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Abstract 
 

Utilizing a sample of 4,486 Hong Kong undergraduates 

recruited from eight government-funded universities, this 

paper reports the findings of a cross-institution validation 

study on the Service Leadership Behavior Scale (Short-

Form) with 65 items (SLB-SF-65). Specifically, we 

examined the internal consistency, convergent validity, as 

well as the dimensionality of the SLB-SF-65. Results of the 

exploratory factor analysis indicated that six factors could 

be extracted with 48 items retained in the trimmed version 

of the scale (SLB-SF-48) with a stable factor structure. 

Besides, the overall scale showed excellent internal 

consistency and was positively correlated to a myriad of 

theoretically relevant constructs. In short, the present 

findings underscored the adequacy of the trimmed Service 

Leadership Behavior Scale (SLB-SF-48) as an objective 

assessment to gauge whether one possesses the behavioral 

qualities of a Service Leader.  
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Introduction 
 

As an emergent leadership paradigm in advanced 

economies (1,2), the Service Leadership paradigm, 

contrary to the traditional elitist leadership models, 

contends that leadership success should extend 

beyond discipline-oriented knowledge or task-specific 

competencies (i.e., the “hard (or product) skills”) to 

cover “soft (or process) skills” including interpersonal 

communication and intrapersonal qualities (3,4). As 

Shek and colleagues (5) remarked, such a paradigm 

which “calls for leaders with qualities to serve others” 

(p. 164) and inspires a revamp in leadership initiative, 

informs education and research which are instru-

mental to Hong Kong where service takes up a 

whopping 92.2% of GDP (6). As such, Po Chung, 

Chairman of the Hong Kong Service Leadership and 
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Management Limited (HKI-SLAM), initiated the 

notion of Service Leadership education targeting 

university students of Hong Kong (i.e., SLAM 

framework).  

With the financial support of the Victor and 

William Fung Foundation and the collaborative effort 

of the HKI-SLAM and the government, a multi-year 

project entitled the “Fung Service Leadership 

Education Initiative” was implemented in eight 

government-funded universities. On the basis of the 

SLAM framework, each participating institution 

would design her own curriculum aimed to promote 

students’ Service Leadership attributes (see 7). 

Specifically, Po Chung highlighted Competence (i.e., 

“Doing things right”), Moral character (i.e., “Doing 

the right things”), and Caring disposition (i.e., 

“Serving with unselfish intent”) as the three defining 

attributes in building a leader’s legitimacy and 

thereby contributing to leadership success (8,9). 

Hence, the formula “E (Effective leadership) = M 

(Moral character) C2 (Competence * Caring)” laid the 

conceptual foundation for the model of Service 

Leadership education (10). 

To objectively assess qualities of effective 

Service Leaders (11), the research team at The Hong 

Kong Polytechnic University (PolyU) initiated a 

project entitled “Development and validation of 

measures based on the Service Leadership Model 

(“The Project” hereafter)” (5). Via developing and 

validating three scales on attitude, behavior, and 

knowledge corresponding to the three dimensions 

argued to define the educational success of Service 

Leadership (12), Shek and colleagues (5) endeavored 

to develop reliable and valid assessment tools to judge 

whether an individual is a good Service Leader. In 

this paper, findings of a large-scale validation study of 

the Short-Form of Service Leadership Behavior Scale 

(SLB-SF-65) are reported. 

The long-form Service Leadership Behavior 

Scale (SLB-LF-97) was developed to measure the 

“behavioral qualities a Service leader should dem-

onstrate” (5, p. 165). Operating on a six-point Likert 

Scale (1: very dissimilar; 6: very similar), the SLB-

LF-97 includes 97 items developed based on the 

SLAM framework, 25 principles of Service Leader-

ship (8), and the leadership literature (e.g., 13-15). 

These 97 items cover four main dimensions, including 

i) service provision, ii) principle “E = MC2”, iii) 

commitment to continuous improvement, and iv) 

distributed leadership. 

As part of “The Project” (see 5), a validation 

study involving 231 PolyU undergraduates was 

conducted in November 2016 to examine the psycho-

metric properties and factorial structures of the 97-

item SLB-LF-97. The results highlighted the excellent 

reliability of the SLB-LF-97 ( = 0.97) and its moder-

ate to strong correlations (rs ranging from 0.51 to 

0.81) with several theoretically relevant constructs 

including Servant Leadership (16), empathy (17), 

moral self-concept (18), and leadership efficacy 

(19,20). Meanwhile, findings of the exploratory factor 

analysis (EFA) suggested the removal of 32 items due 

to double-loading (21) and insufficient-loading issues 

(i.e., loadings less than 0.40) (see 22). Ultimately, 65 

items were retained to form the Short-Form of the 

Service Leadership Behavior Scale (SLB-SF-65).  

While the above unpublished study pioneered 

 the convergent validation and the analysis of the 

dimensionality of the initial behavior scale (i.e., SLB-

LF-97), there is a need to replicate the psychometric 

soundness and to re-examine the dimensionality of the 

trimmed scale using on a larger sample. As the main 

body of “The Project,” the present study utilized a 

sample of 4,486 undergraduates to examine the item 

homogeneity, convergent and factorial validity of the 

65-item SLB-SF-65. Specifically, this paper is mainly 

focused on reporting the results of the EFA, in 

addition to analyses of the internal consistency and 

convergent validity of the SLB-SF-65.  

 

 

Methods 
 

Utilizing an e-platform, a total of 4,486 under-

graduates (mean age: 20.47 years; SD: 1.67) from 

eight government-funded universities participated in 

the Service Leadership Scales validation study. 

Amongst the 4,486 respondents, 1,517 (33.8%) were 

males and 2,969 (66.2%) were females. An over-

whelming proportion of the participants were aged 20 

to 24 years (68.4%), had neither received any credit-

bearing (74.3%) nor non-credit-bearing (82.0%) 

training in Service Leadership, despite the fact that 

64.4% had formerly served as a leader (such as being 

the chairperson of a student association). Further-

more, 77.1% sat the Hong Kong Diploma of Second-
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ary Education Examination (HKDSE). Details 

regarding other demographic information of the 

present working sample are addressed in another 

paper within this special issue.  

 

 

Procedures 
 

The data collection, which commenced on March 

2017, was implemented via the mySurvey@PolyU 

electronic survey system. The research objectives, 

instructions on how to complete the present self-

administered survey, participants’ rights to voluntarily 

participate and withdraw, and the principle of data 

confidentiality were highlighted in the invitation 

documents and on the survey webpage. Participants 

were also informed that 45 to 60 minutes would  

be warranted to conscientiously complete the entire 

questionnaire. Students’ informed consent was 

obtained at the start of the e-survey. By the 

completion of the study, each participant was entitled 

to a supermarket cash coupon valued at HK$100 

(US$12.80). 

Participants’ completed responses were down-

loaded as an EXCEL file for a data-cleaning process 

before the conversion to an SPSS file for statistical 

analyses. Details on the various steps taken and 

criteria as regards the eligibility of the responses were 

reported in another paper in this issue. Ultimately, 

4,486 cases were considered eligible for further 

analyses. 

Instruments 

 

The present e-survey was composed of items from  

the Short-Forms of the Service Leadership scales, 

including i) the Service Leadership Attitude Scale 

(SLA-SF-73; 73 items), ii) the Service Leadership 

Behavior Scale (SLB-SF-65; 65 items), and iii) the 

Service Leadership Knowledge Scale (SLK-SF-50; 50 

items). The present paper is primarily concerned with 

the validation of the 65-item Service Leadership 

Behavior Scale (SLB-SF-65). 

Developed based on the SLAM framework, 25 

principles of Service Leadership (8), and other 

published works on leadership (e.g., 15,23), the 97-

item Service Leadership Behavior Scale (i.e., SLB-

LF-97) was constructed to examine the extent to 

which an individual demonstrates behaviors that are 

representative of a Service Leader. Sixty-five items 

were ultimately retained to form the SLB-SF-65, 

following an unpublished validation study involving 

231 PolyU undergraduates as part of the project 

“Development and validation of measures based on 

the Service Leadership Model” (see 5). The SLB-SF-

65, which is in English with a six-point Likert Scale 

(1: very dissimilar; 6: very similar), describes some 

leaders’ behaviors whereby participants rate how each 

description resembles their behaviors if they are in a 

position to lead. Table 1 features four sample items of 

the SLB-SF-65. 

 

Table 1. Four sample items of the SLB-SF-65 

 

Items 

Very 

Dissimilar  

to Me 

Moderately 

Dissimilar  

to Me 

Slightly 

Dissimilar  

to Me 

Slightly 

Similar  

to Me 

Moderately 

Similar  

to Me 

Very 

Similar 

To Me 

15. I trust myself in tackling difficulties in 

my life.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 

36. I have no problem letting others know 

my shortcomings. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

49. I can motivate myself to achieve any 

goals I set. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

64. I impose total control over duties 

assigned to other individuals.  

(Reverse-item) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Note. All sample items were slightly re-worded due to copyright issues. 
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Four other validated scales as listed below from 

the leadership and personality literature were also 

administered, with the aim of ascertaining the 

convergent validity of the SLA-SF-73, the SLB-SF-

65, and the SLK-SF-50. These validated external 

inventories included the 20-item Revised Servant 

Leadership Profile (RSLP), the 8-item Leadership 

Efficacy Scale (LEF), the 8-item Moral Self-Concept 

Scale (MSC), plus 14 items selected from Inter-

personal Reactivity Index (IRI). There were also 

forced-choice and open-ended items aimed to 

measure the respondents’ demographics.  

 

1. Revised Servant Leadership Profile 

(RSLP): The RSLP was developed by Wong 

and Page (24) to assess the multidimensional 

construct Servant Leadership. In this study, 

20 items from five dimensions deemed 

relevant to the SLAM curriculum—include-

ing, i) Empowering and developing others 

(five items), ii) Serving others (seven items), 

iii) Open, participatory leadership (two 

items), iv) Inspiring leadership (two items), 

and v) Integrity and authenticity (four 

items)—were included. The RSLP operates 

on a seven-point Likert scale. A higher  

score indicates higher likelihood to behave 

like a Servant Leader. Reliability analyses  

under-scored the high item homogeneity of  

RSLP (= 0.94; mean inter-item correlations 

= 0.45). 

2. Leadership Efficacy Scale (LEF): 

Developed by Murphy (20), the LEF com-

prises eight items designed to tap into 

people’s “confidence in their general leader-

ship ability” (19, p. 270). Items were rated on 

a five-point Likert scale, with a higher score 

symbolizing one’s perceived capability to 

take on a leadership role. Reliability analyses 

demonstrated an acceptable internal consis-

tency amongst the eight items (= 0.73; 

mean inter-item correlations = 0.27). 

3. Moral Self-Concept (MSC): Developed and 

validated by Cheng (18) as a subscale under 

the Chinese Adolescent Self-Esteem Scales 

(CASES), the MSC, which consists of eight 

items, examines youngsters’ self-appraisal  

on dimensions pertaining to i) Conduct and 

virtues, ii) Self-control and discipline, and iii) 

Altruism. Items were rated on a seven-point 

Likert scale, with a higher score indicative  

of one’s value of morality to him/herself, 

which is a cornerstone of effective leadership 

based on the SLAM curriculum (25). In this 

study, we adopted the English-translated  

and slightly amended version of the MSC. 

Reliability assessment indicated a good 

internal consistency of the MSC on the 

current sample (= 0.83; mean inter-item 

correlations = 0.44). 

4. Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI): 

Developed by Davis (17) and tested across 

nations and languages (see 26-28), the IRI  

is the most widely utilized inventory in 

assessing empathy as a multidimensional 

construct (29). The 14 items utilized in the 

present study were from subscales Perspe-

ctive Taking (PT; seven items) and Empathic 

Concern (EC; seven items). All items were 

rated on a five-point Likert scale. A higher 

score, according to Shek and Yu (30), 

denotes a higher level of empathy which is 

crucial for effective leadership. Besides 

computing the component scores for both 

subscales, a composite IRI score was also 

calculated. Cronbach’s alpha for subscales 

PT and EC and the composite IRI score were 

0.59, 0.62, and 0.74, respectively.  

 

 

Data analysis plan 

 

We performed both exploratory (EFA) and confirm-

atory factor analyses (CFA) in the present validation 

study. SPSS statistics version 24.0 (IBM) was used  

to perform the EFA, descriptive analyses, and 

measurement of internal consistency and convergent 

validity. AMOS 24.0 (IBM) statistical package was 

utilized to perform the CFA. The present paper is 

primarily concerned about reporting the findings of 

the PCA, the internal consistency and convergent 

validity of the 65-item SLB-SF-65. Details regarding 

the CFA and the final version of the behavior scale 

with 38 items will be addressed in another paper 

under preparation.  
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To explore the factorial structure of SLB-SF- 

65, we administered the EFA using the principal 

component analysis (PCA) with varimax rotation. The 

aggregate dataset (N= 4,486) was split into two 

random subsets, namely subset A (N= 2,246) and 

subset B (N= 2,240). The PCA was performed on 

subset A to explore the dimensionality of SLB-SF-65, 

whereby CFA was administered on subset B with the 

purpose of finalizing a factorial structure of the SLB-

SF-65. Meanwhile, to establish the stability of the 

factorial structure, we performed the identical PCAs 

on subsets A and B. The Tucker’s coefficients of 

congruence (rc) were then computed to gauge the 

resemblance of factor structures across subsets A and 

B (31,32).  

Cronbach’s alpha values and item-total correl-

ations were computed to assess the internal 

consistency of the scale and the individual factor (i.e., 

subscale) derived. Regarding the assessment of 

convergent validity, the composite scores—computed 

via averaging respondents’ ratings—of both the scale 

and the subscales were correlated with the four 

external criterion measures adopted at present. Since 

the SLAM curriculum which preaches the behavioral 

prerequisites of a Service Leader covers domains in 

Servant Leadership, leadership efficacy, morality and 

empathy, it is logical to hypothesize a positive and 

significant correlation between the behavior scale 

(and the subscales) and the i) RSLP, ii) LEF, iii) 

MSC, and iv) IRI (including subscales EC and PT). 

Correlational analyses with other Service Leadership 

scales under validation were also performed. 

Considering that all these scales were designed to tap 

into different dimensions (i.e., knowledge, attitude, 

and behavior) of Service Leadership, there is no 

reason not to expect significant positive correlations 

amongst the behavior scale (with the subscales) and 

the validated versions of the SLK-SF-50 and the 

SLA-SF-73 (and the subscales). 

 

 

Results 
 

While ten factors were shown to have eigenvalues 

over unity across the two subsets (see Table 2), visual 

inspection of both scree plots and consideration of 

interpretability of the factor solution suggested that 

six factors which accounted for 53.58% of the total 

variance could be retained. Accordingly, the PCA was 

rerun on subset A specifying the extraction of six 

factors. The factor loadings of each item, eigenvalues, 

the percentage of variance explained by each factor, 

and the correlations amongst the factors and the entire 

scale are detailed in Table 3.  

To assess the stability of this six-factor solution, 

we computed the coefficients of congruence (rc) 

across subsets A (N= 2,246) and B (N= 2,240). As 

illustrated in Table 4, the value of rc of SLB-SF-65 

across subsets is 0.99, indicating that the six-factor 

structure was essentially identical across the two 

subsets (32). Additionally, the rc of the six factors 

across these two random subsamples are all above 

0.98 (see Table 4). In short, these findings corroborate 

the stability of the factors derived (33).  

With the objective to simplify and thereby lead  

to a more stringent interpretability of the factorial 

structure, 17 items with loadings below 0.50 were 

removed (34, 35). The resultant 48-item, six-factor 

solution (SLB-SF-48) was then subjected to a 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), which will be 

discussed in detail in another paper under preparation. 

The six factors, each of which forms a subscale, were 

accordingly named “Self-improvement and Self-

reflection” (items 47 to 58), “People and Principles 

Orientation” (items 1, 32, 37 to 42, 60 to 62, and 65), 

“Resilience” (items 11 to 13, 15 to 19), “Social 

Competence” (items 20 to 22, 24 to 27), “Problem-

Solving” (items 4 to 9), and “Mentorship” (items 43 

to 45). 

 

 

Reliability of the measures 

 

As detailed in Table 5a, the total scale (SLB-SF-65), 

trimmed scale (SLB-SF-48) and the subscales all 

demonstrated at least meritorious internal consistency 

(i.e., all  values >.80, mean inter-item correlations 

>.30) across subsets. Similar findings (i.e., all  

values >.80, mean inter-item correlations >.30) 

emerged (see Table 5b) even when we further split the 

two subsamples based on the respondents’ gender. All 

items, except for item 64 which was subsequently 

excluded from SLB-SF-48, had a corrected item-total 

correlation of at least 0.40 (see Table 4). Taken 

together, the present findings supported the high 

reliability of the SLB-SF-48 and its subscales. 
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Table 2. Eigenvalues and total variance explained for the analyses on subset A and B 

 

 Subset A (N = 2,246) Subset B (N = 2,240) 

Factors Eigenvalues Total Variance Explained (%) Eigenvalues Total Variance Explained (%) 

1 23.85 36.69 23.90 36.77 

2 2.96 41.25 3.01 41.40 

3 2.56 45.18 2.51 45.26 

4 2.12 48.44 2.28 48.77 

5 1.77 51.17 1.70 51.38 

6 1.57 53.58 1.63 53.88 

7 1.46 55.82 1.44 56.10 

8 1.24 57.73 1.26 58.03 

9 1.14 59.48 1.07 59.67 

10 1.02 61.05 1.01 61.22 

11 0.99 62.58 0.99 62.74 

Note. Eigenvalues for the remaining factors are all below unity. 

 

Table 3. Factor loadings of the SLB-SF-65 (N = 2,246) 

 

 

M SD Component    

  1 2 3 4 5 6 ITC 
Retained  

for CFA? 

Retained  

after CFA? 

SLB-01 4.35 0.95 0.020 0.501 0.154 0.118 0.149 0.277 0.49 Yes Yes 

SLB-02 4.15 1.02 -0.036 0.388 0.206 0.091 0.113 0.403 0.44 No No 

SLB-03 4.46 0.88 0.146 0.434 0.131 0.233 0.228 0.232 0.56 No No 

SLB-04 4.39 0.99 0.233 0.168 0.207 0.134 0.666 0.110 0.57 Yes Yes 

SLB-05 4.21 1.01 0.204 0.066 0.253 0.139 0.658 0.225 0.56 Yes Yes 

SLB-06 4.55 0.98 0.237 0.170 0.231 0.110 0.711 0.055 0.58 Yes Yes 

SLB-07 4.52 0.98 0.235 0.181 0.200 0.090 0.765 0.051 0.58 Yes Yes 

SLB-08 4.50 0.99 0.194 0.165 0.148 0.139 0.741 0.083 0.55 Yes Yes 

SLB-09 4.39 0.97 0.184 0.135 0.166 0.216 0.704 0.155 0.57 Yes No 

SLB-10 4.58 0.99 0.241 0.290 0.340 0.228 0.226 -0.079 0.52 No No 

SLB-11 4.13 1.12 0.056 0.120 0.691 0.200 0.131 0.165 0.51 Yes No 

SLB-12 4.13 1.07 0.066 0.116 0.702 0.138 0.215 0.155 0.52 Yes Yes 

SLB-13 4.29 1.04 0.231 0.130 0.563 0.159 0.207 0.213 0.58 Yes Yes 

SLB-14 4.29 0.94 0.240 0.226 0.457 0.048 0.219 0.097 0.52 No No 

SLB-15 4.40 0.97 0.302 0.241 0.529 0.145 0.245 0.099 0.63 Yes Yes 

SLB-16 4.48 0.94 0.365 0.215 0.525 0.181 0.257 0.092 0.66 Yes Yes 

SLB-17 4.41 0.96 0.372 0.182 0.532 0.158 0.202 0.101 0.62 Yes Yes 

SLB-18 4.24 1.04 0.148 0.112 0.652 0.134 0.144 0.165 0.52 Yes Yes 

SLB-19 4.21 1.09 0.157 0.106 0.670 0.190 0.076 0.216 0.54 Yes Yes 

SLB-20 4.61 0.91 0.234 0.316 0.371 0.564 0.043 0.030 0.63 Yes Yes 

SLB-21 4.63 0.89 0.228 0.376 0.281 0.611 0.062 -0.017 0.64 Yes Yes 

SLB-22 4.66 0.90 0.230 0.391 0.212 0.620 0.052 -0.047 0.61 Yes Yes 

SLB-23 4.69 0.92 0.173 0.476 0.101 0.465 0.141 0.014 0.57 No No 

SLB-24 4.48 0.94 0.145 0.283 0.234 0.642 0.120 0.190 0.62 Yes Yes 

SLB-25 4.35 1.00 0.146 0.134 0.193 0.661 0.255 0.292 0.62 Yes No 

SLB-26 4.38 0.96 0.214 0.082 0.186 0.545 0.375 0.275 0.61 Yes No 

SLB-27 4.48 0.95 0.210 0.205 0.145 0.557 0.292 0.142 0.59 Yes Yes 

SLB-28 4.38 0.97 0.236 0.218 0.234 0.336 0.247 0.299 0.60 No No 

SLB-29 4.69 0.93 0.279 0.371 0.161 0.347 0.212 0.108 0.60 No No 

SLB-30 4.69 0.94 0.222 0.461 0.159 0.273 0.113 0.124 0.57 No No 

SLB-31 4.70 0.91 0.331 0.379 0.142 0.400 0.189 0.126 0.64 No No 
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M SD Component    

  1 2 3 4 5 6 ITC 
Retained  

for CFA? 

Retained  

after CFA? 

SLB-32 4.53 0.94 0.225 0.503 0.157 0.232 0.118 0.205 0.60 Yes Yes 

SLB-33 4.23 0.98 0.111 0.419 0.355 0.070 0.057 0.406 0.56 No No 

SLB-34 4.49 0.90 0.222 0.437 0.295 0.109 0.217 0.288 0.63 No No 

SLB-35 4.25 1.03 0.085 0.385 0.302 0.074 0.068 0.450 0.53 No No 

SLB-36 4.13 1.13 0.062 0.312 0.181 0.086 -0.018 0.420 0.40 No No 

SLB-37 4.71 0.88 0.366 0.553 0.150 0.175 0.114 0.053 0.62 Yes Yes 

SLB-38 4.77 0.89 0.250 0.623 0.042 0.286 0.125 0.053 0.60 Yes Yes 

SLB-39 4.76 0.93 0.248 0.620 0.017 0.273 0.069 0.106 0.58 Yes No 

SLB-40 4.49 1.00 0.132 0.533 0.037 0.247 0.049 0.379 0.56 Yes Yes 

SLB-41 4.68 0.89 0.258 0.569 0.026 0.306 0.065 0.272 0.63 Yes No 

SLB-42 4.68 0.86 0.271 0.534 -0.029 0.310 0.080 0.340 0.62 Yes Yes 

SLB-43 4.36 0.98 0.279 0.240 0.102 0.248 0.209 0.578 0.63 Yes Yes 

SLB-44 4.20 1.05 0.201 0.250 0.113 0.153 0.121 0.711 0.57 Yes Yes 

SLB-45 4.17 1.04 0.223 0.224 0.125 0.130 0.127 0.723 0.57 Yes Yes 

SLB-46 4.32 1.10 0.455 0.002 0.262 0.221 0.070 0.369 0.53 No No 

SLB-47 4.54 0.99 0.615 0.058 0.186 0.254 0.112 0.295 0.61 Yes No 

SLB-48 4.61 0.94 0.615 0.302 0.153 0.150 0.122 0.165 0.65 Yes Yes 

SLB-49 4.48 0.98 0.625 0.040 0.225 0.245 0.136 0.323 0.64 Yes Yes 

SLB-50 4.39 1.03 0.607 0.057 0.236 0.210 0.146 0.324 0.63 Yes Yes 

SLB-51 4.67 0.89 0.660 0.296 0.115 0.171 0.223 0.081 0.67 Yes Yes 

SLB-52 4.65 0.95 0.660 0.303 0.089 0.103 0.167 0.035 0.60 Yes Yes 

SLB-53 4.60 0.92 0.655 0.277 0.091 0.113 0.232 0.094 0.63 Yes No 

SLB-54 4.56 0.96 0.637 0.250 0.104 0.103 0.172 0.116 0.60 Yes Yes 

SLB-55 4.68 0.92 0.637 0.315 0.150 0.122 0.216 0.041 0.65 Yes Yes 

SLB-56 4.72 0.89 0.675 0.306 0.162 0.139 0.175 0.087 0.67 Yes Yes 

SLB-57 4.61 0.92 0.594 0.340 0.178 0.161 0.150 0.113 0.66 Yes No 

SLB-58 4.58 0.95 0.612 0.312 0.193 0.097 0.160 0.125 0.65 Yes Yes 

SLB-59 4.46 0.92 0.445 0.342 0.199 0.146 0.148 0.297 0.65 No No 

SLB-60 4.72 0.89 0.393 0.556 0.185 0.113 0.147 0.067 0.64 Yes Yes 

SLB-61 4.56 0.92 0.315 0.538 0.258 0.037 0.171 0.132 0.62 Yes No 

SLB-62 4.62 0.87 0.278 0.584 0.221 0.048 0.110 0.067 0.58 Yes Yes 

SLB-63 4.43 0.93 0.226 0.462 0.226 0.002 0.149 0.262 0.54 No No 

SLB-64 3.23 1.27 -0.131 0.027 -0.153 0.066 -0.085 -0.543 -0.28 No No 

SLB-65 4.82 0.85 0.362 0.581 0.168 0.101 0.110 0.004 0.59 Yes Yes 

Eigenvalues 23.85 2.96 2.56 2.12 1.78 1.57    

Variance Explained (%) 36.69 4.55 3.93 3.26 2.73 2.41    

Total Variance (%)      53.58    

S1 4.59 0.71        

S2 4.64 0.63 0.72       

S3 4.29 0.76 0.61 0.56      

S4 4.51 0.72 0.63 0.68 0.63     

S5 4.43 0.80 0.59 0.50 0.60 0.55    

S6 4.24 0.90 0.56 0.60 0.51 0.52 0.44   

SLB-SF-65 4.46 0.57 0.87 0.87 0.80 0.82 0.72 0.69  

SLB-SF-48 4.50 0.60 0.88 0.86 0.80 0.82 0.74 0.69  

Note. N = 2,246. M: mean scores; SD: standard deviation. Bold and underlined values are the highest loadings by a variable among the factors 

which are over 0.50. ITC: item-total correlation. Forty-eight items were retained for the CFA in which 38 items were retained to form the 

finalized version of the scale. SLB-SF-65: 65-item Short-Form Service Leadership Behavior Scale; SLB-SF-48: the six-factor, 48-item 

solution to be subjected to CFA. S1: Subscale 1 (12 items, Self-improvement and Self-reflection); S2: Subscale 2 (12 items, People and 

Principles Orientation); S3: Subscale 3 (8 items, Resilience); S4: Subscale 4 (7 items, Social Competence); S5: Subscale 5 (6 items, Problem-

Solving); S6: Subscale 6 (3 items, Mentorship). All correlation coefficients are statistically significant at p <.001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 4. Coefficient of congruence across two subsamples 

 

 
Between Two Random Subsamples  

(Subset A: N = 2,246; Subset B: N = 2,240) 

Short-Form Service Leadership Behavior Scale (SLB-SF-65) 0.991 

1: Self-Improvement and Self-Reflection 0.996 

2: People and Principles Orientation 0.996 

3: Resilience 0.989 

4: Social Competence 0.982 

5: Problem-Solving 0.993 

6: Mentorship 0.988 

 

Table 5a. Internal consistencies of SLB-SF-65, SLB-SF-48, and subscales across subsamples 

 

 
Entire Sample 

(N =  4,486) 

Subset A  

(N = 2,246) 

Subset B  

(N = 2,240) 

  

Mean  

Inter-Item 

Correlations 
 

Mean  

Inter-Item 

Correlations 
 

Mean  

Inter-Item 

Correlations 

SLB-SF-65 0.97 0.34 0.97 0.34 0.97 0.34 

SLB-SF-48 0.97 0.38 0.97 0.37 0.97 0.38 

1: Self-Improvement and Self-Reflection 0.93 0.53 0.93 0.53 0.93 0.53 

2: People and Principles Orientation 0.90 0.44 0.90 0.44 0.91 0.45 

3: Resilience 0.88 0.49 0.88 0.48 0.89 0.50 

4: Social Competence 0.89 0.54 0.89 0.53 0.90 0.56 

5: Problem-Solving 0.89 0.56 0.89 0.59 0.88 0.54 

6: Mentorship 0.85 0.65 0.85 0.66 0.85 0.65 

Note.  = Cronbach’s alpha value. SLB-SF-65: 65-item Short-Form Service Leadership Behavior Scale; SLB-SF-48: the six-factor, 48-item 

solution to be subjected to CFA. 

 

Table 5b. Internal consistencies of SLB-SF-65, SLB-SF-48, and subscales across gender 

 

 

Subset A (N = 2,246) Subset B (N = 2,240) 

Males  

(N = 775) 

Females  

(N = 1,471) 

Males  

(N = 742) 

Females  

(N = 1,498) 

 

Mean Inter-

Item 

Correlations 
 

Mean Inter-

Item 

Correlations 
 

Mean Inter-

Item 

Correlations 
 

Mean Inter-

Item 

Correlations 

SLB-SF-65 0.97 0.38 0.97 0.32 0.97 0.37 0.97 0.33 

SLB-SF-48 0.97 0.42 0.96 0.35 0.97 0.40 0.96 0.36 

Subscale 1 0.94 0.56 0.92 0.51 0.93 0.52 0.93 0.53 

Subscale 2 0.91 0.45 0.90 0.43 0.92 0.48 0.89 0.41 

Subscale 3 0.88 0.48 0.88 0.48 0.88 0.49 0.89 0.51 

Subscale 4 0.90 0.55 0.88 0.52 0.90 0.56 0.89 0.55 

Subscale 5 0.89 0.57 0.90 0.59 0.87 0.54 0.88 0.54 

Subscale 6 0.83 0.62 0.87 0.68 0.84 0.63 0.85 0.66 

Note.  = Cronbach’s alpha value. SLB-SF-65: 65-item Short-Form Service Leadership Behavior Scale; SLB-SF-48: the six-factor, 48-item 

solution to be subjected to CFA. Subscale 1: Self-improvement and Self-reflection; Subscale 2: People and Principles Orientation; Subscale 3: 

Resilience; Subscale 4: Social competence; Subscale 5: Problem-Solving; Subscale 6: Mentorship. 
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Validity analyses: Correlation with external 

criterion scales (and subscales) 

 

Consistent with our hypotheses, correlational findings 

(see Table 6a) revealed that the SLB-SF-48 scores 

(and the six subscales) correlated significantly (all  

ps < .001) and positively with all external criterion 

measures. Using the software package cocor (36) 

which permits comparisons of magnitude between 

two pairs of correlation coefficients (e.g., Steiger’s 

(37) computation of z-score using average correl-

ations), the findings (see Table 6b) revealed that 

amongst all significant correlations, the SLB-SF-48 

correlated most robustly with the Revised Servant 

Leadership Profile (r = 0.790) and noticeably  

more modest with the Interpersonal Reactivity Index 

(r = 0.412). In summary, these findings shed light on 

the convergent validity of the SLB-SF-48, which was 

demonstrated to be positively linked with constructs 

(e.g., a Servant Leadership mindset and one’s inner 

urge to uphold morality) theorized to delineate the 

behavioral prerequisites for a Service Leader (8, 9).  

Validity analyses: Correlation with other 

Service Leadership scales under validation 

 

As Table 7a shows, the SLB-SF-48 correlated 

significantly and positively with both the composite 

scores of the single-factor, 40-item Service Leader-

ship Knowledge (i.e., SLK-SF-40) scale (r = 0.170), 

and the eight-factor, 46-item Service Leadership 

Attitude (i.e., SLA-SF-46) scale (r = 0.565). Details 

about the validation of SLK-SF-40 and SLA-SF-46 

are addressed in two separate papers in this special 

issue. The SLB-SF-48 also correlated positively with 

most of the subscales of SLA-SF-46. Regarding  

the six subscales of SLB-SF-48, they are mostly 

correlated positively and significantly with both the 

SLK-SF-40 and SLA-SF-46 (including the subscales), 

despite occasional non-significant or unexpected 

findings (see Table 7a) 

 

 

 

Table 6a. Correlations with external criterion scales (and subscales) 

 

 External Criterion Scales 

 RSLP MSC LEF IRI IRI-EC IRI-PT 

SLB-SF-65 0.80 0.66 0.51 0.42 0.30 0.45 

SLB-SF-48 0.79 0.65 0.53 0.41 0.29 0.43 

1: Self-Improvement and Self-Reflection 0.69 0.59 0.42 0.35 0.24 0.39 

2: People and Principles Orientation 0.78 0.69 0.37 0.54 0.44 0.51 

3: Resilience 0.58 0.41 0.45 0.20 0.10 0.27 

4: Social Competence 0.65 0.56 0.52 0.36 0.29 0.34 

5: Problem-Solving 0.49 0.37 0.47 0.19 0.10 0.23 

6: Mentorship 0.62 0.42 0.40 0.24 0.16 0.27 

Note. N = 2,246. All correlation coefficients are statistically significant at p <.001 (two-tailed). SLB-SF-65: 65-item Short-Form Service Leadership 

Behavior Scale; SLB-SF-48: the six-factor, 48-item solution to be subjected to CFA. RSLP: Revised Servant Leadership Profile; MSC: Moral 

Self-Concept; LEF: Leadership Efficacy; IRI: Interpersonal Reactivity Index; IRI-EC: Subscale “Empathic Concern”; IRI: PT: Subscale 

“Perspective Taking.” 
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Table 6b. Comparison of strength of correlations between SLB-SF-48 with the criterion scales 

 

Correlations with the External Criterion 

Scales (and Subscales) 
Z-Scores of Difference between rs (36,37) with SLB-SF-48: 

  (MITC) r MSC LEF IRI IRI-EC IRI-PT 

1. RSLP 0.94 (0.45) 0.790*** 14.88*** 18.45*** 25.32*** 29.16*** 24.02*** 

2. MSC 0.83 (0.44) 0.648*** — 7.15*** 15.28*** 20.14*** 13.28*** 

3. LEF 0.73 (0.27) 0.526*** — — 5.41*** 10.12*** 4.44*** 

4. IRI 0.74 (0.17) 0.412*** — — — 12.67*** -2.15* 

4a. IRI- 

EC 
0.62 (0.19) 0.293*** — — — — -7.46*** 

4b. IRI- 

PT 
0.59 (0.19) 0.433*** — — — — — 

Note. N = 2,246. *p < .05 (two-tailed). ***p <.001 (two-tailed).  Cronbach’s alpha value. MITC: Mean inter-item correlations. RSLP: Revised 

Servant Leadership Profile; MSC: Moral Self-Concept; LEF: Leadership Efficacy; IRI: Interpersonal Reactivity Index; IRI-EC: Subscale 

“Empathic Concern”; IRI: PT: Subscale “Perspective Taking.” 

 

Table 7a. Correlations with other Service Leadership scales (and subscales) under validation 

 

 
SLK-

SF-40 

SLA- 

SF-46- 

F1 

SLA- 

SF-46- 

F2 

SLA- 

SF-46- 

F3 

SLA- 

SF-46- 

F4 

SLA- 

SF-46- 

F5 

SLA- 

SF-46- 

F6 

SLA- 

SF-46- 

F7 

SLA- 

SF-46- 

F8 

SLA-

SF-46-

Total 

SLB-SF-65 0.17 0.52 0.48 0.51 0.43 0.47 0.48 0.27 -0.08 0.57 

SLB-SF-48 0.17 0.52 0.47 0.50 0.42 0.47 0.47 0.26 -0.07 0.56 

1: Self-Improvement and Self-

Reflection 
0.20 0.48 0.43 0.44 0.37 0.44 0.45 0.21 -0.03 0.52 

2: People and Principles 

Orientation 
0.26 0.55 0.55 0.53 0.42 0.54 0.47 0.26 -0.01 0.62 

3: Resilience 0.02n.s. 0.31 0.27 0.33 0.30 0.26 0.29 0.21 -0.13 0.34 

4: Social Competence 0.16 0.43 0.41 0.41 0.32 0.41 0.39 0.22 -0.03n.s. 0.47 

5: Problem-Solving 0.11 0.36 0.29 0.29 0.23 0.30 0.33 0.13 -0.05* 0.35 

6: Mentorship -0.12 0.24 0.22 0.38 0.38 0.19 0.24 0.24 -0.19 0.30 

Note. N = 2,246. * p < .05 (two-tailed). “n.s.” denotes statistical non-significance. Unless otherwise specified, all correlation coefficients are 

significant at p <. 001 (two-tailed). SLB-SF-65: 65-item Short-Form Service Leadership Behavior Scale; SLB-SF-48: the six-factor, 48-item 

solution to be subjected to CFA. SLK-SF-40: Scale score of the single-factor, 40-item Service Leadership Knowledge Scale; SLA-SF-46-

Total: Scale score of the eight-factor, 46-item Service Leadership Attitude (SLA) Scale; SLA-SF-46-F1: SLA Factor 1 “Vision and 

competence”; SLA-SF-46-F2: SLA Factor 2 “People orientation”; SLA-SF-46-F3: SLA Factor 3 “Caring disposition”; SLA-SF-46-F4: SLA 

Factor 4 “Ethical role model”; SLA-SF-46-F5: SLA Factor 5 “Social competence”; SLA-SF-46-F6: SLA Factor 6 “Self-understanding and 

reflection”; SLA-SF-46-F7: SLA Factor 7 “Positive view about human beings”; SLA-SF-46-F8: SLA Factor 8 “Unchangeable and dark 

human nature.” 



 

Table 7b. Comparison of strength of correlations between SLB-SF-48 and other Service Leadership scales under validation  

 

Correlations with the External Criterion 

Scales (and Subscales) 
Z-Scores of Difference between rs (36,37) with SLB-SF-48a 

  (MITC) r 
SLA- 

SF-46-F1 

SLA- 

SF-46-F2 

SLA- 

SF-46-F3 

SLA- 

SF-46-F4 

SLA- 

SF-46-F5 

SLA- 

SF-46-F6 

SLA- 

SF-46-F7 

SLA- 

SF-46-F8 

SLA- 

SF-46-Total 

1. SLK-SF-40 0.94 (0.28) 0.170*** -15.56 -13.63 -13.40 -9.21 -13.61 -12.58 -3.23 10.53 -18.99 

2. SLA-SF-46-F1 0.90 (0.46) 0.515*** — 3.46 1.08n.s. 5.47 3.86 3.02 11.07 20.88 -5.68 

3. SLA-SF-46-F2 0.87 (0.47) 0.474*** — — -1.60n.s. 2.93 0.50n.s. 0.23n.s. 9.60 19.57 -9.65 

4. SLA-SF-46-F3 0.86 (0.46) 0.499*** — — — 5.39 2.04 1.74n.s. 10.96 19.33 -5.98 

5. SLA-SF-46-F4 0.85 (0.53) 0.419*** — — — — -2.57 -2.69 6.91 15.53 -10.23 

6. SLA-SF-46-F5 0.84 (0.57) 0.467*** — — — — — -0.17n.s. 8.83 19.50 -9.50 

7. SLA-SF-46-F6 0.82 (0.49) 0.470*** — — — — — — 8.50 18.10 -7.13 

8. SLA-SF-46-F7 0.70 (0.54) 0.261*** — — — — — — — 11.47 -15.37 

9. SLA-SF-46-F8 0.78 (0.41) -0.068** — — — — — — — — -25.12 

10. SLA-SF-46-

Total 
0.94 (0.28) 0.565*** — — — — — — — — — 

Note. N = 2,246. ***p < .001 (two-tailed). MITC: Mean inter-item correlations. aUnless otherwise specified by the superscript “n.s.” which denotes statistical non-significance, all 

other Z-scores of difference were significant at p <.05 (two-tailed) (i.e., |Z-score| > 1.96). SLK-SF-40: Scale score of the single-factor, 40-item Service Leadership Knowledge Scale; SLA-SF-46-Total: Scale 

score of the eight-factor, 46-item Service Leadership Attitude (SLA) Scale; SLA-SF-46-F1: SLA Factor 1 “Vision and competence”; SLA-SF-46-F2: SLA Factor 2 “People orientation”; SLA-SF-46-F3: SLA 

Factor 3”Caring disposition”; SLA-SF-46-F4: SLA Factor 4 “Ethical role model”; SLA-SF-46-F5: SLA Factor 5 “Social competence”; SLA-SF-46-F6: SLA Factor 6 “Self-understanding and reflection”; 

SLA-SF-46-F7: SLA Factor 7 “Positive view about human beings”; SLA-SF-46-F8: SLA Factor 8 “Unchangeable and dark human nature”. 

 



Daniel TL Shek, Lawrence K Ma, Cecilia MS Ma et al. 490 

Additionally, comparison of the strengths of 

correlation (see Table 7b) revealed that the strengths 

of associations between SLB-SF-48 and SLA-SF-46 

(including the subscales) were, in general, signify-

cantly greater (ps < .05) than that of SLB-SF-48 and 

SLK-SF-40. These results indicated that the display of 

Service Leadership behaviors would be linked more 

to whether someone is prone to think or feel (i.e., 

attitude) like a Service Leader than him/her being 

more “book-smart” (i.e., knowledge) in the SLAM 

curriculum. 

 

 

Discussion 
 

Utilizing a large sample of Hong Kong under-

graduates, the present study attempted to validate the 

Short-Form Service Leadership Behavior Scale. The 

findings underlined the excellent reliability amongst 

the items. Results of the EFA suggested a six-factor 

solution which was demonstrated to be stable across 

sub-samples, hence providing support for the factorial 

validity of the 48-item Service Leadership Behavior 

Scale (SLB-SF-48). Besides, the six subscales  

were found to correlate significantly and positively 

with all external criterion measures. The SLB-SF-48 

and subscales, which recorded excellent internal 

consistencies, were also demonstrated to correlate 

positively and significantly with the two other 

Serviced Leadership scales. These results provide 

support for the convergent validity of SLB-SF-48. 

Taken together, the present analyses lend support to 

the legitimacy of SLB-SF-48 as a valid and reliable 

rubric to judge whether someone demonstrated 

qualities characteristic of a good Service Leader.  

There are several contributions of the present 

paper. First, in view of the lack of leadership 

assessment tools in the Chinese context, this is an 

important addition to the literature. As Chinese people 

constitute roughly one-fifth of the world’s population, 

objective leadership scales for Chinese people need to 

be developed. Second, the present findings are 

important for the Service Leadership literature. As the 

ever-expanding global economy becomes more 

service-oriented, this is a timely effort to develop 

objective tools in this area. Third, the scale permits an 

objective assessment of Service Leadership behavior 

which is important for personnel decisions. 

Employers may wish to employ workers capable  

of exhibiting Service Leadership behaviors. Fourth, 

the scale can be used by researchers to evaluate  

the effectiveness of Service Leadership training 

programs. Basically, if a training program works,  

the trainees should show positive changes after 

completion of the program. Finally, the scale can 

enable an individual to understand oneself more 

regarding his/her attributes in Service Leadership. 

While the current paper may have underscored 

the psychometric soundness and factorial stability  

of SLB-SF-48, there are still aspects which warrant 

addressing. First, this paper focuses only on the 

exploratory side of the dimensionality assessment  

of the behavior scale. While an interpretable and 

stable initial factorial solution has been established,  

to further quantify and accordingly, ascertain the 

absolute and relative agreement (i.e., the fit indices) 

of this six-factor solution with the response data, it is 

imperative that a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

be administered (38). Due to the limitation of word 

count in this special issue, the present article is unable 

to also report the CFA which had been conducted as 

part of this large-scale validation study. As reiterated 

throughout this paper, the findings of the CFA would 

be detailedly discussed in another paper under 

preparation. 

Second, the Knowledge-Behavior link (r = 0.17) 

was noticeably weaker compared to the Attitude-

Behavior association (r = 0.56), implying a dis-

connect between one’s understanding and propensity 

to practice in relation to the SLAM curriculum. This 

may be attributable to the varying nature of different 

Service Leadership surveys. Unlike the knowledge 

scale which has a “correct” answer for every item, the 

behavior and attitude scales are more like an opinion 

poll. It is, therefore, conceivable that respondents in 

behavior and attitude scales may respond according to 

their personal or normative theory rather than their 

genuine stances on the matter (39). Social desirability 

responding may also come into the equation (40). In 

other words, instead of indicating whether he/she had 

previously demonstrated a certain behavioral quality 

of a Service Leader, a participant may have responded 

based on what he/she believes a Service Leader 

should do in this situation, or alternatively, he/she 

may have tried to rate in a particular fashion that 

presents him/her in a favorable light (41).  
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In spite of all these shortcomings, this paper  

does not only evidence the internal consistency  

and convergent validity of the SLB-SF-65, but also 

informs the “rightsizing” of the scale (accordingly 

forming the SLB-SF-48) which has been well-docu-

mented to promote response rate and minimize 

response burden (see 42 for a review). As systematic 

evaluation research in the context of Service Leader-

ship education remains scanty (7,12), the present 

paper constitutes a valuable addition to the literature 

by presenting a pioneer assessment tool in behavioral 

qualities of Service Leadership which was dem-

onstrated to be valid and reliable. 
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