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Abstract The current paper not only investigates the intermediating process of the association between
servant leadership and safety behavior, but also tries to find a factor which enhances the positive
influence of servant leadership. To do that, this study tried to identify the mediating effect of
employee’s psychological safety between servant leadership and safety behavior, as well as the
moderating influence of perspective taking ability in the servant leadership—psychological safety link.
By utilizing 3 wave survey data from 235 employees in Korean companies with conducting structural
equation modeling(SEM), this paper found that servant leadership had a positive influence on safety
behavior through mediating effect of employee’s psychological safety. In addition, the perspective

taking ability positively moderated the positive impact of servant leadership on psychological safety.
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