ve dile getirme davramig anketlerini dolduran 6gretim iiyelerinin bagh
bulundugu fakiilte dekanlarina doldurtulmustur. Calismadaki 6gretim {iyelerinin %53’ kadin olup yas
ortalamas1 29.33 yildir. Ayrica dekanlarin %69°u erkek olup yas ortalamasi 53.13 yildir. Anketlerin geri
doniim oran1 %86°dir.

Bu ¢aligmada dért farkli anket kullamlmistir. Ogretim {iyelerinin psikolojik giiclendirme diizeyleri
Spreitzer (1995) tarafindan gelistirilmis bulunan ve 12 maddeden olusan psikolojik giliglendirme Glgegi
kullanilarak dl¢iilmiistiir. Ankette yer alan 6rnek maddeler “Isteki etkinliklerim kisisel olarak bana anlamli
gelir.”, “Gorevlerimi tamamlamak i¢in kendi kararlarimi veririm.” bi¢imindedir. Ankete verilen yanitlar 1
(asla) ile 7 (her zaman) arasinda degismektedir. Anketin giivenirlik katsayis1 .90’dir. Ogretim iiyelerinin
psikolojik giivenlik diizeyini 6lgmek i¢in Edmondson (1999) tarafindan gelistirilmis olan psikolojik
giivenlik anketi kullanilmistir. Anket 5 maddeden olusmaktadir. Bu maddeler ¢alisanlarin is ortaminda
kendilerini rahat hissedip hissetmediklerini ve fikirlerini yoneticiden gelen bir tehdit olmadan sdyleyip
soyleyemeyeceklerini degerlendirmektedir. Anketin giivenirlik katsayisi .83°diir. Dekanin hizmetkar
liderlik diizeyinin Sl¢iimii i¢in Ehrhart (2004) tarafindan gelistirilmis bulunan hizmetkar liderlik 6lcegi
kullanilmugtir. Olgek 14 maddeden olugmakta olup: “Ogretim iiyelerinin kisisel gelisimine dncelik tanirim.”
ornek bir madde olarak verilebilir. Anket sorular1 1 (kesinlikle katilmiyorum) ile 7 (tamamen katilryorum)
arasinda bir Ol¢ekte degerlendirilmistir. Anketin gilivenirlik katsayis1 .91°tiir. Calismada kullanilan son
anket van Dyne ve LePine (1998) tarafindan gelistirilmis bulunan ve 6 maddeden olusan dile getirme
davranmig1 Olgegidir. Ankette yer alan 6rnek maddeler “Calisma grubunu etkileyen konularda oneriler
yaparim.”, “Digerlerinden farkli olsa bile is ile ilgili konularda kendi fikirlerimi ifade ederim.”
bicimindedir. Ankete verilen yanitlar 1 (asla) ile 7 (her zaman) arasinda degigmektedir. Anketin giivenirlik
katsayis1 .86’dir.

Bu calismada, aracilik rollerinin test edilmesinde MacKinnon (2000) tarafindan detaylar1 agiklanan
yontem izlenilmistir. Calismanin sonuglari, dekanlarin hizmetkar liderlik diizeyleri ile dgretim iyelerinin
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kendilerini ifade etme davranislari arasinda olumlu bir iliskinin varligini ortaya ¢ikarmigtir. Ayrica 6gretim
tiyelerinin psikolojik giivenlik ve psikolojik gii¢lendirme diizeyleri, hizmetkar liderlik ve dile getirme
davranist arasindaki olumlu iligkide araci rolleri gostermiglerdir.

Takipgilerin lidere giiven duymasinda liderlik tarzinin ve lider davranislarinin énemi biiyiiktiir.
Liderlerin davraniglari takipgilerin giiven diizeyini belirler (Joseph ve Winston, 2005). Hizmetkar liderlik
ile ilgili tamimlarda da belirtildigi gibi “giiven” hizmetkar liderligin merkezinde yer alan bir kavramdir.
Hizmetkar lider, mesrulugunu takipgilerin kendisine duydugu giiven ile kazanir. Hizmetkar liderlik, liderin
calisanlar: ile bire bir iliskiler gelistirdigi, onlarin yetenekleri, ihtiyaglari, kisisel hedefleri, istekleri ve
potansiyellerini tanidig1 ve ¢aliganlart icin en iyi olan1 yapmaya odaklanan bir liderlik tarzidir (Liden ve
digerleri, 2008). Her bir ¢alisanin kendisine has (6zgii) karakteristikleri ve ihtiyaglarin1 anlayan hizmetkar
liderler, daha sonra g¢alisanlarma kendi potansiyellerini a¢ia cikarmalar1 ve gelistirmeleri i¢in destek
verirler (Lord, Brown ve Freiberg, 1999). Kisisel potansiyelin ortaya ¢ikarilmasi, ¢alisanlarin kendine olan
giivenlerinin ve benlik degerlerinin insa edilmesi ile gerceklesir.

Hizmetkar liderler, kendileri de bir rol model olarak, kendileri ve ¢alisanlar1 arasinda bilgi, kaynak
ve geribildirim akisini hizlandirarak karsilikli gliveni pekistirirler. Yardimseverlik, destek ve kisisel ilgi
hizmetkar liderligin en 6nemli unsurlarindandir ve liderin bu yardimsever davraniglart lidere duyulan
giiveni pekistirir. Ayrica hizmetkar liderler, takipgilerini dnceden bilgilendiren, onlar1 kararlara katan ve
inisiyatif veren, bagka bir deyisle takipgilerini giiglendiren liderlerdir. Hizmetkar liderlerin kisisel diizeyde
astlar1 ile ilgilenmeleri ve onlarin mesleki ve kisisel anlamda gelisimlerini takip etmeleri, etik degerlere
uygun davranmalar1 ve diiriist olmalar1 da bire bir giiven ile iliskili unsurlar olarak ¢alisanlarin kendilerini
herhangi bir endise duymaksizin rahat bir bigimde ifade etmelerine yol agmaktadir.

Calismanin araci rollerinden olan psikolojik giivenlik “bireylerin kendilerini rahat hissetmeleri ve
herhangi bir korku veya tehdit olmaksizin kendilerini ifade edebilmeleri” (Edmondson, 1999; Kahn, 1990),
psikolojik giiclendirme ise “dort algisal boyuttan olusan (anlam, yetkinlik, 6zerklik ve etki) psikolojik bir
durum” (Spreitzer, 1995) olarak kavramsallastirilabilir. Buna gore; listlenilen isin gerekleri ile ¢alisanin
degerlerinin uyumlu olmasi (anlam), isin gereklerini yerine getirebilmek i¢in galisanin yeteneklerine inang
duymasi (yetkinlik), isin yapilisinda c¢alisanin inisiyatif kullanabilmesi (6zerklik) ve yapilan isin orgiitsel
diizeydeki sonuglari etkileyebilme giicli (etki), calisanlarda yiiksek gdrev motivasyonu yaratmaktadir.
Hizmetkar liderler ¢alisanlarin kendilerini daha giivenli bir yonetim altinda ¢aligtiklarini hissetmelerine ve
kendilerini yaptiklart is ile ilgili konularda kontrol ve karar verme inisiyatifine sahip olduklarini
algilamalarina yol agip bu durum ¢alisanlarin kendilerini herhangi bir korku ve endise duymaksizin ifade
etmelerine yol acacaktir.

Citation Information
Erkutlu, H., & Chafra, J. (2015). Servant leadership and voice behavior in higher education. Hacettepe University
Journal of Education [Hacettepe Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi], 30(4), 29-41.



