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ABSTRACT
The U.S. Army Chaplaincy is charged with the unique and sacred mission to “Care for the Soul
of the Army”—an Army with an increasingly pluralistic culture with respect to religious and
spiritual beliefs. The purpose of this study was to explore the presence and degree of servant
leadership behaviors in active duty chaplains, as an initial step in discerning the potential of
servant leadership as a conceptual framework to help the chaplaincy provide effective pastoral
care within a diverse organization. The study used an embedded mixed-methods design to
capture quantitative data regarding servant leadership behaviors in 250 individual chaplains and
their perceptions of demonstrated servant leadership by the chaplaincy as a whole, using
Sendjaya et al's. (2008, 2017) six behavioral-dimension SLBS-35 and SLBS-6 measurements.
The study also captured qualitative data to provide richer descriptions of chaplains’ perceptions
of their servant-oriented pastoral leadership role as the Army’s religious-spiritual leaders.
Quantitative findings revealed individual chaplains’ strongest alignment with the behavioral
dimensions of Transcendental Spirituality, Responsible Morality, and Voluntary Subordination,
and comparatively the lowest alignment for Authentic Self. The chaplaincy as a whole received
highest levels of alignment for behaviors in Transcendental Spirituality, Responsible Morality,
and Transforming Influence, with Authentic Self receiving the lowest alignment mirroring the
self-assessment ratings. Qualitative findings revealed chaplains’ perceptions about pastoral
characteristics and behaviors they believed critical for effective pluralistic ministry, as well as
the role of their religious convictions in providing pluralistic care. Triangulation of data revealed
that while chaplains had less agreement about the chaplaincy’s demonstration of behaviors in
Voluntary Subordination and Authentic Self, they individually emphasized however the

importance of pastoral behaviors that correspond with those two dimensions. Conclusions
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include the predominance of three of the six servant leadership dimensions and identifiable
differences between self-assessment ratings and perceptions of the overall chaplaincy servant
leadership behaviors. Personal faith-based convictions strongly influence how these participating
chaplains practice within the pluralistic military environment. Recommendations include
exploring the differences between religious and spiritual support in a pluralistic context, and
developing a chaplain-specific pastoral leadership conceptual framework to explain the
relationships among leadership behaviors and pastoral practices.

Keywords: Leadership, servant leadership, Army chaplain, pastoral leadership, pluralism,
religious leadership, spiritual leadership, voluntary subordination, authentic self, covenantal

relationship, responsible morality, transcendental spirituality, transforming influence



Chapter 1: Introduction
The soldier’s heart, the soldier’s spirit, the soldier’s soul, are everything. Unless the
soldier’s soul sustains him, he cannot be relied on and will fail himself and his

commander and his country in the end.

—General George C. Marshall, Speech at Trinity College, June 15, 1941

In the nearly 80 years since General Marshall’s remarks were made on the footsteps of
World War II, the U.S. Army has evolved into what is arguably the world’s most technologically
advanced and strategically superior land force in the history of the world, as well as a culturally
symbolic and practical means for American men and women to serve their country and share a
common, higher purpose as guardians “of freedom and the American way of life” (The soldier’s
creed, n.d.). Unfortunately, the challenges necessitating its enduring mission have also evolved,
with the 21% century’s global horizon of various geopolitical, economic, and advanced military
threats, including the return of a great power competition with China and Russia. Further still
are domestic concerns that serve to undermine the Army’s identity and mission, as the ongoing
afflictions of suicide, domestic violence, and sexual harassment and assault continue to traverse
the Army community as culturally surreptitious enemies working from within. General
Marshall’s claim resonates today as it did then, for while some of the aforementioned threats
require strength of soul, others profoundly erode it.

It is with that specific end in view—the care of the soldier’s heart, spirit and soul—that a
particular branch has played a historically vital role: the U.S. Army Chaplain Corps. The
chaplaincy’s fundamental purpose is to serve all soldiers and their dependents, caring for their
religious, spiritual, and moral well-being (Department of the Army [DA], 2015) in the effort to

sustain their souls as they sacrificially serve their country. This endeavor, while rarely front and



center in the larger scope of military readiness, remains essential if the Army is to endure in its
mission to defend the Constitution and nation against enemies, both foreign and domestic.

As of this writing, approximately 1,500 active duty Army chaplains serve the standing
Army of nearly 483,000 soldiers and civilian employees (Defense Manpower Data Center
[DMDC], 2022a) who identify with over 220 different religious and non-religious beliefs,
representing varieties within each of the world’s main religions and identifications such as
atheist, agnostic, and no religious preference (DMDC, 2022b). This religiously pluralistic
environment presents an interesting dynamic for chaplains, who are commissioned to provide
religious-spiritual leadership to all service members while preserving their own individual
religious convictions. Such a dynamic calls for an approach to leadership whereby chaplains can
effectively balance these potentially conflicting requirements by way of a framework that
maximizes the spiritual care of each individual soldier, Department of the Army (DA) civilian
employee, and family member.

Aside from chaplains’ individually diverse leadership experiences throughout the course
of their careers and the Chaplain Corps’ institutional learning environment that exists to equip
chaplains with the doctrinal knowledge and skills necessary to navigate this unique ministry
terrain, no unifying theoretical or conceptual leadership model exists for the chaplaincy.
However, there may be a potential model worth exploring given the oft-made anecdotal
comparison between the spiritually-purposed, people-oriented, and community-focused
characteristics and behaviors of chaplains and servant leaders (Greenleaf, 1970). The presenting
problem is a lack of empirical research regarding this comparison, and how, if at all, servant
leadership might be a helpful theoretical framework for chaplains as religious leaders in the

Army’s pluralistic environment.



Statement of the Problem

The problem examined in this study is the apparent gap in empirical research with respect
to the presence of servant leadership characteristics and behaviors in the active duty Army
chaplaincy. While there may be a thematic connection between servant leadership and the role
of chaplains, references in Army literature to such a relationship remain few and anecdotal
(DuCharme, 2019; Ray, 2018; Scott, 2018; Stout, 2005). As it continues to address the
professional development of strategic religious leaders, there remained an opportunity for the
chaplaincy to explore the presence of servant leadership behaviors in its leaders, as well as the
viability and potential integration of a servant leadership framework with its mission and two
core capabilities, so that it might design and articulate its own professional, chaplain-specific
religious leader conceptual framework.

A cursory examination of the nature and mission of the chaplaincy and features of servant
leadership reveals apparent thematic links between the two. In addition to the nature of
servanthood as its central, situating motif, servant leadership is distinctive for its arguably unique
spiritual component (Sendjaya et al., 2008; Sendjaya & Sarros, 2002), its virtuous orientation
(van Dierendonck & Patterson, 2015), its emphasis on valuing and developing individuals within
the organization (van Dierendonck et al., 2014), and its concern for cultivating strong
communities (Coetzer et al., 2017; Liden et al., 2008). Outside the chaplaincy context, research
has found it to effectively predict affective trust in organizations (Saleem et al., 2020; J.
Schaubroeck et al., 2011), contribute to employee engagement in the workplace (van
Dierendonck et al., 2014), foster psychologically healthy and inclusive organizations (Gotsis &
Grimani, 2016) and be effective across cultures (Roberts, 2018). Therefore, the specific problem

this study attempted to address is the lack of research regarding potential associations between



servant leadership and the particular leadership role of Army chaplains, and what theoretically
positive effect, if any, it might have as a leadership approach especially suited to empower
chaplains to most effectively care for the soul of the Army. Servant leadership may be a viable
theoretical framework that conceptually aligns with the chaplaincy’s mission, ethos and unique
context of pastoral ministry, complements chaplains’ existing pastoral leadership capabilities,
and incorporates specific behaviors especially suited to caring for the spiritual well-being of
individuals in a pluralistic, hierarchical organizational culture.
Purpose Statement

The purpose of this study was to explore the existence and degree of servant leadership
behaviors in active duty U.S. Army Chaplains as a means to empirically validate what have at
most been occasional, anecdotal ascriptions to the character and leadership approach of the
chaplaincy. An embedded mixed-methods design (Creswell & Creswell, 2018) was used, in
which quantitative and qualitive data were collected in a single data gathering process. The
quantitative portion consisted of gathering electronic survey data from chaplains in the ranks of
first lieutenant through colonel, located at various Army installations inside and outside the
continental U.S., in order to collect individual chaplains’ self-ratings of servant leader behavioral
dimensions and individual chaplains’ ratings of the demonstration of servant leader behaviors by
the Chaplain Corps as an organization. Both sets of data were compared to the six theoretical
dimensions of servant leader behaviors according to Sendjaya et al., (2008) and Sendjaya and
Cooper (2011), in order to ascertain which behaviors, if any, are more present than others, in
both individual chaplains and as demonstrated by the organization. Individual self-ratings were
also compared to the ratings of the entire Corps, in order to ascertain any discrepancies between

chaplain’s self-perception and their perception of the larger organization to which they belong.



The qualitative portion was embedded, by way of including additional, open-ended
exploratory questions within the electronic survey, in order to capture richer explanations of the
chaplains’ perceptions of their servant-role in pastoral ministry to the Army. The qualitative data
further assisted in clarifying how chaplains view broader themes of servant leadership in light of
their personal interpretation and experience of the chaplaincy’s identity, mission, and current
strategically aligned priorities of people and community (Office of the Chief of Chaplains
[OCCH], 2022a) as leaders singularly charged with caring for the soul of the Army.

Research Questions

The research questions that guided this study’s methodology were:

e RQIL. Which, if any, of the six dimensions of servant leader behaviors are present in
active duty Army Chaplains?

e RQ2. How do individual chaplains perceive the active duty chaplaincy as a whole with
respect to the presence of the six servant leadership behavioral dimensions?

e RQ3. How do chaplains’ individual perceptions compare to their perception of the

Chaplain Corps?

e RQA4. How do chaplains perceive their role as religious, pastoral leaders of individual
service members and dependents?
e RQ5. How do chaplains perceive their role as religious, pastoral leaders contributing to
serving the Army community as a whole?
Methodological Approach

As this was likely the first empirical study of servant leadership within the Army

chaplaincy, its purpose was to provide a foundation from which future research might proceed.

While a quantitative approach might be most helpful in statistically determining the presence of



servant leadership behaviors throughout the chaplaincy, and a qualitative approach most helpful
towards a thorough understanding of individual experiences and expressions of servant
leadership in chaplains, a mixed-methods approach provides a manner in which to utilize
elements of both approaches (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). In order to more clearly understand
the existence of servant leadership behaviors within a particular context—the chaplaincy within a
pluralistic environment—the use of a mixed-methods design integrates quantitative and
qualitative data, thus allowing for further insight into the area of study beyond that acquired in
either solely quantitative or qualitative research. A mixed-method approach also philosophically
aligns with a pragmatic research perspective, one that is primarily concerned with deriving
knowledge and solutions to practical problems (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). In the case of this
study, conducting research that has potential applications within the professional development
aims of the chaplaincy was the primary, functional objective. Therefore, a pragmatic, mixed-
methods approach was most appropriate to this end.

As opposed to using a sequential, mixed-methods design, whereby quantitative data is
first collected, followed by qualitative data in a subsequent phase, this study utilized an
embedded mixed methods design, in which both quantitative and qualitative data was collected
in a single data capture effort (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). The rational for this choice was two-
fold. First, due to the geographically dispersed research population, it was not feasible to
conduct the study over the course of multiple rounds. In order to simply the process, the
embedded, single data capture occurred by way of a single, multi-section electronic survey that
collected quantitative data via statistically validated measurements, and qualitative data via

specifically designed open-ended questions. Second, in order to provide participants anonymity,



an embedded design allowed for the collection of qualitative data without conducting personal
interviews.
Assumptions

In my role as researcher of this study, it is important to note that | have been an active
duty Army chaplain for over 12 years. Therefore, | must address several assumptions given |
conducted the study within my own organization or “backyard” (Glesne & Peshkin, 1992), that |
have professional experiences and connections to the research context and its participants, and
that I hold conscious and unconscious opinions with respect to both the nature and context of the
study—all of which may have had an influence on how I interpreted both the quantitative and
(especially) the qualitative data (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).

I have several assumptions and biases given my time in service as an active duty
chaplain. First, while many chaplains may personally adopt the motif of servant leadership or
find thematic connections between the approach and their roles, | do not believe that all
chaplains who hold such a view are holistically practicing servant leadership behaviors, in light
of what constitutes the approach according to the literature. Second, | assume that many other
chaplains—Iikely due to philosophical or theological reasons—may disagree that servant
leadership fits or should be applied as a particularly suitable “chaplain” leadership approach,
regardless of the degree of familiarity they may have with servant leadership as a theoretical
framework.

Given my studies in leadership theories and experience within the professional setting
that is the chaplaincy, as well as my own theological convictions as a Christian chaplain, 1 also
admit a degree of bias towards servant leadership in comparison to others as a potentially

suitable framework to help inform and form the chaplaincy’s unique scope of leadership—



servant in both its purpose and execution, often indirect, and without the position and influence
of command. | also assume servant leadership, due to its religious and philosophical
underpinnings, represents a model specifically suited for an organization uniquely focused as the
chaplaincy, as well one specifically suited for the provision of religious and spiritual leadership
to a religiously and spiritually diverse Army community.

Theoretical Framework

As the purpose of this study was to explore the potential demonstration of servant leader
behaviors in active duty army chaplains, it is important to understand the constructs of servant
leadership theory. Now five decades old, servant leadership as a philosophy emerged in the
work of Robert Greenleaf (1970), whose The Servant as Leader described an approach to
leadership fundamentally motivated by an aspiration to serve first, and only then lead out of that
servant-orientation.

Since its inception, servant leadership has evolved into a theory in which several
contributors have attempted to summarize its interdependent concepts (e.g. Laub, 1999; Sipe &
Frick, 2009; Spears, 1995a; van Dierendonck, 2011). In light of the various interpretations
provided over the past few decades, this study utilized a definition of servant leadership provided
in the most recent, extensive survey of the theory (Eva et al., 2019):

Servant leadership is an (1) other-oriented approach to leadership (2) manifested through

one-on-one prioritizing of follower individual needs and interests, (3) and outward

reorienting of their concern for self towards concern for others within the organization

and the larger community. (p. 114)

Eva et al. (2019) also identified and recommended three statistically validated measures of

servant leadership, each with its own unique theoretical emphasis. This study used the construct



developed by Sendjaya et al. (2008, 2017), with its focus on examining a holistic approach to
follower development, especially with respect to spirituality, meaning, and purpose.
Definition of Terms

While the leadership of the chaplaincy does not have its own conceptual or theoretical
framework, certain elements may be thematically associated with servant leadership theory.
Below are important definitions of terms that are used in this study, both with respect to the
Army chaplaincy and servant leadership and the Army chaplaincy.

Servant Leadership Theory. Servant leadership, a philosophy of leadership first coined
by Robert Greenleaf, is fundamentally about the behaviors and outcomes that flow from the
central motivation to first serve, rather than first lead. Aspiration to leadership is a secondary,
conscious choice (Greenleaf, 1977a).

Servant Leadership Behavioral Domains. Sendjaya et al. (2008) identified six primary
behavioral dimensions of servant leadership that are characteristic of its “service orientation,
holistic outlook, and moral-spiritual emphasis” (p. 402):

e Voluntary Subordination—the servant leader’s ongoing willingness to be a servant
or serve first, as opposed to merely a willingness to commit “acts of service;”
revealed in behavior that does not seek attention, abandon oneself to others, and
renounces the oft-held superior status of leadership

e Authentic Self-the servant leader’s demonstration of humility, integrity, sense of
security, vulnerability, and accountability to others

e Covenantal Relationship—emerging from their authentic self, the servant leader’s
commitment to relational acceptance, availability, equality, collaboration, and the

welfare of others for who they are, not how they make the servant leader feel
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e Responsible Morality—the servant leader’s ethical predisposition to thoughtfully
seek both moral means and ends, appealing to ideals, values, principles, virtues,
and the higher-order needs of followers; when in organizations that are prone to
ethical compromise, a servant leader models and encourages moral reasoning and
action by way of reflective behaviors in order to foster a healthy ethical climate

e Transcendental Spirituality—the servant leader’s locus of personal calling,
demonstrated in being attuned to the centrality of spiritual values and attention to
a sense of meaning, purpose, and wholeness in followers’ lives who are otherwise
often compartmentalized, disconnected, or disoriented—socially, psychologically,
and spiritually; characterized by religiousness, interconnectedness, sense of
mission, and wholeness

e Transforming Influence—the servant leader’s emotional, intellectual, social, and
spiritual influence on followers, demonstrated in visioning, personal example,
modeling, mentoring and empowering others, and the cultivation of deep trust

Army Chaplaincy Context. Terms relative to the cultural and vocational domain of the
chaplaincy are predominantly, though not exclusively, taken from Army doctrine and
regulations. In addition to providing familiarity with pertinent Army terminology, these terms
aid in understanding chaplains’ unique leadership role within a military context.

Army Chapel Community. The religious body on an Army installation that consists of
various religious groups, e.g., Roman Catholic, Protestant Christian, Jewish, Muslim, Buddhist,
Pagan. Religions are represented by various chapel services, programs, and events, each of

which must either be provided or sponsored by an Army chaplain (DA, 2015).
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Army Chaplain. An army chaplain is a religious professional who has met specific
educational and experiential qualifications; is officially endorsed by a non-governmental
religious body or organization; is responsible for various levels of religious support; holds
officer’s rank and exercises general military authority, yet does not exercise command; is a
noncombatant; and is referred to by the title “chaplain” regardless of rank (DA, 2015).

Army Chaplain Corps. The component of the U.S. Army that was established by the
Continental Congress in 1775, with a historical purpose to provide religious support to service
members by way of three core competencies: nurture the living, care for the wounded, and honor
the fallen (DA, 2015). Its mission is to assist commanders in “providing for the free exercise of
religion and providing religious, moral, and ethical advisement and leadership” (DA, 2019b,
para. 1-5).

Army Ethic. The set of enduring moral principles, values, beliefs, and laws that guide
the Army profession and create the culture of trust essential to Army professionals in the conduct
of missions, performance of duty, and all aspects of life (DA, 2019a).

Army Leader. Anyone who by virtue of assumed role or assigned responsibility inspires
and influences people by providing purpose, direction, and motivation to accomplish the mission
and improve the organization (DA, 2019a).

Army Leadership Requirements Model (ALRM). The Army’s model for the
development and assessment of its leaders (DA, 2019a). It consists of attributes (character,
presence, and intellect) that are shaped with time and experience and competencies (leads,
develops, achieves) or skills that can be trained. As officers, chaplains are evaluated in
accordance with the ALRM; however, as a leadership develop and assessment model it is not

fully suited for the unique domain of religious-spiritual leadership.
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Army Profession. A trusted vocation of Soldiers and Army civilians whose collective
expertise is the ethical design, generation, support, and application of landpower; serving under
civilian authority; and entrusted to defend the Constitution and the rights and interests of the
American people (DA, 2019a).

Army Values. A core component of the Army Professional Ethic, the values of loyalty,
duty, respect, selfless-service, honor, integrity, and personal courage serve as the principles,
standards, and qualities required of and are to be internalized by every soldier (DA, 2019a).

Chaplains’ Core Capabilities/Roles. Army chaplains have two core capabilities that
provide the scope of their ministry: provide religious support to all service members and advise
commanders on the impact of religion, morals, moral, and ethical issues on all aspects of military
operations (DA, 2015). These capabilities are reflected in the “dual-role of the Chaplain Corps:
professional religious leader and professional military religious advisor” (DA, 2019b, para. 1-9).
This is a unique pastoral role arguably distinct in form and function as compared to ministry in
the civilian sector.

Ecclesiastical Endorser. The religious body, denomination, or organization that
provides the official endorsement required for a minister to be able to serve in the capacity as a
military chaplain and serves as a liaison to the chaplaincy (DA, 2015). No portion of the U.S.
government may officially endorse a given religion, thus requiring the endorsement from an
ecclesiastical body.

Military Rank Structure. The Army consists of enlisted and officer personnel (see Table
1). Enlisted ranks consist of lower-enlisted personnel and non-commissioned officers. Officer
ranks consist of both commissioned officers and warrant officers, the latter being a specialty

commission for specific roles of expertise across the Army. With respect to the chaplaincy,
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religious affairs specialists constitute its enlisted personnel and serve from the ranks of E1-E9,
whereas chaplains are commissioned officers who enter service at the rank of First Lieutenant
(O-2) or Captain and generally serve up to the rank of Lieutenant Colonel or Colonel. Both the
Chief of Chaplains and the Deputy Chief of Chaplains are congressionally approved positions

and the only two active duty chaplains who hold the rank of major general and brigadier general,

respectively.

Table 1

Army Officer and Enlisted Rank and Pay Grade Structure

Commissioned Officer Rank Abbreviation Pay Grade
General GEN (4-Star) 0-10
Lieutenant General LTG (3-Star) 0-9
Major General MG (2-Star) 0-8
Brigadier General BG (1-Star) O-7
Colonel COL 0-6
Lieutenant Colonel LTC 0-5
Major MAJ 0O-4
Captain CPT 0-3
First Lieutenant 1ILT 0-2
Second Lieutenant 2LT 0-1

Enlisted Rank Abbreviation Pay Grade
*Command Sergeant Major**/Sergeant Major CSM/SGM E-9
*First Sergeant/Master Sergeant 1SG/MSG E-8
*Sergeant First Class SFC E-7
*Staff Sergeant SSG E-6
*Sergeant SGT E-5
Corporal/Specialist CPL/SPC E-4
Private First Class PFC E-3
Private PV2 E-2
Private PV1 E-1

Note: *Denotes a non-commissioned officer; **Denotes a command position; Adapted

from Army Command Policy (AR 600-20) by Department of the Army, 2020, Army Publishing

Directorate (https://armypubs.army.mil/epubs/DR_pubs/DR_a/ARN32931-AR_600-20-004-

WEB-6.pdf). In the public domain.
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Pastoral Leadership. The office of leadership for religious or spiritual organizational
contexts (e.g. churches, parishes, congregations) that is usually but not exclusively reserved for
ordained clergy—depending on the denomination—which typically requires some degree of
formal education or professional training, and often corresponds with a unique personal, spiritual
calling to care for and guide God’s people in their particular life of faith, both individually and
corporately (J. W. Carroll, 2006). In the chaplaincy, the term is used not only to refer to spiritual
leadership that occurs in traditional religious contexts (e.g. chapel services, ministries and
programs), but also with respect to the religious support chaplains provide for all service
members and their families, regardless of religious preference, to include specialized care such
as pastoral counseling, clinical pastoral care, and presiding over funerals and memorials (DA,
2015)

Pluralistic Culture/Environment. Referring to the religiously and spiritually diverse
culture of the Army, in which chaplains are to provide religious support to all service members,
regardless of their religious preference. While chaplains are not required to violate their own
religious beliefs in the provision of religious support to others, they are to provide “pluralistic
religious care and leadership advisement” (DA, 2015, para. 2-2).

Professional Military Religious Leader. The first role in the dual functionality of the
chaplain in support of the command’s responsibility to provide for soldiers’ ability to freely
exercise their religious beliefs. Chaplains are responsible for providing religious support to all
service members and meeting the religious and spiritual needs of a unique military culture (DA,
2019b). This occurs either directly in accordance with their own beliefs, or indirectly by way of

coordinating support for soldiers who do not share the same religious preference. Examples
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include providing for religious education, counsel, pastoral care, worship services, and other
forms of religious expression.

Professional Military Religious Staff Advisor. The second role in the dual functionality
of the chaplain. In addition to traditional notions of religious and pastoral care, chaplains are
responsible for “providing religious, moral, and ethical leadership to the Army by advising the
commander on these issues and their impact on Service members, Family members, and unit
operations” (DA, 2019b, para. 1-13).

Religious and Spiritual Leadership. The role specifically assigned to the chaplaincy that
pertains to any degree of leadership with respect to religious or spiritual matters, to include not
only traditional religious areas such as worship and education, but also spiritual fitness,
resiliency, formation, character development and direction (DA, 2019b). Given the Army’s
pluralistic context, the use of both religious and spiritual is intentional in order to indicate the
wide scope of chaplains’ pastoral responsibilities.

Religious Support. Term used in the Army to connote the mission, ministries, and
activities of the chaplaincy in support of the command ensuring its soldiers’ ability to exercise
their religious freedoms (DA, 2019b).

U.S. Institute for Religious Leadership (USA-IRL). The chaplaincy’s institutional
training base for chaplains and religious affairs specialists, located at Fort Jackson, SC (OCCH,
2022b).

Unit Ministry Team (UMT). The basic unit-level organizing structure of the chaplaincy
(DA, 2019b). Ata minimum, a UMT consists of one officer (chaplain) and one enlisted member
(religious affairs specialist); the chaplain is responsible for the direct provision of religious

support (e.g. preaching, counseling, advising, presiding over memorials, etc.), whereas the
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religious affairs specialist is responsible for managing all religious support operations, advising
junior and senior enlisted personnel on religious support matters, and providing personal security
for the chaplain during combat operations (DA, 2015). While chaplains are the focus of this
study, as opposed to the UMTSs to which they belong and lead, it is helpful to keep in mind that it
is as a team that chaplains and religious affairs specialists support the command’s responsibility
to provide for the free exercise of religion of Army soldiers.
Significance of the Study

This study is significant with respect to two primary, interrelated reasons. First, the
larger context within which the focus of this study is situated reveals how its purpose aligns with
the some of the strategic concerns of the Army and the role of the Chaplain Corps within it,
specifically with respect to the Army’s focus on caring for its people. Secondly, this study
supports the importance of understanding the spiritual-religious component of soldiers and
family members—especially in light of the Army’s spiritually and religiously pluralistic
environment—>by way of specifically examining how a professional chaplaincy might best meet
these needs through a particular leadership approach: one that works to compliment and help
contextualize—rather than supersede—chaplains’ individual pastoral capabilities and theological
persuasions, in their application in a military culture. Related is how this study might contribute
to the Chaplain Corps’ growing body of research in service to its professional development
efforts. In order to best understand how these reasons pertain to the significance of this study, it
Is appropriate to examine the background for each.
The Army-Chaplaincy Context

The Army Strategy and “People First.” Broadly speaking, the Army’s mission is to

fight and win the nation’s wars by remaining the most lethal ground-combat force in history,
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with the distinct capability of providing land-dominance in the full-spectrum of U.S. military
operations (Esper & Milley, 2018). While this mission encompasses a variety of strategic
elements, it is principally and practically driven by the well-being of its people, an explicit
priority in the Army’s strategy for 2018-2028 and beyond (DA, 2019b; Esper & Milley, 2018;
McCarthy, 2019). Repeatedly emphasized by the latest Army Chief of Staff, General James
McConville, “People...[are the Army’s] number one priority” (DA, 2019d, p. 1), which
encapsulates the Army’s current vision to transform the way it holistically cares for and manages
its service members and their families, reinforcing the fundamental principle that the Army’s
strategic strength ultimately resides in the human dimension of the force (DA, 2019c; Kimmons,
2019; McConville, 2019; Tan, 2019).

In support of these Army-wide strategic priorities, the Army Chief of Chaplains (CCH)
vision is that the chaplaincy be the Army’s Corps of professional leaders who care for the soul of
the Army by “investing in people, connecting them in spirit, and cultivating community”
(Solhjem, 2019b, p. 1; Hurley, 2019; E. Jorgensen, personal communication, September 24,
2020). With respect to what this entails and more importantly, how the chaplaincy might lead in
this unique endeavor as servant leaders, it is important to first understand how the chaplaincy
functions as a profession within the larger Army profession.

The Chaplaincy: A Religious Profession within the Army Profession. As a military
profession, the Army provides a unique service to American society that entails a special trust
with that society. Fundamental to the Army profession as defined in Army doctrine is its ethical
orientation—that as a profession the Army is to be morally and ethically situated in every aspect
of the execution of its vocational domain in order to effectively accomplish its mission on behalf

of the American people (DA, 2019a). The Army’s codified professional ethic—its specific
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cultural values, beliefs, moral principles, and laws—further serves to define it as a profession
and establish a culture of trust within and without the organization (Appendix A). Unlike other
professions, whose various codes of ethics primarily pertain to the practices specific to the given
profession, the Army ethic is one that is expected of its professionals in all practices of life—
vocational and personal (DA, 2019a)—in the belief that in order for soldiers to faithfully carry
out their duties while maintaining the sacred trust of the American people, they must be people
of competence, commitment, and character (DA, 2013a), in and out of uniform.

Herein lies an important connection between General Marshall’s enduring remarks, the
Army profession and ethic, Army leadership, and ultimately, the role of the chaplaincy. First,
the state of the heart, spirit, and soul of soldiers—which is to say their moral, ethical, and
spiritual well-being—finds an implicit, reciprocal correlation with Army’s ability to ethically
accomplish its mission and maintain its sacred trust with the American people. What follows
organizationally—from the smallest teams of soldiers to the highest levels of command—is that
this interdependent triad of mission accomplishment, sacred trust, and overall health of soldiers
relies on the effectiveness of Army leaders.

What makes for holistic, effective leadership for the Army’s future force is a subject
beyond the scope of this paper; however, a brief contextual comment is worth making in light of
the aforementioned 21% century strategic challenges the Army faces. Future Army leaders must
not only adapt to effectively navigate a changing global military landscape but become better
equipped to do so in tandem with developing the skills necessary to effectively inspire, develop,
and empower the next generation of soldiers for the possibility of large-scale combat
operations—the kind of war in extremis currently seen in Ukraine and that which America has

not experienced in over 70 years. Learning to fight militarily advanced enemies is indeed a



19

potent challenge. However, the requisite dynamics to effectively lead an all-volunteer force
increasingly composed of a new generation of soldiers who think and feel differently about

work, patriotism, and professional calling compared to generations past is a daunting multi-
faceted challenge of its own, but no less important.

The active component of the U.S. Army has approximately 259,000 enlisted personnel
who hold the rank of Private to Sergeant, and 22,000 officers who hold the rank of Second
Lieutenant to First Lieutenant, which combined makes up 60% of the active force (DMDC,
2022a). The men and women who hold these ranks are between the age of 18 to 25, making
them part of the generation futurist Robert Johansen calls “digital natives” (2012, p. 9). This is
the first generation to become adults having been completely raised in the world of social media,
online video gaming, and global connectivity. According to Johansen (2012), while it is still too
soon to fully predict how digital natives will change the future of the world and workforce, it is
surmised that they will bring both unique skills—such as increased empathy and the ability to
maintain continuous partial attention in the midst of filtering information—as well as unique
challenges—such as the potential psychological dangers that come with hyperconnectivity or
exposure and desensitization to overtly violent and sexual forms of media and entertainment.

In light of these multi-faceted challenges facing Army leaders, in which the whole
soldier—mind, body and spirit—will need to be cared for, the historical profession and mission
of the Army chaplaincy has been especially suited to complement other Army leaders in ways
they themselves are otherwise ill-equipped nor empowered to lead. Chaplains are the Army’s
religious-spiritual professionals who serve their fellow Army professionals, with the mission to
provide religious support by way of two, interrelated capabilities: as professional religious

leaders and as professional military religious advisors (DA, 2015). While this speaks to the
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pastoral role and professional scope of the chaplaincy, it understandably does not speak to a
specific theoretical framework or model of leadership from which chaplains might best
organizationally lead in “caring for the soul of the Army.” While in recent years the chaplaincy
has and continues to address the issues of leadership development and professional identity,
these efforts might find further support in exploring the servant leadership model.
A Professional Chaplaincy in Service to a Modern Professional Army

Throughout the past decade, as the Army has revised and updated its doctrine to reflect a
renewed focus on and development of the Army profession (Center for the Army Profession and
Leadership [CAPL], 2020), the chaplaincy has engaged in a similar pursuit with respect to its
own professional development. Under the authority of the Office of the Chief of Chaplains
(OCCH), the Chaplain Corps has engaged in various initiatives to help refine and strengthen the
chaplaincy’s professional capabilities, to include: training priorities focused on revitalizing Army
religious communities, leader development for a diversified religious environment, and religious
support skills necessary for large-scale combat environments (OCCH, 2022a; Solhjem, 2019a;
Whitlock, 2019); publishing a semi-annual professional journal (e.g. Ray, 2018, 2019); piloting
and implementing the Spiritual Readiness Initiative, a training program for chaplains,
commanders, and dependents on the science of spirituality and human flourishing that includes
academic subject matter experts in psychology and theology (Gorrell, 2021; L. Miller & Schwall,
2021; Lisa Miller, 2019; OCCH, 2022a); and launching an organizational transformation process
that included the establishment of the new U.S. Army Institute for Religious Leadership (IRL),
the chaplaincy’s professional hub for its Religious Leadership Academy, the Non-Commissioned
Officer Academy, the chaplaincy’s Graduate School, and the Religious Support Operations

Center (OCCH, 2022a).
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Especially pertinent to this study are the Strategic Leader Development (SLD) courses
facilitated by the Chief’s Initiatives Group (CIG), whose mission is to “provide essential direct
assistance to the Chief of Chaplains (CCH) by generating and developing training initiatives,
capability initiatives, strategic initiatives, and modernization initiatives in support of the CCH’s
Strategic Vision” (OCCH, 2021, p.1). SLD symposiums provide chaplains and religious affairs
specialists the opportunity to collaboratively identify and engage various strategic leadership
challenges specific to the chaplaincy while learning from outside experts in related professional
and academic fields outside of the Army.

The researcher for this study attended an SLD course in January of 2019. Several
individual discussions with the now former Deputy Chief of CIG, Chaplain Lieutenant Colonel
James Fisher, were with regard to what he identified as an ongoing challenge and opportunity in
the professional development of chaplains as strategic religious leaders within the Army
profession: discerning how to best professionally develop them throughout their careers to be the
kind of pastoral leaders who are able to lovingly and effectively serve all service members—
especially those who do not share their own beliefs (J. Fisher, personal communication, May 13,
2020). This challenging opportunity directly relates to the manner in which chaplains lead in
their unique responsibility to care for the soul of the Army and indirectly points to the potential
role of servant leadership in successfully fulfilling this responsibility. How so?

It is without question that in the Army’s increasingly pluralistic environment, chaplains
will continue to find themselves predominantly serving soldiers and family members who
ideologically differ from them, not only with respect to specific religious beliefs but also as it
pertains to issues of individual morality, the nature of truth, spirituality and the pragmatic nature

of faith in a soldier’s life. As one might infer from this discussion, the challenge in part lies not
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only in increasing chaplains’ pastoral competencies to meet the demands of a pluralistic
environment, but in also discerning an effective model for religious-spiritual leadership in a
professional, modern Army—one that can be trained, theologically integrated and applied by all
chaplains regardless of religious background or denominational practice.

Given the chaplaincy’s core capabilities as religious leaders and professional military
religious advisors, chaplains may benefit from developing the winsome, humble, contextually
discerning, others-focused, and community-oriented behaviors found in servant leadership.
However, before attempting to conceptually design a model of leadership that synthesizes
servant leadership with the pastoral leadership roles and responsibilities of the chaplaincy, it is
practical to first explore the presence of servant leadership behaviors as currently demonstrated
in the Corps, as well as discover any related themes that emerge from chaplains’ personal
experience in what it means for them to care for the soul of a pluralistic Army. Therefore, in
order to further contribute to the Corps’ leadership development efforts, it is in light of the
aforementioned challenges and with an exploratory eye to both present indicators and the
potential of this framework that this study was purposed and designed.

Summary

The U.S. Army Chaplain Corps exists to provide religious support to a culturally,
religiously, and spiritually diverse Army. This presents a rather unique pastoral leadership
challenge compared to traditional ministry settings, one in which chaplains must be both
theologically and philosophically oriented, adept, and especially inspired to equally care for
peoples of all faiths, creeds, and persuasions, as they serve God and country. Servant leadership
may provide a framework especially suited for this challenge, however there is a lack of

empirical research on the matter. In order to lay the foundation for further investigations of
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conceptual relationships between servant leadership and chaplains’ pastoral leadership to a
pluralistic Army, and in the effort to further contribute to the Chaplain Corps’ ongoing initiatives
in chaplain leadership development, this study aimed to discover the presence and degree of
servant leader behaviors in chaplains and any perceived associations with chaplains’ care for
individual soldiers and the larger Army community.

In Chapter 2, a review of the literature covers the subjects of leadership theory in general
and Army leadership in particular, the theoretical and empirical evolution of servant leadership,
pastoral leadership, and content specific to the Army chaplaincy’s role as pastoral leaders. The
emphasis of the chapter is to not only provide a broad overview of pertinent subjects and the
effects of servant leadership in various domains, but to examine the thematic relationships
between servant leadership and pastoral leadership in the Army.

Chapter 3 provides the research methodology, detailing the design for the study, the
target population, survey process and instrumentation, standards for analysis, and human subjects
protections. Chapter 4 provides a discussion of the study’s findings, followed by a discussion of
the study’s contributions to chaplaincy research and recommendations for further study and

practice in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

The purpose of this mixed-methods study is to explore the existence and degree of
servant leadership behaviors in the active duty Army Chaplaincy. In line with this objective, the
literature review begins with an introduction to leadership theories more broadly, followed by a
brief discussion of the Army leadership framework, so as to provide the reader a contextual
understanding in which to situate this study’s focus on the chaplaincy and servant leadership.
Following this introduction is a specific examination of the origin and development of servant
leadership theory, to include a broad look at empirical research conducted in various civilian
organizational domains and then a concentration on servant leadership studies specific to pastoral
contexts. Finally, with respect to the specific focus of this study, literature about pastoral
leadership, followed by the specific institutional and pastoral-leadership context of the
chaplaincy, provides a framework for discussing the specific role of active duty army chaplains
and how they might incorporate the characteristics and behaviors of servant leaders within their
mission as pastoral leaders to care for the soul of the Army.
Historical Perspective of Leadership Studies

For many decades the field of leadership studies has received a great deal of attention
from the professional and academic worlds alike (e.g. Bass, 1990; Bryman et al., 2011; J. W.
Gardner, 1990; W. L. Gardner et al., 2020; Hickman, 2009; Mumford, 2006; Northouse, 2015;
Rost, 1991), becoming a primary means through which many researchers and practitioners aspire
to better understand, improve, and maximize the effectiveness of leaders, individuals and the
organizational contexts in which they work. While a great deal of popular literature provides
advice and strategies for effective leadership, scholarly research reveals a more complex picture.

Over the last 100 years, in the attempt to define theories of leadership, researchers focused on
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differing emphases which has resulted in several conceptual approaches. Generally speaking,
Northouse (2015), whose widely utilized text provides an extensive overview of leadership
theories, explains how earlier studies examined and debated the degree to which leadership is
based on a variety of factors. For example, early studies focused on personality—what innate
traits and characteristics make for effective leaders and the skills of the leaders—what
capabilities make leaders effective. As the literature evolved researchers also examined group
dynamics—how leaders function as the central agent of group change and behaviors—what
leaders do to produce change. Northouse describes how studies in the past 50 years represents a
shift towards examining leadership as a reciprocal process between a leader and followers within
an organization. He argues how the organizational context must be examined, taking into
consideration previous variables as well as the nature of influence, organizational transformation,
leadership authenticity, values, spirituality, the needs and development of followers, and the
ways in which leaders and followers adapt to cooperatively face challenges and meet
organizational objectives.

This shift in research emphasis, examining the complex weave of the interpersonal
dynamics between leaders, followers, and organizational contexts, has resulted in several models
of process-oriented leadership. A significant approach introduced by Greenleaf in 1970, is
servant leadership, which focuses on how the leader is first a servant to his or her followers, and
only from this position takes on the mantel of leadership. In addition, other popular examples
include the situational approach (Hersey & Blanchard, 1969), leader-member exchange theory
(Dansereau et al., 1975), transformational leadership (Burns, 1978), and authentic leadership

(Bass, 1990; George, 2003; Luthans & Avolio, 2003).
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The situational approach (Hersey & Blanchard, 1969; Hersey et al., 2013) is a practical
model, emphasizing leaders’ ability to adapt to the demands of their organizational contexts and
meet the developmental needs of their followers, shifting in the degree to which they must be
either directive or supportive in their leadership approach. Leader-member exchange (LMX)
focuses on the dyadic relationships between a leader and followers, highlighting how different
kinds of interactions between leaders and followers generate “in-groups”—more informal,
effective reciprocal relationships that in turn produce better outcomes for followers and the
organization—and “out-groups”—more formal, less effective relationships whereby followers
only receive standard job benefits and performance is limited to the status quo (Dansereau et al.,
1975) . While on one hand LMX provides a theoretical model to describe how leaders create
differing levels of relationships with their followers, by differentiating between the types of
exchanges that create both in and out groups, the theory also prescribes that leaders seek to
develop high-quality partnerships with every follower, in order to benefit all members of the
organization and achieve high-performance goals (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).

Over the past few decades transformational leadership has become one of the most
popular models, as evidenced by numerous textbooks on the market and the degree of research
that has been presented in top-tier journals (W. L. Gardner et al., 2020; Northouse, 2015). With
its central emphasis on leaders’ ability to inspire and affect intrinsic motivation in their
followers, transformational leadership seeks to help followers meet their fullest potential and
positively change the organization through the transformation of its members, with specific
attention to the human dimension—followers’ emotions, values, ethical standards, personal and
collective goals, etc. (Bass & Riggio, 2006; Burns, 1978). In contrast to many other models,

including situational and LMX, transformational leadership is juxtaposed with transactional
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leadership—a common approach to leadership whereby exchanges occur (positive or negative)
between leader and follower in order to meet desired goals—due to the transformational leader’s
fundamental desire to establish an interpersonal connection with the follower that mutually
elevates them morally and motivationally (Burns, 1978).

Emerging from the foundations of transformational leadership, (Bass, 1990; Bass &
Steidlmeier, 1999; Burns, 1978) and still in the relatively early stages of its theoretical
development, is authentic leadership (George, 2003), which as its name implies, focuses on the
authenticity or genuineness of one who leads from an understood purpose, strong values, trusting
relationships, self-discipline, and passion for the mission. One theoretical model, offered by
Walumbwa et al. (2008) presents an authentic leader as one who is self-aware, has an
internalized moral perspective, practices balanced (or unbiased) reasoning and is relationally
transparent.

These variations of leadership models represent an evolution in leadership research over
the past 40 years, from an orientation primarily focused on the leader, to deliberate attention to
the complex reciprocal relationship between leaders and followers, and most recently, leadership
styles that most effectively meet the needs of followers as a natural result of the leader’s chief
concern for their well-being and recognition that effective organizations result from holistically
effective members. Recognizing this transition, Avolio et al. (2009) emphasized how leadership
studies had placed increasing emphasis on leader-follower relational and psychological dynamics
and the importance of a global leadership perspective. In the Leadership Quarterly’s recent
review of its third decade (2010-2019), nearly 40% of the articles focused on such theories as
transformational leadership, LMX, emotions and leadership, leader and follower cognition,

participative/shared leadership, charismatic leadership, ethical leadership, authentic leadership,
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leadership in teams, servant leadership and relational leadership (W. L. Gardner et al., 2020).
With regards to recent studies on leadership development, Eva et al. (2021) contended for a
multi-faceted approach to collective leadership development that integrates person-centered,
social-network, social-relational, sociomaterial, and institutional theoretical perspectives on
collective leadership, and Newstead et al. (2021) re-emphasized that developing good (or
virtuous) leaders is necessary for leaders to be both effective and ethical, as well as crucial for
leaders’ ability to positively influence their followers, organizations, and therefore, communities
at large.

While in many ways indirectly related to the aforementioned studies, the inherent nature
of servant leadership makes it a unique contributor to the body of leadership theories that focus
on the dynamic leader-follower relationship. With service as the ideal in the leader-follower
dyad, follower well-being and development as its primary concern (Patterson, 2003), and a
spiritual orientation to social responsibility that extends beyond the organization and into the
greater community (Graham, 1991), servant leadership continues to be a model worthy of
consideration in an ever-changing world where leaders who are both good and effective remain
in high demand—an observation no less true for the chaplaincy, given its unique purpose and
leadership domain in caring for the soul of the Army.

Army Leadership

Due to the nature of the Army as a national institution, complex organization, and
military profession, its unique mission and contextual challenges make it an excellent incubator
for leadership development—for good or for ill, producing both effective and counterproductive
leaders. While Army leadership doctrine has developed since the beginning of the institution, its

modern form is an amalgamation of decades of military leadership experience and contextual
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application of empirical research in leadership studies (DA, 2019a). Applied to both the Army’s
institutional and operational environments, it establishes the essentials of what makes an
effective, modern Army leader—one who models the professional ethic.

Army leadership is largely a competency-based approach, adhering to a fundamental
belief that effective leadership can be both taught and learned (DA, 2019a). According to Army
doctrine, an Army leader is “anyone who by virtue of assumed role or assigned responsibility
inspires and influences people by providing purpose, direction, and motivation to accomplish the
mission and improve the organization” (DA, 2019a, para. 1-74). This definition is reflective of
Northouse’s (2015) four primary components of leadership: that it is a process, involves
influence, happens in groups, and includes common objectives.

With respect to leadership development, the Army utilizes the “Army Leadership
Requirements Model (ALRM),” which identifies the core attributes and competencies of an
Army leader regardless of rank or echelon of command (DA, 2019a). The category of attributes
focuses on what a leader is: their character, presence, and intellect; whereas the category of
competencies focuses on what a leader does: they lead, develop, and achieve (see Figure 1).

The primary aim of Army leadership doctrine is to establish a standardized framework
for competency-based professional leadership built on integrity and trust, that reflects the Army
ethic, is grounded in the Army Values, and aligns with the Army standards for personnel
management (DA, 2019a). Building on the ALRM as its developmental framework, it also
addresses the differences between effective and counterproductive leadership (formerly called
“toxic leadership”), the roles of leaders and subordinates, the centrality of integrity and trust in

leadership, competency-based leadership development, levels of leadership (direct,
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organizational, and strategic), and how contextual factors affect and influence leadership (DA,
2019a).
Figure 1

The Army Leader Requirements Model
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Note. From Army Leadership and the Profession (ADP 6-22, C1, para. 1-15) by Department of the Army,
2019, Army Publishing Directorate (https://armypubs.army.mil/epubs/DR_pubs/DR_a/ ARN20039-

ADP_6-22-001-WEB-0.pdf). In the public domain.

However, despite its relatively comprehensive attempt to provide these standards, Army
leadership doctrine is not intended to fully address every aspect of experiential knowledge
necessary for leadership expertise, especially that which individual leaders accrue by way of
mentoring and self-development. This includes the nuanced social-psychological aspects of

leadership, such as leader personality and motives, the effect of a clear vision, the importance of
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emotional intelligence, and the complex dynamics in the leader-follower relationship which
affect such issues as meeting individual follower needs and helping them meet personal and
organizational goals (DA, 2019a).

Recent decades have witnessed various efforts to complement military doctrine with
empirical research and theoretical applications to the military leadership context. Researchers
have explored various dynamics relatively unique to the military’s complex and uncertain
operational environment. Examples include the contextually-defined features of military
leadership (L. Wong et al., 2003), the role of values in predicting leader performance (Thomas et
al., 2001), the influence of cognitive capacities in organizational leadership (Zaccaro et al.,
2015), effective leadership in extreme environments (Dixon et al., 2017), leader development
processes (Harms et al., 2011; Larsson et al., 2006), the importance of tacit knowledge (Hedlund
et al., 2003), the effects of integrity, narcissism and psychosocial development of military cadets
(Bartone et al., 2007; Paunonen et al., 2006; Vogelgesang et al., 2013), the role of emotions in
leadership actions (W. Smith et al., 2018) and variables that effect leadership climate (Bliese &
Halverson, 2002; Luria, 2008; Sharma & Pearsall, 2016; Walker & Bonnot, 2016).

Some of the aforementioned leadership theories have also been examined or suggested
for the Army context. For example, in response to what has arguably been a trend of
transactional leadership across the ranks, several contributors (Balthazard et al., 2012; Eberly et
al., 2017; Hardy et al., 2010; Kane & Tremble, 2000; L. Wong et al., 2003), including Army
service members (Griffith, 2010; McDonald, 2013; Wilson, 2011), have written on the
effectiveness of transformational leadership (Burns, 1978) for the Army, due to its emphasis on

follower well-being and organizational outcomes, especially with respect to building the trust
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essential for a healthy organizational climate and the mutual achievement of unique
organizational goals.

In a similar vein and with regards to the nature of service that is fundamental to the
Army’s mission and ethos, servant leadership has also been extolled as a particularly suitable
model for developing followers and instilling the values required of soldiers (e.g. Griffing, 2019;
Hall, 2017; Uddin, 2019). Others have highlighted the importance of ethical leadership (Barnes
& Doty, 2010; Heyler et al., 2016; Martin et al., 2021; J. M. Schaubroeck et al., 2012; Snow,
2009; Zheng et al., 2015) and authentic leadership (Beyer, 2010; Gaddy et al., 2017; Hannah,
Avoli, et al., 2011; Hannah, Walumbwa, et al., 2011; Horval, 2020; Vogelgesang et al., 2013) as
models that effectively inculcate the social integration, relational trust, resilience and character
needed in between soldiers and their leaders.

What is important to note is that while both Army doctrine and research by Army
practitioners provide a broad framework of development applicable to all Army leaders, as well
as recommendations for the utilization of various theories of leadership so as to positively
influence Army culture and organizational climates, neither address an empirically validated
theoretical framework specifically suited for the unique leadership role and development of the
chaplain. While the ALRM is applicable to chaplains as a minimum standard for their
competency and development as Army leaders, it does not specifically address the salient
features of religious or pastoral leadership within a secular organization. Therefore, it is to this
particular end that this study examines servant leadership as a suitable values-based framework

acutely effective for the role and mission of the chaplain.



Values-Based Theories

33

Scholars have in recent years classified or grouped several leadership models under the

umbrella of values-based leadership models (see Table 2)—models where the values of the

leader directly correlate with leader behaviors, organizational values and culture, and the focus

on followers’ needs (C. Chen et al., 2013; Coetzer et al., 2017; Lanctot & Irving, 2010; Russell,

2001; Sendjaya & Sarros, 2002; van Dierendonck, 2011; van Dierendonck & Patterson, 2015;

Washington et al., 2006). While the Greenleaf (1970) servant leader model is the primary focus

of this research, other models will be briefly explained in order to show how servant leadership

is distinctly different from its most conceptually similar neighbors.

Table 2

Basic Comparison of Values-Based Leadership Theories

Servant Transformational Authentic Ethical Spiritual
Leadership? Leadership® Leadership® L eadership® Leadership®
Conceptualizing | Idealized influence Purpose Models Vision
—Passion normative
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healing
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Values—Behavior

Relationships
—Connectedness
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ethical conduct
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aNorthouse (2015). PBass and Avolio (1994). °George (2003). 9Brown, Trevino, and Harrison

(2005, pp.117-134). ¢Fry (2003, pp. 693-727).

Servant Leadership Theory

Conceived by Robert K. Greenleaf (1970), servant leadership and the term “servant
leader” have become practically ubiquitous in the technical literature, in many ways popularized
in the professional domain by such leading thought-leaders as Warren Bennis (2002), Peter
Block (1993), Stephen Covey (1990), and Peter Senge (1990a). According to the Greenleaf
Center (2020), this philosophy and approach to leadership has been successfully implemented in
various high profile organizations, to include Starbucks, TDIndustries, SAS, Zappos, Southwest
Airlines, Intel, Marriot, Vanguard Investment Group, and the Ritz-Carlton.

Green et al. (2016) point out that since 2000, the interest in servant leadership research
has multiplied greatly, with a combined total of dissertations and peer-reviewed articles climbing
from 80 to 530 by 2014. However, despite its wide appeal and alleged practical utility, the
journey to successfully determine a consistent definition of and theoretical framework for servant
leadership has been empirically challenging, with only the latest literature providing what
appears to be progress in clarity of terms, conceptual distinctiveness, and recommendations for
how to best measure servant leadership behaviors in future research (see Eva et al., 2019). In
order to better understand this leadership theory, its (potential) applicability to the U.S. Army
Chaplaincy, and what research methods might be most appropriate to measure the presence of
servant leadership in chaplains, it is helpful to provide a review of the literature with attention to

its conceptual development and specific application in the field of religious-pastoral leadership.
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The conceptual origins of servant leadership were first published in Greenleaf’s (1970)
seminal essay, The Servant as Leader, and further expanded in his 1977 collection of writings in
which he discussed the philosophy’s application to modern institutions, highlighting its
importance in such formative cultural spheres as education, business, and church communities.
For over forty years, various contributors have expanded on the understanding and application of
servant leadership, writing numerous technical works extolling and prescribing the virtues and
positive effects of servant leadership for individual development and across a wide array of
organizational settings. Perhaps the most common are those published by the Greenleaf Center,
written by Greenleaf as well as other thought-leaders who knew him personally or have been
influenced by him professionally, each of which address the uniquely effective approach the
theory brings to the for-profit, non-profit, and public sectors, and how it might be practiced by
individuals and within organizations (e.g. Greenleaf, 1996a, 1998a, 2003; Spears, 1995b, 1996;
Spears & Lawrence, 2002).

Most relevant to this study is the specific recognition of spirituality and spiritual
principles as key components to servant leadership, especially those fundamental to Christianity
(Sendjaya & Sarros, 2002). Though a Quaker and undoubtedly influenced by the Judeo-
Christian ethic, Greenleaf did not advocate for a particular faith tradition but believed the
principles of servant leadership were both inherently true and applicable to all peoples of faith
(Greenleaf Center, 2020). While spiritual themes run throughout his works, those most specific
to spirituality and religion include essays where he makes direct references to biblical themes,
his vision for how religious and spiritual leaders, churches, and seminaries could be powerful
forces for a more caring society, and how the nature of “spirit” or spiritual is needed in all

leaders (not just in religious organizations) to work against the destructive forces in the world
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(Greenleaf, 1977b, 1996b, 1998a, 1998b, 1998d). The Greenleaf Center also published essays
on the intersection of servant leadership and recognition of the sacred, spiritality in the
workplace, and the practice of servant-leadership in Chrisitan organizations (see L. C. Spears,
1998). Examples from the professional sector include works by Blanchard and Hodges (2003,
2008), who provide a model of servant leadership taken from studies of the life of Jesus that
correlates with effective organizational leadership practices; William Pollard (1996), who
examined orgnaizational servant leadership practices that emphasize the spiritually oriented
human dignity and individual worth of every follower; and Sipe & Frick (2009), who, from a
Christian perspective, provide a template for servant leadership development for organizational
leaders. Those written specifically for Christian leaders include include Wilkes and Miller
(1998), who distilled seven servant leadership-based principles for ministry from the life-
example of Jesus, and David Young (1999), who applied servant leadership practices to the
process and journey of church renewal.

The principles of servant leadership—specifically those discussed in Greenleaf’s (1970,
1977a) public writings before his death in 1990 and through the influence of the Robert K.
Greenleaf Center for Servant Leadership—germinated in professional and academic circles for
nearly twenty years before the pioneering work of Jill Graham (1991) essentially thrust it into the
field of empirical research. For example, popular works such as Leadership is an Art (De Pree,
1989) and Principle Centered Leadership (Covey, 1990), as well as various academic papers
(e.g. Gaston, 1987; Senge, 1990b) discussed the importance of servant leadership for holistic,
values-based leadership in business, stewardship in ministry, and in fostering a learning
organization. However, it was Graham who first extrapolated the main theoretical concepts of

servant leadership and differentiated it from transformational leadership (Burns, 1978),
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articulating how it fundamentally integrated the concerns of leadership behaviors and outcomes
with ethics, morality, spirituality, and the impact of virtuous leader-behavior on follower-
behavior and organizational outcomes. As conceptual research gained momentum, scholars
recognized the same moral-ethical emphases and distinctives of servant leadership, highlighting
such core tenets as the unique motivation of values in servant leaders (Russell, 2001); the servant
leader’s heart for individual dignity and a community built on solidarity and participation
(Whetstone, 2002); the servant leader’s distinguishing marks of service-first and loyalty to
follower needs before organizational needs (Parolini et al., 2009), and the inherent connection
with virtues and servant leadership behaviors (Lanctot & Irving, 2010).
Servant Leadership Distinctions to Other Values-Based Models

Transformational leadership (Burns, 1978) can be summarily defined as the “the process
whereby a person engages with others and creates a connection that raises the level of motivation
and morality in both the leader and the follower” (Northouse, 2015, p. 162). Since Graham
(1991), there has been concerted effort to differentiate between servant leadership and
transformational leadership theories. Graham originally recognized that servant leadership,
while similar to transformational leadership in many ways, uniquely adds social responsibility to
its core tenets and emphasizes the well-being of the follower over organizational goals. This was
affirmed by Stone et al. (2004) and more thoroughly supported by van Dierendonck (2011), both
attributing this to a difference in overall leader focus, as well as highlighting that while
transformational leaders may be more effective at meeting organizational goals in many
contexts, servant leaders are still able to affect similar organizational results in the long term by

way of their primary focus: meeting followers’ needs.
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However, with regard to differences in organizational outcomes, studies have surmised a
higher correlation between transformational leadership and profit gain in some contexts
(Choudhary et al., 2013) and that different boundary conditions may have an impact on the
effects of either theory, pointing to specific contexts in which one leadership style may be more
effective than the other (B. Smith et al., 2004; van Dierendonck et al., 2014). In addition to
examining outcomes, researchers have also identified that transformational leaders exert
influence primarily by way of charisma and developing loyalty to the organization’s goals,
whereas servant leaders exert influence primarily by way of service to individual followers and
developing various degrees of follower autonomy (Parolini et al., 2009; van Dierendonck et al.,
2014). These differences may be important with respect to better understanding the theoretical
model most fitting for chaplains whose indirect leadership role is for the sake of contributing to
soldiers’ effectiveness in mission accomplishment (‘organizational goals’), yet whose primary,
functional emphasis is on the individual and community well-being of soldiers and family
members.

Authentic leadership is also fairly similar to servant leadership, with related
characteristics including leader authenticity, self-awareness, and follower development (Avolio
& Gardner, 2005). However, authentic leadership’s emphasis on authenticity differs from
servant leadership in at least two ways: (a) while authenticity is its core tenet, within servant
leadership authenticity is one of several other interconnected core characteristics that affect
follower development, as part of a distinctively strong emphasis on the stewardship of every
stakeholder (van Dierendonck, 2011), and (b) it lacks the spiritual or altruistic motives for
authenticity found in servant leadership, which often stem from a sense of a higher calling or

purpose beyond one’s (authentic) self (Sendjaya et al., 2008).
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Ethical leadership is defined as engaging in “normatively appropriate conduct through
personal actions and interpersonal relationships, and the promotion of such conduct to followers
through two-way communication, reinforcement, and decision-making” (Brown et al., 2005, p.
120). While the centrality of ethical behavior of servant leaders cannot be understated, as it
compares to ethical leadership, the key difference appears to lie in the underlying objective of
each theory. Both theories are concerned with virtuous behaviors (e.g. honesty and
trustworthiness) and the holistic, ethical care of followers, yet ethical leadership is primarily
concerned with understanding and prescribing the correct adherence to moral and ethical rules
and principles, especially as it applies to handling complex ethical situations (Eisenbeiss, 2012).
In servant leadership, however, the underlying motives of stewardship and altruism and/or
spirituality shape the leader’s cthical behavior, usually in a less prescriptive and more flexible
manner, taking the follower and organizational context into consideration (Eva et al., 2019).

Fry's (2003) model of spiritual leadership, with its spiritually oriented emphases of the
leader’s vision, altruistic behavior, provision of intrinsic meaning and motivation, and fostering
interconnectedness of leaders and followers within the organization, is perhaps the most similar
model within the larger category of values-based theories. Contreras (2016) has argued that the
two models are in fact so similar that further empirical research is needed to substantially
differentiate between the two. However, while Sendjaya et al. (2008) previous comparison of
the two models found a high degree of convergence, they ultimately argued that while related,
the two are (subtly) distinct models: while spirituality is the central, underlying motif of spiritual
leadership, within servant leadership it is one of several integrated dimensions. While it would
appear that in both name and themes spiritual leadership is a good fit for the chaplaincy, the

significance of this study suggests otherwise. Given its leadership role in service to the Army’s
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strategic focus and context—culturally diverse, religiously pluralist, the concern for healthy
morale and resilient soldiers, and the priorities of people, community, and spirituality—the
chaplaincy may be better served by servant leadership, in which its behavioral dimensions are
more extensive while being uniquely integrated in the care for individual, communal, and
organizational well-being.

In summary, servant leadership dwells among fellow values-based leadership models due
to its shared emphasis on fostering a moral, ethical, and people-oriented environment. However,
its theoretical distinction lay in its fundamental emphasis on service before leadership, the
meeting of follower needs above organizational outcomes, and how it applies values toward
shaping a better community and future. And while it is important to attempt construct clarity
between servant leadership and its thematic neighbors, perhaps the greater challenge has been for
theorists to clearly, concisely, and coherently capture the core characteristics of servant
leadership such that it can be empirically examined and defined for the sake of developing a
concrete theoretical framework.

Servant Leadership in Practice

Servant leadership is a fairly complex theory, in that it has been articulated by various
researchers (John E. Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006; Laub, 1999; Patterson, 2003; Prosser, 2010;
Russell & Stone, 2002; Sendjaya et al., 2008; L. C. Spears, 1996; van Dierendonck, 2011), by
way of several different, yet often related conceptualizations, models, and measures. At the root
of this diversity is the definition of servant leadership itself. The Greenleaf Center for Servant
Leadership website explains it as “a non-traditional philosophy, embedded in a set of behaviors

and practices that place the primary emphasis on the well-being of those being served” (2022,
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"What is Servant Leadership?", para. 1). When he first wrote of this leadership philosophy,
Greenleaf stated:

The Servant-Leader is servant first.... It begins with the natural feeling that one wants to

serve, to serve first. Then conscious choice brings one to aspire to lead.... The best test,

and difficult to administer is this: Do those served grow as persons? Do they, while being
served, become healthier, wiser, freer, more autonomous, and more likely themselves to
become servants? And, what is the effect on the least privileged in society? Will they

benefit, or at least not further be harmed? (1977a, p. 7)

This line of thought places the emphasis on both the motive of the leader, as well as the
effects on those being led by such a leader, highlighting a governing principle that is at the core
of servant leadership (in contrast to other leadership theories): that the ultimate goal of leadership
is to go beyond one’s self-interest (individual or organizational) for the sake of others (van
Dierendonck, 2011). The servant leader ultimately uses his or her position and power (or
influence) for the personal growth and holistic well-being of his or her followers and fellow
workers. This has been and remains the central feature of servant leadership theory (especially
when compared to other related theories of leadership), and yet there has been much debate as to
how to best frame and define servant leadership as a coherent theory.

For example, Prosser (2010) has argued that servant leadership, despite efforts by
researchers, may ultimately remain a philosophy rather than an empirically validated theory. He
contended that due to its inherent focus on the character, abstract principles and commitments
(internal and external) of servant leaders to their followers, and how in his defining work
Greenleaf did not provide measurable behaviors and outcomes, it will likely remain difficult to

create a fully operational model for the theory. Attempts to further develop and refine the theory
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have resulted in several conceptual models, measurements, and varying degrees of debate as to
their comprehensiveness and empirical utility.

Perhaps the earliest and most influential conceptual model of servant leadership
characteristics was articulated by Larry Spears (1995a, 1998, 2004), who personally worked with
Greenleaf and is a former director of the Greenleaf Center for Servant Leadership. Well
acquainted with Greenleaf and his writings, Spears distilled the essence of servant leadership into
10 key, interrelated characteristics: listening, empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion,
conceptualization, foresight, stewardship, commitment to the growth of people, and building
community. However, while these characteristics provide a helpful, intuitive baseline for
understanding a synthesis of the character and behavioral qualities of servant leaders, as van
Dierendonck (2011) notes, Spears did not conceptualize a model that helped differentiate
between a servant leader’s interpersonal and intrapersonal aspects, nor a means to identify and
measure outcomes, thereby limiting its utility for empirical research.

Seeing a need to examine servant leadership effects on organizations and therefore
produce an accompanying measure, over twenty years ago Laub (1999) developed six clusters of
characteristics: values people—incorporating listening, serving, and believing in others; develops
people—including encouragement, affirmation, and helping them learn and grow; builds
community—focusing on building collaborative relationships; displays authenticity—to include
behaviors that display humility, empathy, and willingness to learn from others; provides
leadership—including the ability to have goal-oriented foresight; and shares leadership—
facilitating and empowering others to lead as well. Compared to Spears’ 1995 work published

only 5 years prior, Laub advanced the discussion of the basic characteristics, by extending the
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servant leader to include the effect on an organization, rather than only measuring individual
characteristics of servant leaders.

Russell and Stone (2002) developed a more extensive model by way of a literature
review, distinguishing between nine core functional attributes or qualities of servant leaders.
These included vision, honesty, integrity, trust, service, modeling, pioneering, appreciation of
others, and empowerment. They also identified 11 supplementary attributes: communication,
credibility, competence, stewardship, visibility, influence, persuasion, listening, encouragement,
teaching, and delegation. While their work helped further the research and added to the growing
conceptual framework of servant leadership theory, it did not provide an empirical methodology.

Focusing on servant leadership’s inherent foundation in virtuous behavior, Patterson
(2003) identified seven dimensions of a servant leader’s character: love, humility, altruism,
vision, trust, empowerment, and service. While also lacking a methodology, this work helped
advance the understanding of servant leader attributes and provided a leader-to-follower model
to study the effects of the servant leader’s love for their followers. Barbuto and Wheeler (2006)
developed a more simplified, synthesized model and an accompanying measure that identified
five primary attributes: altruistic calling, emotional healing, persuasive mapping, wisdom, and
organizational stewardship.

Highlighting the religious and philosophical concepts found in servant leadership and
contrasting the theory to other related leadership models, Sendjaya et al. (2008) developed a
behavior scale based on 20 pertinent themes categorized into six conceptual dimensions:
voluntary subordination, authentic self, covenantal relationship, responsible morality,
transcendental spirituality, and transforming influence. Of the six, perhaps the most unique

contribution was the inclusion of transcendental spirituality, wherein the servant leader’s values,
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morality, authenticity, and interpersonal strengths are inherently motivated by core spiritual
values and an attentiveness to the spiritual issues and concerns of followers, such as
interconnectedness, personal calling, intrinsic meaning and purposeful work.

Recognizing the lack of a coherent theoretical model best suited for empirical research,
van Dierendonck (2011) made a conservative attempt to develop one based on an extensive
survey of (a) the commonalities and differences of previous models; (b) existing empirical
research to distinguish antecedents, behaviors, mediators, and outcomes of servant leadership;
and (c) data taken from the use of several measures in various empirical studies. This resulted in
an operationalized model of servant leadership behaviors, as well as a more rigorous and
statistically validated measure, with six primary characteristics: “[servant leaders] Empower and
develop people; they show humility, are authentic, accept people for who they are, provide
direction, and are stewards who work for the good of the whole” (van Dierendonck, 2011, p.
1232).

Finally, in a recent study that advances the theoretical definition of servant leadership,
van Dierendonck and fellow researchers (Eva et al., 2019) provide a concise, three-part
explanation that is summarized by three essential features. Servant leadership is:

1. An others-oriented approach to leadership,

2. Manifested through one-on-one prioritizing of follower individual needs and interests,

and

3. [An] outward reorienting of their concern for self towards concern for others within the

organization and the larger community. (Eva et al., 2019, p. 114)

The three essential features that undergird this definition of servant leadership are:

1. Motivation—Altruistic and moral in nature, the leader’s personal motive is to serve first.
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2. Mode-Emphasizing interpersonal relationships, the leader’s mode places the highest

priority on individual follower needs and development, even above broader

organizational outcomes.

3. Mindset-With an eye for a better future, the leader sees follower development within

the context of contributing to the larger community. (Eva et al., 2019, p. 114)
While this definition does not provide a revised list of characteristics or domains with sub-
characteristics or behaviors, it does provide a succinct and specific explanation of the unique
scope of servant leadership, while remaining broad enough to be used in conjunction with
existing, methodologically rigorous and statistically validated measures. After conducting a
thorough assessment of the 16 available measures of servant leadership in light of the latest scale
development criteria and parameters. Eva et al. (2019) concluded that only three of the 16 met
the highest standards needed for future empirical studies: van Dierendonck and Nuijten's (2011)
SLS, Liden et al.'s (2015) SL-7, and Sendjaya et al.'s (2008, 2017) SLBS-35 and its shorter
version, the SLBS-6. Not only do each of these measures meet rigorous construction and
validation standards, but each one provides a slightly different focus on servant leadership
behaviors and outcomes, thereby allowing researchers to apply them based on their specific
contexts and variables of study. Table 3 provides a comparison of these three measures along

with Eva et al.’s (2019) theoretical definition of servant leadership.
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Statistically Validated Measures and Theoretical Definition of Servant Leadership
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SLS

SL-7

SLBS

Sources

No. of items

No. of SL
Dimensions

Dimensions

Unique

theoretical foci

van Dierendonck et

al., (2017);

van Dierendonck &

Nuijten (2011)
18/30

8

Empowerment
Accountability
Standing back
Humility
Authenticity
Courage
Interpersonal
acceptance
Stewardship

Community and

followers’

conceptual skills

Liden et al.,
(2008, 2015)

7128

Emotional healing
Creating value for the

community

Conceptual skills

Empowering

Helping subordinates
grow and succeed
Putting subordinates first
Behaving ethically

Holistic development of
followers and spirituality
(meaning and purpose)

Sendjaya et al.,
(2008, 2017)

6/35

Authentic self

Transcendental
spirituality

Voluntary subordination
Covenantal relationship

Responsible morality

Transforming influence

Operationalizes both the

“leader”-side and
“servant”-side of SL

Servant leadership is an other-oriented approach to leadership manifested through one-on-one

prioritizing of follower individual needs and interests, and outward reorienting of their concern
for self towards concern for others within the organization.

Note: Adapted from “Servant Leadership: A Systematic Review and Call for Future Research”

by N. Eva, M. Robin, S. Sendjaya, D. van Dierendonck, and R.C. Liden, 2019, Leadership

Quarterly, 30(1), 111-132. Copyright 2019 by Elsevier Inc. Adapted with permission.
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Servant Leadership: Development and Organizational Dynamics

Over the past two decades, the body of servant leadership literature has steadily grown as
researchers have continued to assess the theory’s unique servant-first, servant-developing, dyadic
relationship between leaders and followers, assumed correlations pertaining to individual and
organizational outcomes, and reliable, validated measures of leader behaviors. In the effort to
explain and validate how servant leadership functions in various civilian vocational contexts
(profit, nonprofit, public sector), it has been fairly normative to see empirical research apply
social-based theoretical frameworks. For example, social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), which
examines the dyadic, reciprocal nature of social interactions between mutually interacting
parties, has been used by researchers to examine various mediating relationships between servant
leaders and followers, such as with regards to leader-member-exchange (LMX) dynamics in
servant leadership (Amah, 2018; Newman et al., 2017) and leader-follower trust (S. C. H. Chan
& Mak, 2014).

Social learning theory (Bandura, 1977b), which identifies the influence of a leader’s
example on follower values, attitudes, and behaviors, and social identity theory (Tajfel, 1978),
which highlights how leaders can effect followers’ sense of belonging to an organization, have
both been utilized on the premise that servant leadership has positive, transformative effects on
follower behaviors and mindsets—individually and organizationally. Examples of servant
leadership research using social learning include a focus on how servant leaders’ role-modeling
can affect individual and organizational performance (Liden et al., 2014) and how servant
leaders help foster knowledge-sharing environments (Song et al., 2015). With social identity
theory, researchers have examined how servant leadership can effectively encourage inclusive

behaviors (Gotsis & Grimani, 2016) and how it is effectively mediated by followers self-identify
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with their team or group, leader, and organization, thereby encouraging citizenship behaviors
that contribute to the organization (Z. Chen et al., 2015; Zhao et al., 2016).

In light of the theoretical frameworks utilized to study and validate servant leadership
behaviors and outcomes, the predominant focus of researchers has been to explore servant
leadership antecedents, the mediators that support servant leadership in various organizational
contexts and theoretical correlations with individual and organizational outcomes, and to a lesser
extent, moderators of servant leadership in organizational settings. The following sections will
provide brief overviews of some of the main themes for each of the aforementioned topical foci.

Antecedents of Servant Leadership. While empirical research on antecedents is fairly
limited and has been primarily conceptual in nature (Eva et al., 2019), available studies explored
leadership characteristics and/or behaviors that might precede and/or predict would-be servant
leaders. For example, Amah (2018) found that a leaders natural motivation to serve and sense of
self-concept (or self-efficacy) were core antecedents of servant leaders. In terms of exploring
gender differences, Beck (2014) reported that when compared to their male counterparts, females
were more likely to exhibit the antecedent behaviors of emotional healing, altruistic calling, and
organizational stewardship. And while emotional intelligence was an important self-identified
component of servant leaders, researchers did not find a strong relationship between it and
servant leadership when measured by followers (J. E. Barbuto et al., 2014).

Mediators and Outcomes of Servant Leadership. The bulk of available literature on
servant leadership examines how servant leaders effect individual and organizational outcomes
and what those outcomes are—often with specific attention to the individual and/or
organizational mechanisms (or mediators) by which servant leadership directly and/or indirectly

influences said outcomes. In addition to LMX and building knowledge sharing climates (Amah,
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2018; Newman et al., 2017; Song et al., 2015), researchers have found servant leadership
positively mediated through such mechanisms as fostering employee job crafting (Bavik et al.,
2017), follower self-efficacy, moral responsibility, intrinsic motivation and service and/or a
serving culture (Bande et al., 2016; Liden et al., 2014), meeting the needs of individual followers
(Chiniara & Bentein, 2018; van Dierendonck et al., 2014), and workplace positive affect (WPA),
i.e. creating workplace experiences that affect employee positivity (Li et al., 2018).

Studies of numerous mediators, including those mentioned above, have helped correlate
servant leadership with several individual follower and organizational performance outcomes.
For example, perhaps the most common follower outcome is organizational citizenship behaviors
(OCBs), mediated by LMX (Amah, 2018), employee job-crafting (Bavik et al., 2017), degree of
commitment to the supervisor and employee self-efficacy (Walumbwa et al., 2010), lack of fear
of being close to supervisor (Zhao et al., 2016), employee self-identity (Z. Chen et al., 2015),
fostering a positive organizational climate (Gotsis & Grimani, 2016; Walumbwa et al., 2010),
employee need satisfaction and team cohesion (Chiniara & Bentein, 2016, 2018), and team
potency (Hu & Liden, 2011; Liden et al., 2015).

Other servant leader outcomes include positive correlations with follower proactivity and
adaptability (Bande et al., 2016), employee engagement (Coetzer et al., 2017; van Dierendonck
et al., 2014), employee loyalty (Carter & Baghurst, 2014), job satisfaction (Amah, 2018; S. C. H.
Chan & Mak, 2014), life satisfaction (Li et al., 2018), group and organizational creativity (Liden
et al., 2014, 2015; Yang et al., 2017), and organizational commitment (van Dierendonck et al.,
2014), organizational identity or identification (Akbari et al., 2014; Gotsis & Grimani, 2016;
Zhao et al., 2016), psychological well-being (Gotsis & Grimani, 2016), team performance

(Chiniara & Bentein, 2016; Hu & Liden, 2011). Researchers have also found several negative
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correlational outcomes, to include employee cynicism and job boredom (Bobbio et al., 2012;
Walumbwa et al., 2010) and workplace deviant behaviors (Sendjaya et al., 2017)

Moderators of Servant Leadership. There is a growing body of research on the
boundaries of servant leadership—identifying what contextual variables might either limit or
promote servant leadership outcomes, as well as how servant leadership functions as a moderator
in organizational settings. With regard to the latter, one study found that servant leadership (due
to its employee-centered focus and cultivation of leader-follower interdependence) increased
overall team effectiveness by positively strengthening the relationships between team goal and
process clarity with team potency (Hu & Liden, 2011).

Moderators of servant leadership have been primarily explored at the individual leader-
follower, team, and organizational levels, with particular attention to follower behavioral
outcomes, attitudinal outcomes, and performance-related outcomes (Eva et al., 2019). For
example, organizational tenure moderated subordinates’ level of trust in their leaders, where
long-tenure employees had comparably less trust and job satisfaction due to the presence of
servant leaders than their shorter-tenure co-workers, indicating how follower age and/or relative
vocational experience and expectations may limit the effect of servant leadership in certain
contexts (Chan and Mak, 2014), In studies that identified personality-based moderators, Sousa
& van Dierendonck (2017) found that a servant leader’s relative hierarchical power, combined
with a proactive personality, had a greater effect on follower engagement than when it was
lacking, whereas Newman et al. (2017) found that proactive personality positively moderated
individual LMX outcomes in an organization. While studying the mediating effect of WPA
between servant leadership and employee life satisfaction, Li et al. (2018) found that both a

collectivist orientation and/or individual follower self-efficacy highly strengthened the effect of
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servant leadership on life satisfaction (likely due to servant leaders’ orientations to service and
concern for both the individual and community), whereas the effect was considerably less in
reverse circumstances. In a study exploring organizational moderators, Eva et al. (2018) found
that servant leader-led performance was more pronounced in contexts where there was lower
cost leadership (i.e. leaders were less focused on cost reduction as a primary organizational
strategy) and lower formalization (i.e. less restrictive rules and greater employee collaboration),
as well as where there was higher differentiation (i.e. employees allowed wider creativity and
innovation) and lower centralization (i.e. decisions are not all centralized at higher echelons of
authority).

While not exhaustive, a review of the literature reveals the strongest positive correlations
between servant leadership and follower outcomes pertaining to the human-centered dimensions
of personal motivation, morality, self-efficacy, service-orientation, team cohesion, follower well-
being, and organizational citizenship behaviors. Given the philosophical and theoretical nature
of servant leadership, this is not surprising. Moreover, for the purpose of this research, these
psychological outcomes may also point to a relationship with servant leadership’s inherent
spiritual component, particularly between pastoral leaders and followers.

Servant Leadership in Pastoral Settings

Spirituality as an important component within servant leadership originates with
Greenleaf, is clearly evident in the popular religious literature on this subject, and is identified in
at least one empirical model (Sendjaya et al., 2008). While an extensive study by Parris and
Peachey (2013) recognizes an inconclusive relationship between servant leadership and
spirituality, others identify the spiritual or sense of the transcendent as a core emphasis within the

leadership construct (Eva et al., 2019; Sendjaya et al., 2008), especially with regard to affecting
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the spiritual or psychological well-being of followers—such as with the effects of hope, self-
efficacy, optimism, and resilience (Liden et al., 2015; Searle & Barbuto, 2011; Walumbwa et al.,
2010). Pointing again to the strong relationship between servant leadership and spiritual
leadership, Lynch & Friedman (2013) argue that servant leaders must also be spiritual leaders to
be most effective as leaders within organizations.

More specific and applicable to pastoral contexts is the relationship between religious
principles and servant leadership. For example, Bekker (2010) argued that the model’s central
motif of service finds its philosophical orientation in the ethics of the world’s main religions, and
Keith (2008), points to the principles of servant leadership found in of some of the world’s
greatest thinkers and leaders, such as Mohandas Gandhi, Mother Theresa, Confucius, Lao-tzu,
Martin Luther King, Jr., and Moses. However, it is by comparison to the Judeo-Christian
background that the central motif of servant leadership receives most attention. Tidball (2012)
argued that the idea of the servant as leader is fundamental to both Christianity and the Christian
leader. Several other researchers (Bekker, 2010; Ebener & O’Connell, 2010; Irving, 2011;
Keith, 2008; Lanctot & Irving, 2010; Patterson, 2003; B. E. Winston, 2004; B. Winston &
Patterson, 2006) have found the life and teachings of Jesus to be the ultimate example, pointing
to his life-transforming purpose to serve rather than be served and self-emptying humility as the
very essence of servant leadership. It is in this vein of modeling the life and teachings of Jesus
that the correlation between servant leadership and pastoral leadership first emerged. If Jesus
modeled the ultimate expression of a servant leader, it is at least anecdotally logical to surmise
that pastoral leaders in service to God and their parishioners would follow the same or similar

style of leadership.
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In addition to popular literature on Christian leadership that draw comparisons between
servant leader characteristics and biblical pastoral leadership in particular (Blanchard & Hodges,
2003, 2008; Wilkes & Miller, 1998), as well as how servant leadership in the pastoral setting
encourages shared leadership amongst members of a church (Ogden, 2003), several studies make
a similar argument with respect to servant leadership and the unique domain of pastoral leaders.
Wong and Page (2003) defend a servant-leader approach to pastoral leadership, arguing that
effective servant leadership undermines authoritarianism and egotistical pride—two of the most
prevalent problems that threaten pastoral leaders—Dby virtue of how the leader humbly exercises
his or her power. Manala (2010) argues that a servant leadership approach is especially helpful
for the pastor’s function in a collaborative capacity that is purposed to empower and enable
followers to do the work of ministry, rather than exert any degree of hegemonic power or control
over members in a fashion that utilizes them more to meet organizational goals than develop
them individually and communally. While empirical research on the relationship between
servant leadership and pastoral leadership is not widespread, some studies suggest a positive
correlation between pastoral servant leader behaviors and congregational satisfaction (Garcia-
Luna, 2019); parish culture, commitment and engagement (Heinz, 2017; Johnson, 2019; Owusu,
2015), and congregational followers’ sense of psychological capital (Coggins & Bocarnea,
2015).

Despite a large degree of popular and academic support for servant leadership within the
pastoral context, arguments exist that contest this compatibility, primarily with respect to the
debate between servant leadership’s secular origination and specific Christian theological
convictions regarding what should and should not influence pastoral leadership. For example,

Niewold (2007) has argued that servant leadership applied to pastoral leadership results in the



54

neglect of certain Christological elements critical for evangelical theology—i.e. servanthood has,
perhaps unintentionally, been elevated to define the role of one’s calling, surpassing other
defining elements of the Christian calling such as that of disciple and witness. He instead
proposes what might be considered a modified version of servant leadership that addresses these
elements in a manner that maintains the servant motif, yet places it within a context of what he
refers to as ‘biblical humanization,” in which servanthood is lived not primarily with respect to
our own human experience and the impacts it has on followers and thus an organization, but in
light of and empowered by participation in and witness to Jesus’ incarnational life amongst those
served (i.e. it re-centers or re-orients a servant-motif within a specific theological grid).

In a similar fashion, Celelli (2012) argues that servant leadership fails to fully apprehend
the crux of Jesus’ teachings, especially with respect to the distinction between servant and
service. The term servant is often translated from the Greek word doulos, a term for “bond-
slave,” which took on a spiritual meaning within the Christian subculture of the first century, as
being a servant or slave of Jesus, who was himself described in the Greek manuscripts as a
doulos in service to both God and humanity. In the contemporary, often individualistic sense of
servant leadership, such a strong connotation of servant is contextually minimized and
substituted for one that implies if not emphasizes a personal willingness independent of a sense
of duty that stems from one’s official social or spiritual status in relation to others.

In contrast to theological disagreement, arguing from an empirical study conducted by
Natural Church Development America, Cincala and Chase (2018) caution against the application
of servant leadership in local parishes without proper evidence and contextual knowledge of the
theory by both congregants and pastoral leaders. They note that many pastoral leaders do not

have a robust understanding of “serving” or servant leadership as it is defined in the literature,



55

yet ascribe to it as their particular leadership style, potentially conflating the idea of service with
behaviors that simply seek to please their congregations. This conflation may be similar to the
anecdotal references to servant leadership within the chaplaincy, wherein the concept of serving
as a fundamental, motivating theme is indeed admirable, but in many cases may amount to little
more than a sentimental appreciation of the model without the ability to effectively engage and
utilize it for pastoral leadership development.t

This section provided a brief overview of the relationship of servant leadership to
pastoral leadership. As pastoral leadership is not a theory per say, but rather a term in reference
to a religious or spiritual context of leadership, organizational leadership theories are often
applied to supplement the pastoral context. Therefore, it is worth examining how pastoral
leadership itself is understood, the nature of its context, and an overview of essential behaviors
or characteristics of pastoral leaders.
Pastoral Leadership

The term pastor arose within the Christian tradition, originating from the Latin term for
a shepherd of a flock, and according to the Oxford English Dictionary online, is primarily
defined as either one “who has the spiritual care of a body of Christians...a minister in charge of
a church or congregation,” or one who “exercises protective care or guidance over a group of
people” (2020, para. 1). In light of its etymological roots and functional definitions, the role of
the pastor is undoubtedly spiritual in its focus—individually and organizationally—and has

traditionally been one of service to God by way of leading his people. Therefore, pastoral

! These concerns about incompatibility warrant further scrutiny and debate and may indeed be pertinent depending
on a given pastor’s theological perspective and how servant leadership is specifically nuanced with respect to
essential theological doctrines. However, given the leadership context of this study is not the civilian pastorate but
rather a secular organization, this dissertation will not further address issues of theological agreement with respect to
servant leadership and the pastoral leadership role within a specific denominational context. Rather, the remaining
focus on servant leadership’s potential ancillary relationship with pastoral leadership will be with respect to the
unique role of the chaplain who pastors a pluralistic audience.
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leadership might be described, in light of the previous review of the concepts that define
leadership, as exerting spiritual influence over a group of followers in order to achieve certain
spiritual goals or outcomes.

However, as it pertains to pastoral leadership as a particular model, method, or style, a
cursory review of both academic and popular literature available from booksellers such as
Amazon.com reveals myriad of approaches to pastoral duties, attributes, behaviors and
organizational methodologies, with influences ranging from particular denominational
preferences and polities to secular leadership models believed applicable for the pastorate.
Noting the complex nature of modern pastoral leadership, with its various religious and
sociological influences and expressions, researcher Jackson Carroll (2006) describes it as
consisting of three related models of ministry or primary qualities: (a) an office or formal
position within a congregation and with specified official duties, (b) a profession, and (c)
requiring a particular calling. Discussing how these models converge and are expressed in the
pastor’s influence, he emphasizes the nature of pastors as “producers of culture” (Carroll, 2006,
p. 25), first with respect to helping shape the members of their congregation or organization, and
then by extension into their followers’ own social and cultural contexts. Taking these elements
together, a broad definition of pastoral leadership might highlight the pastoral actions of utilizing
his or her gifts, training, and models of ministry to influence followers’ growth and ability to
faithfully engage the world in which they live—individually and corporately—in light of their
particular religious traditions, teachings, and way of life.

While the chaplaincy’s pastoral duties are informed by the religious traditions of
individual chaplains, their scope is partially determined by the requirements set forth in Army

regulation and doctrine (see the following section). Since the purview of this research is the
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chaplaincy’s particular sphere of leadership within the Army, this section will not address the
different kinds or degrees of pastoral authority, responsibilities, methodologies, or individual
pastoral spiritual disciplines particular to leaders of specific church polities, such as papal (i.e.
the Roman Catholic Church), episcopal, presbyterian, congregational, or nongovernment
(Erickson, 1998; Garrett, 1995). Rather, it will examine the characteristics and behaviors of
leadership found in the literature to be particularly important for the pastoral role more broadly—
less contingent on religious context, theological persuasion, church size, polity, or organizational
structure—and thus pertinent to chaplains, whose flocks are religiously diverse and whose roles
include duties and requisite skills not always found in the typical pastorate.

A review of technical articles and research studies across various denominations revealed
a variety of emphases regarding what pastoral leadership characteristics were considered vital for
effective ministry, especially given ecclesiological differences. However, several themes did
emerge that emphasize the importance for pastoral leaders to embody characteristics that enable
them to be effective organizational leaders as well as shepherds of followers’ spiritual growth
and well-being. Figure 2 provides a visual summary of these characteristics, allowing for some
possible thematic overlap.

With respect to organizational leadership characteristics, effective pastoral leaders have
the ability to share a clear and compelling vision (Carson, 2015; M. Green et al., 2009; Hadaway,
2015; Manala, 2010; Nauss, 1995; Pickens, 2015; Ramirez, 2012; Snook, 2010; Tilstra, 2010;
Watt, 2014; Wittreich, 2018), are proactive and intentional in their endeavors (Manala, 2010;
Nauss, 1995; Wittington et al., 2005), continually direct and reorient followers back to execution
of the organization’s mission (Boyatzis et al., 2011; B. H. Carroll, 2016; Carson, 2015; Corbett,

2006; Dodson, 2018; M. Green et al., 2009; Nauss, 1995; Royster, 2016; Wittreich, 2018), model
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courage and healthy levels of risk-tolerance (B. H. Carroll, 2016; LaMothe, 2012; Manala, 2010;
Tilstra, 2010; Wittington et al., 2005), and are good managers of their subordinates and
organizational efforts (Carson, 2015; Dodson, 2018; Nauss, 1995; Pickens, 2015; Ramirez, 2012;
Watt, 2014; Webb, 2018).

Figure 2

Characteristics of Effective Pastoral Leadership

‘Organizational’ ‘Shepherding’

Share clear &
compelling vision

Preaching/Teaching Healthy self-awareness

. Collaborative with leaders & followers ~L-0VIng presence
Proactive in ministry

endeavors Authentic vulnerability

Empower others through team-building,

delegation, & shared leadership .

Model courage & Mentor/disciple
risk-tolerance Foster sense of belonging

and shared-meaning Strong interpersonal skills

Ministry mobilizer

. Pastoral care (counseling, visitation, etc.)
Effective planners of

organizational efforts

Direct/reorient followers to

mission execution (e.g., Carson, 2015; Hadaway, 2015; Nauss, 1995;
Watt, 2014; Wittreich, 2018; Royster, 2016;
McKenna & Eckard, 2009; Dodson, 2018)

(e.g., Carson, 2015; M. Green et al,. 2009; Hadaway, 2015; (e.g., Boyatzis et al., 2011; Ramirez, 2012; Watt, 2014,
Manala, 2010; B.H. Carroll, 2016; Dodson, 2018) Pickens, 2015; Wittington et al., 2005)

Given their calling to guide and influence their congregations in their individual and
corporate pursuit of spiritual growth and faithful service, it is unsurprising that pastoral
leadership also entails the ability to communicate well (Carson, 2015; Hadaway, 2015; Nauss,

1995; Pickens, 2015; Snook, 2010; Watt, 2014), which is needed to be facilitators and mobilizers
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of ministry initiatives in the local community (Corbett, 2006; Pickens, 2015; Ramirez, 2012;
Royster, 2016; Snook, 2010; Wittreich, 2018).

While the aforementioned characteristics are often associated with the visible,
charismatic, and catalyzing aspects of effective pastoral leadership, just as important are those
stereotypically associated with pastoring or shepherding that manifest from a minister’s humble
presence and personal example among individual followers. Critical for the pastoral leadership
role are such characteristics as modeling a healthy awareness of self and loving presence to
others (Boyatzis et al., 2011; LaMothe, 2012; Pickens, 2015; Watt, 2014; Wittington et al.,
2005), authentic vulnerability (Manala, 2010; Ramirez, 2012; Watt, 2014; Wittington et al.,
2005), and strong interpersonal skills (Boyatzis et al., 2011; Buford, 2009; Wittington et al.,
2005).

Additional characteristics associated with the shepherding aspect of pastoral leadership
yet perhaps overlap with the organizational side, are those that specifically serve to help inspire
and develop followers. These include preaching and teaching (Carson, 2015; Hadaway, 2015;
Nauss, 1995; Watt, 2014), being collaborative with fellow leaders and congregants (Hadaway,
2015; Nauss, 1995; Wittington et al., 2005; Wittreich, 2018), empowering others through team-
building, delegation and shared leadership in ministry (Dodson, 2018; Pickens, 2015; Royster,
2016; Snook, 2010), fostering a sense of belonging and shared-meaning in both staff and
congregants (McKenna & Eckard, 2009; Nauss, 1995; Watt, 2014; Wittington et al., 2005), and a
commitment to providing mentoring and individual pastoral care, such through counseling and
visitation (Dodson, 2018; Pickens, 2015; Royster, 2016), even when responsible for a large

congregation.
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While this review of characteristics is neither exhaustive in scope nor particularly
nuanced for a given ecclesiastical context or role, it provides a basic picture with which to
understand how pastoral leadership dynamics liken and differ from other leadership contexts. It
is also important to examine these characteristics in light of how they are unique and yet similar
to other volunteer organizations, in which spiritual conviction and community belonging—rather
than job security or career advancement—serve as the predominant motivators for follower
commitment. According to Carroll (2006), this kind of organizational environment necessitates
pastoral leaders not only be proactive and involve followers in developing the direction of the
ministry while being able to act alone when necessary, but that they also continually move their
congregation forward in its mission rather than maintain a status quo. This requires effective
organizational and shepherding aspects of pastoral leadership, so that they might hold to their
theological convictions in the midst of strategic decision-making, maintain a balance of
innovation and tradition-informed wisdom, and exercise both formal and (especially) informal
bases of authority, e.g. building personal trust and modeling competency (J. W. Carroll, 2006).

For the final section of this chapter, attention will be given to the pastoral role of the
chaplaincy. Given this study’s focus on servant leadership and its potential as a theory especially
suited for the unique pastoral leadership of chaplains who serve in a pluralistic organization, it
will not explore which pastoral leadership characteristics are more relevant than others for
chaplaincy ministry. Every chaplain hails from a denominational background that may or may
not recognize each characteristic as necessary for effective pastoral leadership, and some
chaplains will be more gifted or skilled than others in a given characteristic or set of
characteristics based on personality and experience. While the chaplaincy does provide for its

own members’ ongoing pastoral skills training (DA, 2015), it has yet to prescribe a specific set
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of characteristics as a requisite standard for chaplain pastoral leadership assessment and
development. In order to help conceptualize the differences between civilian pastoral ministry
and that of the Army chaplaincy, the literature review will conclude with an examination the
roles and responsibilities of chaplains.
The Pastoral Leadership of Army Chaplains

Thus far the previous sections have given attention to the subjects of the ALRM, servant
leadership and its relationship to other values-based leadership theories, and pastoral leadership,
S0 as to examine both conceptual influences and limitations each one has with respect to the
chaplaincy’s unique realm of leadership. As previously discussed, the religious and spiritual
leadership provided by Army chaplains is somewhat distinct given its particular nature and
ministry context. Regarding the former, chaplains are simultaneously soldiers and pastors,
thereby having a sort of hybrid leadership model (DA, 2015). In this model they are to serve and
develop in their role not only in the spheres of religious and spiritual leadership, but also as
Army officers, which consists of duties and responsibilities to the organization that typically
extend beyond the traditional pastoral roles in which most chaplains were trained prior to
entering the service.

Regarding the latter, while pastoral leadership as examined in the previous section is
indeed applicable to the role of the chaplain, its scope must be understood more broadly for a
pluralistic context, versus the traditional sphere in which it was reserved for a particular religious
or spiritual congregation of similarly minded followers. While this traditional understanding is
valid for the role chaplains play in leading chapel congregations and ministry programs, it is

perhaps too narrow in the provision of religious and spiritual support to units to which most
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chaplains are assigned at most points throughout their careers, as these “flocks” are composed of
soldiers and families with diverse beliefs and worldviews.

In order to better understand this hybrid model that is chaplain leadership, this final
section will examine the roles, responsibilities, and context of pastoral leadership in the
chaplaincy. It will begin by providing a brief historical summary of the chaplaincy, follow with
attention to the duties and responsibilities particular to the pastoral leadership of chaplains as
identified in chaplaincy regulation and doctrine, and then conclude by providing a summary
comparison of and discussion regarding the potential intersection of servant leadership
behavioral dimensions, effective pastoral leadership characteristics, and the religious leadership
of the chaplaincy.

Historical Foundation and Ongoing Mission of the Chaplaincy

The U.S. Army Chaplain Corps is nearly as old as the Army itself, founded in July of
1775 as the official means to support the religious needs of the American soldiers fighting in
secure the nation’s freedom (DA, 2019b). Since the nation established the Constitution and Bill
of Rights, the provision for the free exercise of religion found in First Amendment has served as
part of the statutory authority for the continued existence of the chaplaincy. The chaplaincy’s
mission is to “provide religious support (RS) to the Army across the range of military operations
(ROMO) by assisting the commander [at each echelon of command] in providing for the free
exercise of religion and providing religious, moral, and ethical advisement and leadership” (DA,
2019b, para. 1-5).

For much of the history of the Corps, chaplains’ pastoral leadership found alignment
between a traditional congregational application much of the Army culture, which until the last

several decades had predominantly identified with the Christian or Jewish faith. As the Army
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has become increasingly pluralistic, with soldiers identifying with not only major and minority
religions, but also as atheist, agnostic, or having no particular religious preference, the care for
the religious and spiritual needs of a diverse environment has required pastoral care to become
more expansive, if not also more inclusive. This has required chaplains to remain committed to
their theological and denomination convictions while able to provide for religious beliefs and
practices divergent from their own.

However, while the nature of chaplain responsibilities have evolved over the past two and
a half centuries, the heart of the chaplaincy has been pastor-soldiers who have served alongside
their fellow comrades in the realm of combat and facing the intense rigors of war, depended on
for their three core competencies: “Nurture the Living, Care for the Wounded, and Honor the
Fallen” (DA, 2015, para. 2-3.c). The Army recognizes the importance of religious and spiritual
resiliency for sustaining both soldier and family in an often stressful, ambiguous, and uncertain
vocation, and while every individual defines the extent of their need for such support, the
chaplaincy’s religious leadership is designed to provide this kind of influence through spiritual
purpose, direction, and motivation (DA, 2019a).
The Dual-Role of Chaplain Professional Pastoral Leaders

Chaplains have a professional status in the Army (DA, 2015), requiring them to (a) have
a graduate level education that meets the minimum requirements put forth by both their
denomination and the Chaplain Corps, (b) maintain an ecclesiastical endorsement from a
religious organization that authorized them to serve in this capacity, and (c) provide religious
support for their units, as well as for their operational area and as needed, distinctive (or
minority) faith groups. Unlike other officers in the Army, chaplains are non-combatants, hold

rank yet do not exercise command authority, and are referred to by their title “chaplain”
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regardless of rank or professional title (DA, 2015). With respect to their scope of duties and
responsibilities, chaplains are accountable to both their respective commands as well as their
supervisory chaplain sections (or technical chain of command) and have dual functional
capabilities or roles: professional military religious leader and professional military religious
advisor. This dual role serves as the point of intersection to address pastoral leadership
characteristics pertinent to the chaplaincy context. Each capability contains aspects both familiar
and relatively foreign to the traditional pastoral leadership context of religious organizations.

One final contextual note is worth mentioning before proceeding. While all chaplains
progress in rank without holding command authority, their respective ranks and relative time in
service do correspond with the levels of ministry and authority they hold. Most chaplains enter
the active duty at the rank of captain (CPT), with some briefly holding the rank of first lieutenant
(1LT) before promoting to CPT. Chaplains hold this rank for an average of seven to eight years,
in which they serve at the battalion level in two-to-three-year terms. This is considered to the be
the most direct-level pastoral leadership chaplains provide during their careers, during which
they serve units with populations ranging from a couple hundred to a thousand personnel.

When chaplains promote to the next rank of major (MAJ), they have the opportunity to
serve in a variety of broadening assignments, but all must serve at least one term at the brigade
level. At this juncture in their careers, chaplains continue to provide direct pastoral leadership to
their command headquarters, which on average has approximately 100 assigned personnel.
However, they also assume the role of supervisory chaplain to subordinate battalion chaplains,
which amounts to an indirect pastoral leadership role to an average population of 3,000 service

members and their families, depending on the size of the brigade. By the time chaplains
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complete their time as a major (a period of 6 to 7 years), on average they have approximately
1415 years’ time in service.

When chaplains promote to the ranks of lieutenant colonel and colonel, their direct
pastoral leadership responsibilities continue to their respective command headquarters, but their
indirect pastoral leadership roles as supervisory chaplains continue to progress hierarchically and
their religious support priorities increasingly shift from tactical (or direct) to operational and
strategic-level ministry concerns. In essence, the dual pastoral leadership role of chaplains
always maintains some degree of direct pastoral care to service members and their families both
in their units and the chapels in which they serve, but as chaplains increase in rank and time in
service, often the service members receiving care also become more senior in rank, and their
leadership increasingly shifts to organizational-level foci.

Professional Military Religious Leader. Perhaps regarded as the more typical
capability associated with traditional pastoral leadership, as military religious leaders chaplains
are responsible to provide for the development and practice of all service members’ “religious
beliefs, traditions, and customs in a pluralistic environment to strengthen the religious lives of
Soldiers and their Families” (DA, 2015, para 3-2.a). While the Army has historically and
continues to predominantly uses the term “religious” leader, the broader idea of spiritual
leadership and the spiritual well-being of soldiers and families is also used throughout regulation
and doctrine to connote the overall domain of responsibility for which the chaplaincy is the
Army’s lead proponent.

The responsibilities that fall under the role of religious leader (see Table 4) include
various means of pastoral care (e.g., pastoral counseling and visitations), religious education,

religious worship services, burial services and memorials, weddings, providing for low density
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or minority faith group expression, and other miscellaneous functions that require chaplains’

specific religious expertise.

Table 4

Military Religious Leader Responsibilities?

“The capability to perform or provide religious support that accommodates the Soldier’s right to
the free exercise of religion, and support resilience efforts to sustain Soldiers, Family Members,
and authorized Civilians” (DA, 2015, p. 6)

Chaplains will...

Perform or provide for:

religious worship services, education
programs, and spiritual fitness events
religious rites, sacraments, and
ordinances such as prayers, blessings,
readings, baptisms, dedications, etc.
pastoral care and counseling, crisis
intervention, hospital visitations,
suicide prevention and intervention,
and spiritual formation

religious accommodations of soldiers
funerals/memorials

religious support to authorized
personnel in confinement

pastoral support to command and staff
confidential communication for all
DOD personnel

Conduct or manage:

religious analysis and religious support
planning for the unit

all religious support administrative and
logistical supplies, facilities, and
resources

all garrison/chaplain advisory
councils, staff or parish development
programs, and volunteer training
training of subordinate chaplains and
religious affairs specialists

support of the chaplain recruitment
program

Chaplains may...

perform marriage ceremonies for
authorized DOD personnel

conduct soldier leader engagements
with local or host-nation personnel, as
directed by the command

Chaplains will not perform...

a religious role of any kind if it would
be in variance with their own religious
beliefs, but are responsible for
coordinating religious support when
they cannot personally perform

aDepartment of the Army (2015, 2019b).
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Within their scope as professional military religious leaders, at various points in their
careers chaplains are also afforded the opportunity to become subject matter experts in various
areas of study in order to provide the Army additional means of religious support. Areas of
expertise include education and certification in marriage and family counseling to become

Family Life Chaplains; clinical pastoral education to serve as chaplains in the Army
medical community; and business administration to serve as Chaplain Resource Managers.
Chaplains may also be selected to attend graduate school to become an instructor in leadership
ethics, bioethics, homiletics, or world religions.

While chaplains are to provide for the religious expression of all soldiers and family
members, they may not perform religious roles or practices that are contrary to their own faith
convictions. If they are unable to directly perform a religious function, they must coordinate
religious support on behalf of the individual in need (DA, 2015). This serves to protect both
service members’ and chaplains’ rights regarding freedom of religious expression, yet it also
highlights a unique aspect of providing pastoral leadership in a pluralistic environment.
Chaplains understand that they will provide the bulk of their pastoral ministry to individuals who
may not share their own religious beliefs, which often requires approaches that differ from what
they might do in their local congregational setting, all the while ensuring whatever methodology
used does not violate their own religious conscience.

The main exception to this is the chaplaincy’s leadership of the Army chapel community
(DA, 2015). This aspect of the Army culture most closely resembles the traditional pastoral
leadership of a local church, as chapel services are largely organized according to major faith
groups. Chaplains provide faith-specific pastoral care, preaching, and education programs in

accordance with their own religious traditions, and thus exercise a greater degree of what French
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and Raven (1959) referred to as legitimate power or influence, in addition to the expert and
referent power needed to provide spiritual leadership in their assigned units.

This division or balance of religious support—faith-specific versus pluralistic—serves to
highlight another important aspect of chaplains’ pastoral role and ministry context that is distinct
from traditional pastoral leadership: the base of authority for religious support. Unlike local
churches or congregations, in which pastoral leaders usually exercise the authority to create,
direct and lead ministry programs in line with their church’s individual or denominational vision
and mission, the chaplain operationally exists to support and execute his or her commander’s
religious program (DA, 2015). Army commanders at every echelon are ultimately responsible
for nearly every function of their units, including ensuring the free exercise of religion. While
commanders’ involvement in the direction and execution of their religious program varies from
unit to unit based on their own personal preference, and while chaplains remain the responsible
agent for the creation, design and implementation of all unit ministry, this uniqgue command-
centered religious support dynamic further focuses the scope of Army pastoral leadership.

By contrast to their civilian counterparts, not only do chaplains provide pastoral
leadership to organizations that are not composed of religiously like-minded followers, but the
basis for their unit ministry is pluralistic as well. It is indeed a unique ministry calling and
context, in which chaplains must exercise critical and creative thinking to provide pastoral
leadership to a diverse audience without compromising their own religious convictions. It is
pastoral leadership in which neither their rank nor position, though fundamental, serve as the
primary source of their religious and spiritual leadership influence. Rather, it is far more

dependent on their interpersonal skill and presence as a pastor, character, professional expertise,
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and competence as an Army staff officer, the latter two of which speak to the second capability
in the dual-role of chaplains: professional military religious advisor (DA, 2019b).

Professional Military Religious Advisor. The second capability in the chaplaincy dual
role predominantly pertains to their abilities as a staff officer who serves as the unit’s religious
subject matter expert. This role highlights the chaplain’s leadership as an advisor and coach to
commanders, their staff, and their subordinate leadership regarding all issues pertaining to
religion, spirituality, morale, morality, and ethics (DA, 2015, 2019b). Doctrinally this capability
is divided into two main spheres: internal and external advisement. Internal advisement pertains
to the care for soldier and family issues, as well as the impacts of command decisions on
individuals and unit climate. Examples included issues such as accommodation of religious
practices, addressing morale or leadership problems affecting the organizational climate, and
efforts promoting family and spiritual resiliency (DA, 2017). External advisement pertains to the
role of the chaplain in advising the command on all (external) religious and ethical matters that
may impact military operations—such as the religious practices, holidays, and holy places of the
people groups that live within a unit’s operational environment—as well as the moral, ethical,
and humanitarian implications of operations (DA, 2013b). This aspect of religious advisement
requires the chaplain be well-versed in pertinent world religions, proficient and engaged in their
unit’s military decision making processes and procedures, and be competent with regard to the
administrative, logistical, tactical and operational knowledge requisite to being an effective
Army staff officer.

The role of religious advisor also entails effectively managing the UMT’s logistical
requirements in conjunction with the unit’s religious support plan, oversight and improvement of

religious facilities, and involvement in unit cohesion and resiliency programs, to include those
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that pertain to the prevention of suicide, sexual harassment and assault, and domestic violence
(DA, 2015). With respect to the former, a specific Army program in which the chaplaincy serves
as the chief proponent is called “moral leadership training” or MLT (DA, 2015). As part of the
Army’s broader concern to develop individuals and units who embody the Army Values, are
morally and emotionally resilient, and demonstrate good character, chaplains serve as the
principal staff officer in charge of running the MLT program. This is an example where the dual
role of the chaplaincy naturally intersects, as chaplains exercise their expertise as religious
leaders and advisors to provide training in morality and ethics from an interdisciplinary
perspective.

For a list of military religious advisor responsibilities, see Table 5, below. As a survey of
these responsibilities indicates, the chaplain as religious advisor not only requires a model of
pastoral leadership that provides a religious or spiritual voice to military matters, but one that
requires knowledge of world religions, cultural belief systems, and organizational leadership
skills not always required in a traditional pastoral setting.

While a review of the dual-role of the chaplain as military religious leader and military
religious advisor reveals how the capabilities serve to help distinguish two sets of
responsibilities—those of a pastor and those of a staff officer specialized in religious matters,
roughly speaking—they are ultimately unified in what is a unique pastoral leadership profession.
As military religious leaders and advisors, pastoral leadership in the Army context not only
requires that chaplains establish pastoral rapport, but also that they be competent Army staff
officers. It is a pastoral vocation in which neither role exists without, nor supersedes the, other,
but rather is one in which both roles complement one another in the provision of unique military

ministry. With this in mind, the remaining portion of this chapter will provide a summary
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comparison of chaplaincy capabilities, pastoral leadership characteristics, and servant leadership
behaviors, as means to return to one of the important issues that led to the purpose of this study:
if and how servant leadership might serve as a complementary framework to the unique pastoral
ministry of the chaplaincy, by way of conceptual alignment and incorporating aspects of
leadership particularly fitting to the spiritual care of the soul of a pluralistic Army.

Table 5

Military Religious Advisor Responsibilities?

“Chaplains provide religious, moral, and ethical leadership to the Army by advising the
commander [and staff] on these issues and their impact on Service members, Family members,
and unit operations. Chaplains advise commanders on the moral and ethical nature of command

policies, programs, actions, and the impact of such policies on Service members and Families”
(DA, 2019b, p. 1-3).

Chaplains are to candidly advise on:

Spiritual, ethical, and moral-well-
being of the command

Personal impact of command policies,
leadership practices, and management
systems

Plans or programs for advancing Army
values and Soldier or Family resilience
Religious support operational plans
Construction, renovation, and
maintenance of religious facilities

- Religious needs of assigned personnel - Needs and concerns of family issues,

marital and parenting stressors
resulting from operations

Use of chapels and equipment
Ethical, moral, and humanitarian
implications of operational decisions
Analysis of the impacts of indigenous
religions on military operations
UMT’s role in response to and
prevention of challenges to unit
cohesion, morale, and Soldier
resilience as affected by religion

aDepartment of the Army (2015, 2019b).

Chaplains as Pastoral-Servant Leaders?
An issue central to the purpose of this study might be phrased as such: what particular

manner or character of religious leadership should chaplains embody for the sake of achieving
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holistic, loving, pastoral care for the spiritual well-being of a culturally and religiously diverse
organization? Pastoral leadership, as it is traditionally and typically understood, remains
fundamental to this endeavor, yet research is predominantly limited to its application in the
civilian sector. Given the chaplaincy’s ministry context and responsibilities, it appears pertinent
to ask if there might be a theory of leadership that could employ and synthesize pastoral
leadership within a pluralistic environment. In Chapter 1 it was suggested that, given its
particular theoretical framework, servant leadership might serve as an effective, complementary
model to the nature and purpose of the chaplaincy’s unique pastoral leadership context.
However, due to a lack of empirical literature on this particular issue, and what have primarily
been inferences of chaplains as servant leaders (e.g. DuCharme, 2019; Ray, 2018; Scott, 2018;
Stout, 2005), this potential remains in question.
Summary

In support of the purpose of this study—to explore the existence and degree of servant
leadership behaviors in active duty U.S. Army Chaplains—this chapter delivered a multi-faceted
review of the literature on pertinent leadership theory and practice so as to provide a contextual
framework for better understanding the active duty Army chaplaincy, pastoral leadership in
general, and servant leadership in particular. With respect to the broader subject of
organizational leadership, the literature review addressed historical developments in leadership
theory, Army leadership doctrine, and the importance of values-based leadership models in
contemporary research, with particular attention to the nature, evolution, and empirical standing
of servant leadership across secular and religious organizations. With respect to the narrower
subject of pastoral leadership, this review briefly addressed its historical underpinnings and paid

particular attention to the literature discussing the characteristics of effective pastoral leaders,
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given the vocational background and purpose of the chaplaincy. Finally, this review examined
the specific Army doctrine that concerns the leadership roles and capabilities of chaplains.

While on the whole it identified little to no research data on this study’s subject of focus, it did
frame the content in such a fashion to encourage future research to discover what relationships, if
any, exist between servant leadership, effective pastoral leadership behaviors or characteristics,

and the unique dual-role and capabilities of Army chaplains.
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Chapter 3: Methods

This chapter outlines the research methodology for this study, beginning with a brief
review of the problem and purpose of the study, as well as a reiteration of the research questions.
The chapter then addresses the specific research design, instrumentation utilized, human subjects
considerations, data analysis and validation procedures.

While various studies have explored the presence and positive effects of servant
leadership behaviors in the public (Schwarz et al., 2016), for-profit (Ozyilmaz & Cicek, 2015),
nonprofit (Parris & Peachey, 2012), and youth sectors (Eva & Sendjaya, 2013), as well as within
specific disciplines such as nursing (Waterman, 2011), sales (Bande et al., 2016), tourism (Ling
et al., 2017), and education (Cerit, 2009), initial research was needed to measure the presence of
servant leadership in the Army chaplaincy. The purpose of this study was to explore the
existence and degree of servant leadership behaviors in active duty U.S. Army Chaplains as a
means to empirically validate what have otherwise been anecdotal ascriptions to the character
and leadership approach of the chaplaincy.

Five research questions guided the choice of methodology and research design, in order
to satisfy the purpose of the study.

e RQ1. Which, if any, of the six dimensions of servant leader behaviors are present in
active duty Army Chaplains?

e RQ2. How do individual chaplains perceive the active duty chaplaincy as a whole with
respect to the presence of the six servant leadership behavioral dimensions?

e RQ3. How do chaplains’ individual perceptions compare to their perception of the

Chaplain Corps?
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e RQ4. How do chaplains perceive their role as religious, pastoral leaders of individual
service members and dependents?
e RQ5. How do chaplains perceive their role as religious, pastoral leaders contributing to
serving the Army community as a whole?
Research Design

This study used an embedded mixed methods design in a single survey data gathering
process (Creswell & Creswell, 2018), in order to capture both quantitative and qualitative data
regarding servant leadership behaviors and possible thematic connections to pastoral leadership
in the Army. The electronic survey captured quantitative data with respect to RQs 1-3, as well
as qualitative data by way of three open-ended questions for RQs 4-5. The choice of an
embedded, mixed-methods design with the use of an electronic survey was best suited for this
study for several reasons.

First, given that active duty Army chaplains are the unit of analysis, the embedded survey
design provided an anonymous, one-time data capture effort, as opposed to a multi-stage data
gathering process, which might have limited the response rate due to chaplain’s varying priorities
of work and time constraints with respect to their unit missions. Second, a mixed methods
approach was more appropriate for this study than limiting it to only a quantitative or qualitative
design. The use of both quantitative servant leadership survey measurements and unstructured
questions allowed the researcher to capture both more generalizable data as well as obtain a
richer explanation of chaplains’ experiences in their care for the soul of a pluralistic Army.

The use of a mixed-methods design was also reflective of a pragmatic research
philosophy (Creswell & Creswell, 2018), in which the emphasis is on the context, situation, and

consequences of action pertinent to the area of study. Contrary to only utilizing methods that
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focus on causality, the testing of theories, and empirical observation (a quantitative, “post-
positivist” orientation) or only focusing on the collective meaning of individuals’ experiences
within social or historical contexts (a qualitative, “constructivist” orientation), a pragmatic mixed
methods research design is concerned with utilizing any approach useful and available—
quantitative or qualitative—to help solve problems and identify solutions that best work in a
socially and historically complex pluralistic setting (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).

As a fellow active duty chaplain with over 12 years’ time in service and having
personally experienced the chaplaincy’s culture and various leadership styles, | am essentially
conducting backyard research (Glesne & Peshkin, 1992). Therefore in my role as the researcher,
| practiced reflexivity by way of electronic journaling to remain aware of assumptions and biases
that could threaten the internal and external validity of the quantitative and, especially, the
qualitative data acquisition, analysis and results (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). One existing bias
was my personal belief that servant leadership may be an effective leadership framework for the
chaplaincy. While I also assumed that other chaplains may either be indifferent or strongly
disagree with this leadership style, I do believe in its basic suitability. | also assumed that many
or most chaplains may practice one or more behavioral dimensions of servant leadership, but not
all six. Also, while I personally know and serve with some of the study respondents, | did not
speak with them about the survey, which served to further emphasize the importance of
participant anonymity.

These concerns and especially my professional membership within the target population
shaped how | interpreted responses to the qualitative survey questions, discerned thematic
connections between quantitative and qualitative data, and drew conclusions about and between

servant leadership behaviors and the chaplaincy’s mission in a pluralistic setting. Efforts to
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mitigate these influences were applied rigorously during the analysis and interpretation phase of
the research.
Target Population and Sample

The target population for this study were the chaplains within the active duty U.S. Army
Chaplain Corps, comprised of approximately 1,500 members, all of whom—with the exception
of the Chief of Chaplains and Deputy Chief of Chaplains—serve in the ranks of first lieutenant to
colonel. This study did not include the chaplaincy’s religious affairs specialists or non-
commissioned officers on active duty, nor chaplain personnel within the Army National Guard
and Army Reserve components.

As the Army’s professionals who provide religious support and advise leaders in all
matters pertaining to religion, morality, ethics, and unit morale, chaplains serve their assigned
units as well as their local installation religious support and chapel programs. Geographically,
active duty chaplains currently serve both stateside and overseas—the latter of which includes
such locations as Hawaii and Europe, as well as deployments around the world. All chaplains
have at minimum a master’s level education in theology or a related field, many also having
post-graduate degrees. Religious affiliations consist of Roman Catholic Christian, Protestant
Christian, Jewish, Muslim, and Buddbhist faiths. The active duty chaplaincy demographics
include male and female members, in their mid-20s to early 60s, and consist of white Caucasian,
African American, Hispanic, Asian, and Pacific Island ethnic backgrounds. Chaplains’ time in
service ranges from less than one year to more than 20 years in the active component.

Given that the study population is approximately 1,500 members and the possible
constraints to individual survey responses, such as deployments, operational tempo, and the

limitations inherent to electronic surveys, it was not simple to calculate an anticipated response
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rate. It has been documented that low response rates are common with surveys used for data
collection (Kumar, 2014). Methods to increase the response rate involve making the survey easy
to use, as well as relevant to the target population. Given two of the chaplaincy’s recent lines of
effort were dedicated to improving leader development across the Corps and empowering every
chaplain to help with revitalizing the Army community, it was hoped that a study of servant
leadership would prompt interest among the potential subjects as well as those responsible for
chaplain professional development. Although a 20% percent (N = 300) response rate was
desired, the final sample consisted of 250 chaplains, representing 17% of the Corps.

Data Collection Strategies and Procedures

This study involved two sets of quantitative data and one set of qualitative items
embedded within a single electronic survey. The rationale for use of an electronic survey was
three-fold: it provided for anonymity to participating chaplains; allowed data to be acquired from
a geographically dispersed population; and ensured a shorter data gathering time period.

The quantitative items of the survey included previously validated servant leadership
behavior measurements—the first set for self-ratings and the second set for rating the
environment of the chaplaincy as a whole. The qualitative items of the survey provided
respondents the opportunity to better express their own perspective on their role as pastoral
servant leaders in a pluralistic environment and also their views regarding their role in helping
the chaplaincy care for the soul of the Army by way of nurturing people, connecting them
spirituality, and cultivating the Army community (Solhjem, 2019b, 2019c). Responses to these
open-ended questions revealed additional thematic associations with the motive, mode, and

mindset of servant leadership (Eva et al., 2019).
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Electronic Survey Process

The survey was sent electronically to all current active duty chaplains via mass email
distribution on the Army’s Enterprise Network. The survey was open for approximately three
weeks in order to allow chaplains an adequate amount of time to respond. The Qualtrics
electronic survey administration platform was used.

The electronic survey process began with chaplains receiving the initial invitation email
that included a brief introduction to the nature and relevance of the upcoming study, an attached
informed consent, and a link to the survey. Upon entering the survey link, participants were
provided a brief greeting and purpose of the study, an informed consent clause, and instructions
for completing the survey.

The survey itself consisted of three distinct, sequential sections, in which two quantitative
measures and three open-ended questions were interspersed throughout, and then concluded with
a demographics section. In the first section, participants were asked to respond to the first open-
ended question and then complete the empirically validated Servant Leadership Behavior Scale
(SLBS-35), developed by Sendjaya et al. (2008) in a self-rater format, with referent language
modified to represent the chaplaincy. The SBLS-35’s unique contribution to the research is its
inclusion of a spiritual component, thus providing a holistic perspective of servant leadership.
This scale consists of 35 Likert-scale questions, each 1 to 5, with 1 being strongly disagree and 5
being strongly agree, that measure servant leader behaviors across six subscales: voluntary
subordination, authentic self, covenantal relationship, responsible morality, transcendental
spirituality, and transforming influence.

Upon completion of the self-rater portion, participants responded to a second open-ended

question and then completed the SLBS-6, a validated short-form version of the SLBS-35 which
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consists of only six Likert-scale questions, each 1 to 5, with 1 being strongly disagree and 5
being strongly agree. This survey was used to measure individual chaplains’ perceptions of the
chaplaincy as a whole. The participants then responded to the third and final open-ended
question. In the final section of the survey, participants were asked to complete five
demographic items.

Upon completion of the survey, participants immediately received a thank you message.
Reminder emails were sent to the full target population after the end of the first and second
weeks of the survey, in order to solicit responses from those who had not yet participated.
Validity and Reliability of Electronic Survey

The survey began by capturing participants’ responses to the first open-ended question.
The three open-ended questions pertained to Research Questions #4 and #5 and centered around
chaplains’ perceptions of what it meant for them to be pastors in a pluralistic setting while
maintaining their individual religious distinctives, with specific attention to (a) how they
perceived serving both those who do and do not share their own beliefs or worldviews, and (b)
how they perceived their pastoral role in executing the chaplaincy’s priorities of investing in
people, connecting them spiritually, and cultivating community. The questions were crafted
based on the chaplaincy’s three mission priorities regarding chaplains’ pastoral leadership roles
found in chaplaincy doctrine and regulation and the unique nature of chaplain ministry to a
religiously pluralistic context.

Following the first open-ended question, participants completed the SLBS-35 self-rater
measurement. Use of both the SLBS-35 and SLBS-6 were approved for this research study by
the developer (see Appendix B). The SLBS-35 was developed by Sendjaya et al. (2008), a

statistically reliable measurement that in its development underwent two studies to determine its
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internal consistency and reliability, factor structure, content validity, and preliminary
discriminant validity. Construct validation resulted in the final six-factor (or subscale), 35-item
questionnaire, with internal consistency reliabilities measured by Cronbach’s alpha ranging from
.72 to .93 and standardized factor loadings ranging from .49 to .80 (Sendjaya et al., 2008). In a
subsequent study conducted to address concerns about discriminant validity and account for high
correlations between the six factors, Sendjaya and Cooper (2011) validated a hierarchical, first-
order factor model, in which the six SBLS subscales became “first-order latent variables
reflecting a single, second-order factor, which [was labelled]...Servant Leadership” (p. 426).

After completing the self-rater measurement, participants responded to the second open-
ended question and then proceeded to rate the chaplaincy as a whole by completing the SLBS-6,
the short-form of the SLBS-35. Through a series of seven independent studies, (Sendjaya et al.,
2017) found that the SBLS-6 demonstrated sound psychometric properties, confirmed one-factor
structure of the model in correlation with the SLBS-35, and determined reliability, criterion-
related validity, and construct validity, with internal consistency measured by Cronbach’s alphas
ranging from .80 to .93. Following the referent-shift consensus model (D. Chan, 1998) in order
to utilize the measure to aggregate individual’s perceptions of the higher level construct (the
chaplaincy at the organizational level), the 6-item scale was modified to measure the
chaplaincy’s servant leadership culture.

The initial phrase “my supervisor/direct leader” was replaced with “by and large,
chaplains across the Corps,” and personal referent information in each item was replaced with a
plural, third-person referent, for each of the six-items to assess individual perceptions of the
extent to which the chaplaincy as an organization demonstrates the behavior depicted in the item.

For example, instead of Item 3 reading “my supervisor/direct leader...respects me for who I am,
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not how I make him or her feel,” it read “by and large, chaplains across the Corps...respect
others for who they are, not how they make him or her feel.”

After completing the SLBS-6, participants responded to the final open-ended question
and were then asked to complete five demographic items: rank, time in service, race/ethnicity,
education level, and gender. Each item had pre-selected ranges or categories of response. For
example, “rank” allowed the participant to select from 1LT-CPT, MAJ-LTC, or COL-MG. The
purpose of this section was to help discern if there would be any associations between given
demographic variables and servant leader behaviors. These demographic items were specifically
selected to help account for representation across the Corps and ensure anonymity, as they
exclude potentially personally identifiable information, such as current assignment or position or
religious preference.

The survey in its entirety was reviewed by content experts to ensure the overall survey
could provide the data necessary to address the research questions and support its content
validity. To support reliability of the electronic survey, a small pilot process occurred to ensure
its usability by subjects confirming all electronic links were functional and the interface was
conducive for participant use. Subscale reliability coefficients were not calculated on the pilot
data.

Human Subjects Considerations

The proposed research was approved by the Graduate and Professional Schools
Institutional Review Board (GPS-IRB) for Pepperdine University under Exempt Category 2, as it
posed minimal risks to targeted subjects (see Appendix C). The electronic survey process
provided participant anonymity and strict practices to ensure confidentiality. After receiving

official approval from Pepperdine’s GPS-IRB, it was submitted to the Army Human Research



83

Protections Office (AHRPO) for a Research Protections Administrative Review (RPAR) for final
approval (see Appendix D). The approval process also required a letter of support from the
appropriate authority at the Graduate School for Army Chaplain Corps Professional
Development (GSACCPD). This letter of support was included as part of both the Pepperdine
IRB and AHRPO applications (see Appendix E). There was also a requirement for the electronic
survey to be reviewed by the U.S. Army Records Management and Declassification Agency
(RMDA) prior to initiating subject recruitment.

This research did not exceed minimum risk as it did not involve vulnerable populations
nor interventions in or evaluations of the target population. Participants were informed of the
confidential nature of the study, specifically how data collection would occur only by electronic
survey and not involve gathering personally identifiable information. All data was maintained in
password protected online electronic files until the study was complete and preserved on a work
computer with a back-up file, both of which also required password access. Upon completion of
the study, all electronic data will be destroyed and the GSACCPD will be provided the final
document for review.

Analysis

The study conducted descriptive statistics of the demographics data, the SLBS-35 and the
SLBS-6—self-ratings and organizational ratings, respectively—with attention to response
frequencies, means, and standard deviations. It also included Spearman’s Correlations between
the SLBS-35 and SLBS-6 results, as well as ANOVAs for the SLBS-6 and demographics data.
The SBLS-35 consists of thirty-five Likert-scale items, which measure six dimensions or
subscales of servant leadership. Each subscale was scored in accordance with the procedures of

the tool’s authors (Sendjaya et al., 2008, 2017). Subscales labels with the number of associated
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items are provided in Table 6. The data collected was used to determine what, if any,
demonstrated behaviors exist, with specific attention to the means of each subscale as
representative of the Corps and comparison of individual and organizational means to determine
if any correlations exist, by way of using Spearman’s correlation coefficient (Field, 2018).
Table 6

SLBS-35 Subscales and Corresponding Survey ltems

Subscale No. of Items Online Survey Item No.
Voluntary Subordination 7 2
Authentic Self
Covenantal Relationship
Transcendental Spirituality
Responsible Morality

N[O B~ O
~N|[o|lo] bW

Transforming Influence

The SLBS-6 is a six Likert-scale item questionnaire, with each item corresponding to one
of the six subscales. Data was used to determine individual chaplains’ perception of the presence
of servant leadership behaviors as demonstrated by the chaplaincy as an organization within the
larger Army. Means were taken from the sum total of each subscale to determine which
behaviors, if any, are considered by chaplains to the most prevalent across the Corps. Means of
each subscale were also compared to the means analyzed from the SBLS-35 to determine
degrees of consistency between the Corps’ relative self-ratings and the impression chaplains
have of the organization to which they belong.

The qualitative data collected from the responses to the open-ended questions underwent
thematic and topical analysis. With the assistance of the HyperRESEARCH qualitative software
program, data was winnowed by way of coding, a process where the data is organized according

to predominant ideas or categories of ideas (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). These codes were
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grouped as needed into categories or themes that could be interconnected with the theoretical
model of servant leadership represented by the six subscales, pastoral leadership characteristics,
pluralistic ministry, and such themes as chaplaincy’s emphases of investing in people,
connecting them spiritually, and cultivating community. The aim of the qualitative analysis
portion was to discern how chaplains’ perceptions of their own pastoral role affects their
perceptions and experience of their meeting the chaplaincy’s priorities in caring for the soul of
the Army, as well as if said perceptions might shed further light on any thematic associations
between the role of chaplains and servant leadership.

Each of the two quantitative sets of data collected via the SBLS-35 and the SLBS-6 were
analyzed separately before comparisons were made between them. The qualitative responses
were also analyzed separately before being triangulated with the quantitative results to arrive at
study findings and conclusions.

Means to Ensure Internal Study Validity

This research study used pre-existing valid and reliable measurement tools for
determining servant leadership behaviors and perspectives. The qualitative survey items were
developed with the assistance of individuals with content expertise. The complete, compiled
survey instrument was validated by content experts prior to implementation and a pilot process to
ensure overall useability of the electronic survey was conducted.

Because this study involved gathering qualitative data from my own vocational field, |
used several reflective practices to help identify and mitigate against my biases, values, and past
experiences from interfering with data interpretation (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). For example,
during the course of the study I recorded electronic journal entries regarding my personal

observations during the qualitative data analysis, such as any assumptions, estimations, or
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thematic judgments | made. These memos allowed me to reflectively consider how my own
experiences and thoughts were shaping my interpretation of the results. During the study
process, | also limited discussions about personal experiences to fellow chaplains so as not to
influence their responses. Finally, the survey methodology was intentionally designed to further
distance me from the participants—many of whom | personally know—and thus ensure
anonymity of those participating.

In order to ensure a rigorous data analysis process, software was used to conduct both the
statistical quantitative analysis and the thematic qualitative analysis. Both Qualtrics and
Intellectus statistics software were used to provide descriptive statistics data, and Intellectus was
used to run Spearman correlations and ANOVAs. Qualitative data was coded with
HyperRESEARCH to ensure a transparent process and allow for a peer-reviewer to support a
reliable data coding process. Finally, the triangulation of the quantitative and qualitative data
provided the basis for the study’s conclusions and recommendations for further research.

Plan for Reported Findings

The practical goal of this embedded mixed-methods study was to further contribute to the
chaplaincy’s empirical research initiatives in leadership development, by specifically examining
the presence of servant leadership behaviors and more broadly explore how chaplains understand
their pastoral role as spiritual servants to soldiers and families. Chapter 4 will provide the
quantitative and qualitative findings, as well as some discussion. Chapter 5 will provide study

conclusions, as well as implications and recommendations for practice.
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Chapter 4: Findings
The purpose of this embedded mixed methods research was to explore the existence and
degree of servant leadership behaviors in active duty U.S. Army Chaplains as a means to
empirically validate what have otherwise been anecdotal ascriptions to the character and
leadership approach of the chaplaincy. This study included data gathered from an online survey
of active duty Army chaplains, assessing their perceptions of servant leadership behaviors—
individually and organizationally—as well as their perceptions of spiritual service and pastoral
roles in a pluralistic ministry context. In order to best explore these factors, the survey included
both quantitative and qualitative items.
Five research questions guided the choice of methodology and research design, in order
to satisfy the purpose of the study.
e RQ1. Which, if any, of the six dimensions of servant leader behaviors are present in
active duty Army Chaplains?
e RQ2. How do individual chaplains perceive the active duty chaplaincy as a whole with
respect to the presence of the six servant leadership behavioral dimensions?
e RQ3. How do chaplains’ individual perceptions compare to their perception of the
Chaplain Corps?
e RQ4. How do chaplains perceive their role as religious, pastoral leaders of individual
service members and dependents?
e RQ5. How do chaplains perceive their role as religious, pastoral leaders contributing to
serving the Army community as a whole?
This chapter presents the findings for both the quantitative and qualitative portions of

data collection. These findings include demographic descriptions, quantitative survey results
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from the servant leadership assessment scales, and a thematic analysis of the responses to open-
ended survey items. Results with interpretations are provided where appropriate.
Description of Sample Participants

Approximately 1,500 chaplains constitute the active duty component of the U.S. Army
Chaplain Corps. The initial survey invitation and two follow-up invitations were sent by official
email to the entire active duty chaplain population. An approximately four-week data collection
period began with the initial email sent on January 18, 2022, and concluded on February 11th,
with follow-up invitations sent on January 25th and February 2nd. The invitations sent and
received by the active duty chaplain population resulted in over 300 chaplains initially
volunteering to participate; however, due to what were likely decisions by some not to complete
the survey, the final sample was N = 250, which represents an approximately 17% response rate.

The participants were distributed across three rank categories: first lieutenant and captain
(1LT-CPT); major and lieutenant colonel (MAJ-LTC); and colonel and major general (COL-
MG). The Corps’ 1,500 chaplains are distributed across these three rank categories in the
following approximations: 800 1LT-CPT, 600 MAJ-LTC, and 100 COL-MG.? Out of the 250
participants, only 233 provided their rank, while 17 individuals chose not to indicate their rank.
The sample distribution of the three rank categories was largely representative across the Corp,
with the exception being the category 1LT-CPTs. While this category made up 39% of the
survey sample with a n = 91, this accounts for only 11% of all 1LT-CPTs in the active duty

chaplaincy. Therefore, the responses from the MAJ-LTC and COL-MG chaplains are likely

2 There are only two active duty (Regular Army) general officers in the chaplaincy: the Deputy Chief of Chaplains,
appointed to the rank of brigadier general (BG), and the Chief of Chaplains, appointed to the rank of major general
(MG). Given their position and authority as the two most senior chaplains in the Corps, neither participated in this
study. Therefore, only the rank of colonel (COL) is represented in this category.
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more representative of their respective ranks than are those from the 1LT-CPT chaplains. Table
7 provides the sample size data by rank distribution.
Table 7

Sample Participants Distributed by Rank Category

Population Distribution Sample
Rank Sample Size of Active Duty Chaplaincy Representation of
by Rank Population
(Approximate)? Distribution
Total N =233 1,500 NA
1LT-CPT 39% (n=91) 53% (n = 800) 11%
MAJ-LTC 47% (n = 109) 40% (n = 600) 18%
COL-MG 14% (n = 33) 7% (n =100) 33%

Note. Table displays sample’s rank distribution in comparison to the entire active duty
chaplaincy.

aThis column displays approximate rank distribution across the entire active duty chaplaincy;
e.g., of the approximately 1,500 active duty chaplains, 53% (n = 800) hold the rank of 1LT-CPT.
bThis column compares the sample’s rank distribution to each of the active duty chaplaincy rank
categories; e.g., the number of 1LT-CPTs in the sample constitute only 11% of all 1LT-CPT

chaplains on active duty (n = 800).

Table 8 provides a summary of the remaining demographic data. Out of a sample size N = 250,
17 participants elected not to indicate their time in service, 18 participants elected not to indicate
their gender, 26 participants elected not to indicate their race, and 17 participants elected not to
indicate their level of education. For the item “Are you Hispanic or Latino?” 22 participants
elected not to answer. For those who answered “Yes,” (11 participants), the corresponding

selections for race were either “White” (6 participants), or “Black or African American” (2
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participants), with the remaining 3 participants not indicating race. The sections following
examine several cross-tabulations of demographic variables giving special attention to those that
may factor into the interpretation of both quantitative and qualitative analysis of participant
responses.

Table 8

Demographics Summary. (N = 250)

Demographic Item Count Percentage of Sample

Time in Service

0-7 years 35 14%
8-20 years 118 47%
20+ years 80 32%
No Response 17 7%
Gender
Male 208 83%
Female 13 5%
Prefer not to say 11 5%
No Response 18 7%
Race
American Indian or Alaska
Native 2 1%
Asian 16 6%
Black or African American 16 6%
White 182 73%
Multi-Racial 8 3%
No Response 26 11%
Education
Graduate degree 133 53%
Post-graduate/doctorate 100 40%

No Response 17 7%
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Note. The following selections make up the 8 participants who identified as multi-racial:
American Indian or Alaska Native and White (x2); American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian,
and White (x1); Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander and White (x1); Black or African
American and White (x1); Black or African American, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific

Islander, and White (x1); Asian and White (x1), and all race categories (x1).

Cross-tabulations by Rank

The sample’s distribution of rank and time in service appear to be largely representative
of the Corps (see Figure 3), to include a large portion of 1LT-CPTs having more than 8 years’
time in service. Given a typical chaplain 1LT-CPT holds this rank no more than 7-8 years, this
data indicates that approximately half of the sample with this rank category had military service
prior to becoming a chaplain.

In the rank category MAJ-LTC, given the average time in grade for both ranks,? it is
possible if not likely that the portion of this category with 20+ years’ time in service (16.4% of
the sample) are predominantly those that hold the rank of LTC, whereas those with 820 years’
time in service likely represent chaplains who hold the rank of MAJ. Chaplains are required to
have a graduate-level education in accordance with their religious endorsing agents’ academic
requirements and Chaplain Corps’ accessioning standards, prior to becoming a chaplain in the
active duty, national guard, or reserve components. Figure 4 displays the sample distribution of

rank and education level.

3 “Time in grade” refers to the number of years held by an individual in a certain rank. E.g., a chaplain major (MAJ)
normally has a time in grade at this rank for 6-7 years before promoting to the next rank of lieutenant colonel (LTC).
On average, at minimum, a chaplain with zero years prior service will hold the rank of captain (CPT) for 7-8 years,
followed by time as a MAJ for 6-7 years, which usually translates to having a minimum of 13-15 years in service
minimum before he or she can promote to LTC. Nearly all chaplain colonels (COL) have at least 20+ years’ time in
service, given the average time in grade between promotions.



Figure 3

Sample Distribution by Rank and Time in Service. (N = 233)
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Figure 4

Sample Distribution by Rank and Education Level. (N = 233)
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Figure 5 displays the sample distribution of gender by rank. The number of females
represented in each rank category was 7 for 1LT-CPT, 5 for MAJ-LTC, and 1 for COL-MG, for
a total of 13 participants (or 5.2%) of the sample who identified as female. Figure 6 displays the
sample distribution of race by rank. Participants who identified as white are strongly represented
across all rank categories, whereas those who identified with other race categories were
predominantly 1LT-CPTs or MAJ-LTCs.

Figure 5

Sample Distribution by Rank and Gender. (N = 232)
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Figure 6

Sample Distribution by Rank and Race. (N = 237)
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1.60%9.60%

Multi-Racial

Two gender-specific demographic cross-tabulations are worth noting: race and education

level. Figure 7 displays gender across race, with nearly 67% White males, 6% Asian males, 5%

Black or African American males, and 4% White females, and 1% Black or African American

females. Nearly 7% of participants did not select either gender or race.

Figure 8 displays the sample’s education level distributed by gender. Relative to their

representation within the sample, more female chaplains hold a post-graduate or doctoral level



education, and 11 participants who indicated their education level elected not to indicate their
gender.

Figure 7

Sample Distribution by Gender and Race. (N = 237)
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Sample Distribution by Gender and Education Level. (N = 232)
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Servant Leadership Findings

The quantitative portion of the chaplaincy survey consisted of two separate instruments:
the SLBS-35 and the SLBS-6. Participants conducted the SLBS-35 to provide individual self-
rating scores and the SLBS-6 to provide their perceptions of servant leadership behaviors across
the active duty chaplaincy. Both instruments assess the same six servant leadership behavioral
subscales: VVoluntary Subordination, Authentic Self, Covenantal Relationship, Transcendental
Spirituality, Responsible Morality, and Transforming Influence.

Each subscale represents a specific set of related servant leadership behaviors. Voluntary
Subordination refers to those behaviors that typify a servant leader’s disposition to serve and
give of oneself for the good of others instead of seeking the attention, status, and power of
leadership. Authentic Self refers to behaviors that typify servant-leader dispositions that reveal a
secure sense of self: humility, integrity, authenticity, vulnerability, and accountability.
Covenantal Relationship refers to those behaviors that flow out of one’s authentic self into a
commitment to forge relationships that exemplify acceptance, equality, and the welfare of
followers, regardless of how these relationships may emotionally impact the leader.
Transcendental Spirituality refers to those behaviors that flow from a sense of spiritual calling,
such as being attuned to the importance of values, purpose, and meaning and thus followers’
social, psychological, and spiritual well-being. Responsible Morality refers to behaviors that
emerge from the servant leader’s moral anchoring, such as attention to both moral means and
ends; appealing to ideas, values, principles, and virtues; and seeking to foster ethical climates.
Transforming Influence refers to those behaviors that reveal the leader’s desire to help develop
followers emotionally, intellectually, and spiritually, demonstrated by visioning, personal

example, mentoring, and empowering others.
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Out of 250 participants, 244 completed all 35 items on the SLBS-35 self-rating
instrument, and 239 participants completed the six-item SLBS-6 organizational rating
instrument. 4 Each subscale consists of a select number of Likert items that represent subscale-
behaviors, rated on a 5-point scale that depict a range of agreement based on values of 1 to 5,
with a “1” indicating Strongly Disagree and a “5” indicating Strongly Agree. Subscale scores
were determined by calculating the sum of their respective Likert item ratings, with higher
subscale scores indicating a higher level of agreement across the rated behaviors of a given
subscale. For example, for the subscale VVoluntary Subordination, scores could range between 7
to 35, based on a total of seven individual Likert items within that subscale, each with a possible
rating of 1 to 5.

SLBS-35 Self-Assessment Results

Table 9 provides descriptive statistics for the chaplain’s individual self-ratings measured
by the SLBS-35 instrument. It displays both subscale mean scores and the subscales’ mean
Likert ratings. Individual subscales with the highest mean scores and Likert ratings with respect
to subscale range were Transcendental Spirituality, Responsible Morality, and VVoluntary
Subordination, respectively. However, both Voluntary Subordination and Responsible Morality
had slightly higher variance and standard deviation.

The subscale with the highest mean in conjunction with the least variance and smallest
standard deviation was Transcendental Spirituality (M = 18.78, SD = 1.5). Given chaplains’

primary role to provide religious support and spiritual care, it is unsurprising that the sample

4 Participants with missing data in the SLBS-35 include one who completed all but one item in the Voluntary
Subordination subscale, four who did not complete every item in the Responsible Morality subscale, and five who
did not complete every item in the Transforming Influence subscale. This may have been due to the participant
exiting the survey prior to completion or a technological error in which the question was not displayed to the
participant. The same may be true for the 239 participants who completed the SLBS-6. The survey results for this
portion of the sample also lacked demographic data.
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clearly placed Transcendental Spirituality as the most consistently agreed upon servant
leadership behavior. Responsible Morality had a slightly higher standard deviation and variance;
however, this may be accounted for by the incomplete survey data for this item. Of the 246
participants who completed items for this subscale, some failed to mark each item, resulting in a
range of 0 to 25. The same is true for a few responses to the items for Transforming Influence.
Table 9

SLBS-35 Chaplain Self-Assessment Descriptive Statistics

Standard .
Mean Deviation Variance Mean
Subscale N Min. Max. Range Total of Total Likert Item
of Total .
Score Score Rating
Score
Voluntary 249 7 35 28 31.56 3.38 11.42 451
Subordination
Authentic Self 250 15 30 15 24.92 2.66 7.08 4.15
Covenantal 250 17 30 13 25.35 2.89 8.33 4.22
Relationship
Transcendental 14 20 6 18.78 15 224 4.70
Spirituality
Responsible 246 0 25 25 227 3.26 10.62 4.60
Morality
Transforming )5 5 35 35 300 525 2753 4.38

Influence

Aside from accounting for the effects of missing data, those subscales with the greatest
variance and highest standard deviation—\Voluntary Subordination, Responsible Morality, and
Transforming Influence—may indicate differing views on the extent to which chaplains will
serve unconditionally, regarding their effectiveness in influencing moral behavior, and the

degree their influence particularly encourages servant leadership in other service members. The
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following sections will examine self-rater descriptive statistics by subscale, with attention to

individual items and subscale results broken out by specific demographic variables.
Voluntary Subordination. The mean Likert rating for this subscale was p = 4.51,

indicating a largely strong level of agreement for the presence of these servant leadership

behaviors. Table 10 shows the individual items descriptive statistics for the Voluntary

Subordination behaviors subscale, with a score range of 7 to 35.

Table 10

SLBS Subscale Self-Rating Descriptive Statistics: Voluntary Subordination

Item N Fli\gl fi?]ré SD Variance
| consider others' needs and interests above my g 4.29 0.71 0.51
own

| use power in service to others, not for my 249 4.49 0.76 0.58
own ambition

I am more conscious of my responsibilities 250 4.32 0.82 0.67
than my rights ' ' '

I serve people without regard to their 250 4.72 0.7 0.49
backgrounds (gender, race, etc.)

| demonstrate my care through sincere, 250 4.47 0.65 0.42
practical deeds

I listen to others with intent to understand 250 4.72 0.56 0.32
| assist others without seeking 250 4.58 0.68 0.47

acknowledgment or compensation

Two items had the highest mean ratings: “I serve people without regard to their
backgrounds” and “I listen to others with intent to understand.” However, “listen with intent to
understand” had the highest mean in conjunction with a low standard deviation and variance,

indicating the behavior with the highest degree of agreement by participants.
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The remaining items lacked practical divergence with respect to variance and standard
deviation, though those items with respect to practical service and willingness to serve without
recognition had slightly more agreement than those with respect to chaplains’ behaviors
regarding the use of power, exercise of rights versus responsibilities, and meeting others versus
their own needs. In this case higher variance and standard deviation is accounted by outliers in
the Neither, Disagree and Highly Disagree responses (see Figure 9), which may reflect these
participants’ self-awareness regarding the tension between altruistic service and that from which
they also personally or professionally benefit in their role as chaplains.

Figure 9

SLBS Subscale Self-Rating Likert Responses: Voluntary Subordination (N = 249)

220 -
5 202
00—
180 —
160 —
140 — 132
120 —
0
100 _
80—
B0 —
40 —
20— 14
32
0- I ) I I
| consider others USE pOwer in | am more conscious | serve people
needs and interests Service to others, of my without regard to
above my own not for my awn responsibilities than their backgrounds

amibition my rights (gender, race, etc.)
B Strongly disagree B Disagree B Meither agree nor disagree B Agree B Strongly agree



101

160 -
160 -
140 —
120 -
100 -
B0 -
B0 -
a0 -

20—

| demonstrate my care throwgh | listen to others with | assist others without
sincere, practical d... ntent to understand seeking acknowledgment or ..

B Strongly disagree B Disagree B Meither agree nor disagree B Agree B Strongly agree

Voluntary Subordination and Differences based on Selected Demographics. When the
Voluntary Subordination subscale results were broken out by demographic variables, mean
scores exhibited minor differences based on gender, race, time in service, rank, and education.
Considering scores based on subject gender (see Table 11), while all participant means were
consistently high, when compared to males, female participants had a smaller range in responses
and smaller standard deviation, indicating more agreement amongst the females for this specific
subscale’s behaviors.

When accounting for participant race (see Table 12), both those who identified as Asian
and Black or African American held the highest mean score agreement in conjunction with the
smallest standard deviations. Those who identified as White had the greatest range in responses,

which can be accounted for by outliers with lower levels of agreement.
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Voluntary Subordination and Gender. (N = 232)
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Gender N Min Max Mean Score SD SEm
Male 208 7 35 315 3.49 0.24
Female 13 24 35 32.08 2.99 0.83
Prefer not to 11 21 34 31.27 3.74 113
say

Table 12

Voluntary Subordination and Race. (N = 224)
Race N Min Max  Mean ) SEm

Score

American Indian
or Alaska Native 21 81 29.00 2.83 2.00
Asian 16 25 35 32.69 2.55 0.64
Black or African
American 16 26 35 32.44 2.61 0.65
White 182 7 35 31.32 3.59 0.27
Multi-Racial 8 21 35 30.50 4.38 1.55

Note. 26 participants elected not to respond to this item.

When examining Voluntary Subordination in terms of rank and time in service, while

means remained comparable, generally those with higher rank and more time in service had

higher standard deviations and greater response ranges, especially participants of the rank of

COL-MG or who had 20+ years’ time in service. Those of the rank 1LT-CPT and with the least
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time in service had a smaller response range and considerably less variance and smaller standard
deviation (see Table 13). These data may indicate a slightly more optimistic self-assessment
amongst more junior members of the chaplaincy.

Table 13

Voluntary Subordination and Rank/Time in Service (N = 233)

Mean

N Min.  Max. Score SD SEwm
Rank
1LT - CPT 91 21 35 31.85 2.74 0.29
MAJ - LTC 109 7 35 314 3.49 0.33
COL - MG 33 7 35 31.03 4.90 0.85
Time in Service
0-7 years 35 28 35 32.03 2.05 0.35
8-20 years 118 21 35 31.48 2.88 0.26
20+ years 80 7 35 31.36 4.57 0.51

Note. 17 participants elected not to respond to these items

Voluntary Subordination broken out by education level (see Table 14) also indicates little
difference in mean score though considerable difference in standard deviation was seen within
the subgroupings by education. Chaplains with post-graduate education or doctoral degrees
exhibited more consistent agreement and had a smaller response range, whereas those indicating
only a graduate level degree had much more varied levels of agreement regarding this behavior.

Authentic Self. The mean Likert rating for this subscale was p = 4.15, indicating a
moderate to strong level of agreement for the presence of these servant leadership behaviors.
Table 15 shows the individual items descriptive statistics for the Authentic Self behaviors

subscale, with a score range of 7 to 30. The item with the highest mean rating, lowest
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standard deviation, and lowest variance was: “l am willing to say, ‘I was wrong’ to others,”

closely followed by “I am willing to let others take control of situations when appropriate.”

Table 14

Voluntary Subordination and Education Level (N = 233)
Education N Min.  Max. Mean SD SEm

Score
Graduate degree 133 7 35 31.38 4.00 0.35
rostoraduateor 100 24 35 3171 258 0.26
octorate

Note. 17 participants elected not to respond to this item

Table 15

SLBS Subscale Self-Rating Descriptive Statistics: Authentic Self (N = 250)
Item Me_an SD Variance

Rating

I am not defensive when confronted 3.42 0.93 0.86
When criticized, | focus on the message not the 383 077 059
messenger
| practice what | preach 4.23 0.61 0.38
I am willing to say “I was wrong” to others 4.59 0.52 0.27
| am willing to let others take control of situations 452 0.62 0.39
when appropriate
| give others the right to question my actions and 4.32 0.71 0.51

decisions
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The two items that addressed defensiveness and sensitivity to criticism had ratings
indicating less overall agreement, accounted for by higher standard deviations and variance.
This is due to a larger percentage of responses in the range of strongly disagree to neither agree
nor disagree accounted for by outliers across all demographic variables (see Figure 10).

Authentic Self and Differences based on Selected Demographics. When the Authentic
Self subscale results were broken out by demographic variables, mean scores exhibited minor
differences based on gender, race, time in service, rank, and education. Considering scores
based on subject gender (see Table 16), while means indicate a moderately strong agreement,
there was slightly higher standard deviation and variance in responses by female participants
when compared to males, possibly indicating less agreement amongst the females for this
specific subscale’s behaviors.

Table 16

Authentic Self and Gender (N = 232)

Gender N Min Max Mean Score SD SEm
Male 208 15 30 24.93 2.65 0.18
Female 13 21 30 25.08 3.12 0.87

Prefer not to
say

11 18 28 24.64 2.62 0.79

Note. 18 participants elected not to respond to this item

When accounting for participant race (see Table 17), both those who identified as Black
or African American and Asian held the highest mean score agreement. Those who identified as

White had the largest range of scores, accounted for by relative response size and outliers.
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Figure 10

SLBS Subscale Self-Rating Likert Responses: Authentic Self (N = 250)
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Table 17

Authentic Self and Race. (N = 224)
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Race N Min Max Mean SD SEm
Score

American Indian

or Alaska Native 22 24 23.00 1.41 1.00
Asian 16 20 29 25.56 2.58 0.65
BlackiorAicanissy - 21 30 25.75 2.62 0.66
American

White 182 15 30 2477 2.74 0.20
Multi-Racial 8 22 27 24.50 1.6 0.57

Note. 26 participants elected not to respond to this item

When examining Authentic Self in terms of rank and time in service (see Table 18),

means and range of scores remained comparable. Those of the rank of MAJ-LTC and those with

20+ years’ time in service had the smallest standard deviation and least variance. In contrast,

those of the rank 1LT-CPT had the largest response range in conjunction with the highest

standard deviation, perhaps indicating a less consistent secure sense of self amongst the less

experienced members of the chaplaincy. Authentic Self broken out by education level (see Table

19) indicates a negligible difference in mean scores and standard deviations.
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Table 18

Authentic Self and Rank/Time in Service (N = 233)

N Min.  Max. oo SD SEm
Rank
1LT - CPT 91 15 30 25.08 3.03 0.32
MAJ - LTC 109 17 30 24.89 2.38 0.23
COL - MG 33 18 30 24.67 2.50 0.43
Time in Service
0-7 years 35 19 30 25.23 2.60 0.44
8-20 years 118 15 30 24.78 2.83 0.26
20+ years 80 18 30 25.02 2.43 0.27

Note. 17 participants elected not to respond to this item

Covenantal Relationship. The mean Likert rating for this subscale was p = 4.22,
indicating a moderately strong level of agreement for the presence of these servant leadership
behaviors. Table 20 shows the individual items descriptive statistics for the Covenantal
Relationship behaviors subscale, with a score range of 7 to 30. The item with the highest mean
in conjunction with the lowest standard deviation and variance was “I spend time to build a
professional relationship with others” closely followed by “I treat people as equal partners in the
organization,” understandable given chaplain’s relationally supportive and often egalitarian
approach to their role in the Army. The item with the lowest mean was “I have confidence in
others, even comes with a risk,” yet it also had the highest standard deviation and variance,
indicating inconsistent agreement influenced by outliers and a higher number of chaplains who

selected neither agree or disagree (see Figure 11).
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Covenantal Relationship and Differences based on Selected Demographics. When the
Covenantal Relationship subscale results were broken out by demographic variables, mean
scores exhibited minor differences based on gender, race, time in service, rank, and education.
Considering scores based on participant gender (see Table 21), while means were all moderately
high, those participants who identified as female had a higher standard deviation, indicating less
consistency in responses.

Table 19

Authentic Self and Education Level (N = 233)

Mean

Education Count Min. Max. SD SEm
Score

Graduate degree 133 15 30 24.96 2.77 0.24

Post-graduate or 100 19 30 24.89 252 0.25

doctorate

Note. 17 participants elected not to respond to this item
Table 20

SLBS Subscale Self-Rating Descriptive Statistics: Covenantal Relationship (N = 250)

Item Me_an SD Variance
Rating

| affirm my trust in others 4.18 0.73 0.53

I accept others as they are, irrespective of their past 416 0.8 0.63

failures

| respect others for who they are, not how they make 4.94 0.73 0.53

me feel

I hgve confidence in others, even when it comes with 376 0.84 0.71

arisk

| treat people as equal partners in the organization 4.49 0.65 0.43

I spend time to build a professional relationship with 45 0.63 0.39

others
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Figure 11

SLBS Subscale Self-Rating Likert Responses: Covenantal Relationship (N = 250)

140 —
120+

100 - 9f

5

1

0 -

| &ffirm my trust in others | accept others as they are, | respect others for who they
irespective of their... are, not how they ma...

M Strongly disagree M Disagree B Meither agree nor disagree M Agree B Strongly agree

160
143
140 — 140
1311
120
100 a7
91
80—
60— 53
41
40—
20— 16 15
10
3 1 2 1
0= ) ) i | ) )
| have confidence in others, | treat people as equal | spend time to build a
even when it comes wi... partners in the arganizati... professional relationship ...

M Strongly disagree M Disagree B Neither agree nor disagree M Agree M Strongly agree



111

When accounting for participant race (see Table 22), once again mean scores were
comparable. Those who identified as Asian had the highest mean score and slightly smaller
range in responses compared to those participants who identified as either Black or African
American or White.

Table 21

Covenantal Relationship and Gender (N = 232)

Gender N Min Max Mean Score SD SEm
Male 208 17 30 25.37 2.87 0.20
Female 13 18 30 25.69 3.28 0.91

Prefer not to

11 18 27 24.36 2.58 0.78
say

Note. 18 participants elected not to respond to this item

Table 22

Covenantal Relationship and Race. (N = 224)

Mean

Race N Min Max SD SEm
Score

American Indian or

Alaska Native 2 25 26 25.50 0.71 0.50
Asian 16 21 30 26.75 2.89 0.72
Black or African 18 30 25.44 3.33 0.83
American

White 182 17 30 25.23 2.86 0.21
Multi-Racial 8 17 28 24.50 351 1.24

Note. 26 participants elected not to respond to this item
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When examining Covenantal Relationship in terms of rank and time in service (see Table
23), while means remained comparable, those who identified as COL-MG had the highest mean
in conjunction with the lowest standard deviation and smallest range of scores. Perhaps worth
noting is that in cases of both rank and time in service, the mean scores dip slightly during the
mid-career groupings (MAJ-LTC and 8-20 years) and then increase slightly in the latter
groupings (COL-MG and 20+ years). Covenantal Relationship broken out by education level
(see Table 24) revealed little difference in mean scores and standard deviations, which may
indicate that education has little bearing on this set of servant leadership behaviors in chaplains.
Table 23

Covenantal Relationship and Rank/Time in Service (N = 233)

N Min.  Max. g sD SEwm
Rank
ILT - CPT 91 18 30 25.43 3.23 0.34
MAJ - LTC 109 17 30 25.1 2.71 0.26
COL - MG 33 22 30 25.88 2.25 0.39
Time in Service
0-7 years 35 19 30 25.8 2.76 0.47
8-20 years 118 17 30 25.19 3.08 0.28
20+ years 80 17 30 25.36 2.59 0.29

Note. 17 participants elected not to respond to this item



Table 24

Covenantal Relationship and Education Level (N = 233)
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Mean

Education Count Min. Max. SD SEm
Score

Graduate degree 133 17 30 25.53 2.88 0.25

Post-graduateor 4, 17 30 2508 2.85 0.29

doctorate

Note. 17 participants elected not to respond to this item

Transcendental Spirituality. The mean Likert rating for this subscale was p = 4.70,

indicating a very high level of agreement for the presence of these servant leadership behaviors.

Table 25 shows the individual items descriptive statistics for the Transcendental Spirituality

behaviors subscale, with a score range of 7 to 20. The item “I am driven by a sense of a higher

calling” had the highest mean rating in conjunction with lowest standard deviation and variance.

This is unsurprising, given the spiritual purview of the chaplaincy.

Table 25

SLBS Subscale Self-Rating Descriptive Statistics: Transcendental Spirituality (N = 250)

Mean

Item Rating SD Variance
I am driven by a sense of a higher calling 4.89 0.33 0.11

I help others to find a clarity of purpose and direction 4.66 0.52 0.27

| promote values that transcend self-interest and 4.66 0.66 0.44
material success

| help others generate a sense of meaning out of 4.57 0.57 0.32

everyday Army life
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The remaining items lacked practical divergence with respect to variance and standard
deviation. Overall, the items within this subscale collectively have the strongest ratings of
agreement (see Figure 12) and the lowest set of standard deviations and variances of any
subscale, indicating the most consistent agreement for these servant leadership behaviors across
the chaplaincy.

Figure 12

SLBS Subscale Self-Rating Likert Responses: Transcendental Spirituality (N = 250)
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higher calling of purpose and direction self-interest and material of meaning out of everyday Army
success life

B Strongly disagree B Disagree B Neither agree nor disagree M Agree M Strongly agree

Transcendental Spirituality and Differences based on Selected Demographics. When
the Transcendental Spirituality subscale results were broken out by demographic variables, with
a small exception for race, mean scores exhibited negligible differences based on gender (see

Table 26), time in service, rank, and education.
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Table 26

Transcendental Spirituality and Gender (N = 232)

Gender N Min Max Mean Score SD SEm
Male 208 14 20 18.82 1.46 0.10
Female 13 15 20 19 1.63 0.45

Prefer not to

11 15 20 18.27 1.68 0.51
say

Note. 18 participants elected not to respond to this item

When accounting for participant race (see Table 27), those who identified as Black or
African American and those who identified as Asian had the highest mean scores and lowest
standard deviations. Those with slightly lower mean scores may be attributed to responses for
the items “I help others find a clarity of purpose and direction” and “I promote values that
transcend self-interest and material success”—the only two items in this subscale with response
selections of strongly disagree to disagree.

Across rank and time in service variables, participants displayed little difference in mean
scores, ranges, and standard deviations (Table 28). Similar to Covenantal Relationship,
Transcendental Spirituality broken out by education level (see Table 29) revealed little difference
in mean score, standard deviations, and ranges, which may also indicate that formal education

has little bearing on this set of servant leadership behaviors in chaplains.
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Table 27

Transcendental Spirituality and Race. (N = 224)

Race N Min Max Mean SD SEm
Score

American Indian

or Alaska Native 16 20 17.50 2.12 1.50
Asian 16 16 20 19.25 1.18 0.30
Black or African ¢ 16 20 19.38 1.26 0.31
American

White 182 14 20 18.81 1.47 0.11
Multi-Racial 8 15 20 17.75 1.49 0.59

Note. 26 participants elected not to respond to this item

Table 28

Transcendental Spirituality and Rank/Time in Service (N = 233)

Mean

N Min.  Max. Score SD SEm
Rank
1LT - CPT 91 15 20 18.91 1.36 0.14
MAJ - LTC 109 14 20 18.75 1.63 0.16
COL - MG 33 16 20 18.73 1.26 0.22
Time in Service
0-7 years 35 15 20 18.71 1.51 0.25
8-20 years 118 14 20 18.86 1.58 0.15
20+ years 80 16 20 18.77 1.31 0.15

Note. 17 participants elected not to respond to this item



Table 29

Transcendental Spirituality and Education Level (N = 233)

Education Count Min. Max. Mean SD SEm
Score

Graduate degree 133 15 20 18.77 1.49 0.13

Post-graduateor 4, 14 20 1887 1.46 0.15

doctorate

Note. 17 participants elected not to respond to this item
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Responsible Morality. The mean Likert rating for this subscale was p = 4.60, indicating

a high level of agreement for the presence of these servant leadership behaviors. Table 30 shows

the individual items descriptive statistics for the Responsible Morality behaviors subscale, with a

score range of 0 to 25. Not all 250 participants completed the items for this subscale, which

explains the minimum score of 0 for some responses. Accounting for this missing data may help

explain the subscale’s comparatively higher standard deviation and variance. In addition, when

the subscale descriptive statistics data is contrasted with individual item ratings, standard

deviations and variances, as well as the overall rating count (see Figure 13), it would appear that

this subscale follows Transcendental Spirituality in relatively high participant agreement.

While most items mean ratings were comparable, the item “I emphasize on doing what is

right rather than looking good” had the highest mean rating in conjunction with lowest standard

deviation and variance, closely followed by “I encourage others to engage in moral reasoning.”

The remaining items lacked practical divergence with respect to variance and standard deviation,

collectively indicating agreement on the presence of behaviors that reveal chaplains’ strong

ethical disposition.



