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 Current organizational behavior studies emphasize the 
importance of the human aspect. Therefore, leadership as a 
study of organizational behavior needs to focus on human 
aspects. The servant leadership (SL) popularized by 
Greenleaf in 1970 was in line with the idea. SL is explicitly 
defined as leadership that focuses on serving the needs of 
subordinates (human aspects). SL is believed to affect 
subordinate positive behavior which is indicated by 
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). However, in the 
effect of SL on OCB, there is still debate over whether both 
of them have a direct or indirect impact. The role of 
organizational context is also not considered in previous 
studies. This study aims to examine the role of trust in 
leaders (TIL) as a mediating variable and perceived 
organizational support (POS) as a moderating variable on 
the effect of SL on OCB. A total of 238 respondents were 
collected in the current study in various regions of 
Indonesia. The results showed that SL had a significant 
positive effect on OCB. POS was also reported to 
significantly moderate the effect of SL on OCB. In addition, 
it was unexpectedly reported that TIL did not mediate the 
effect of SL on OCB. POS also reported not moderating the 
effect of SL on OCB through TIL. The arguments in 
explaining these results are discussed in more detail in the 
discussion section of this article. 
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1. Introduction  

 Current organizational studies 
emphasize the importance of human 
aspects in organizations. It is essential to 
change the management paradigm from 
the one who sees humans only as a 
means of production in the direction that 
sees humans as the primary resource in 
the production of output. The shift in 

focus in the study of organizational 
behavior also has an impact on the need 
to change the paradigm in leadership 
studies (Van Dierendonck, 2011). This is 
because leadership is one topic that is 
quite popular in organizational behavior 
research. In line with the leadership 
approach that emphasizes on the human 
aspect, the concept of servant leadership 
is believed to be following the current 
needs of the organization (Choudhary et 
al., 2013; Van Dierendonck, 2011). 
Servant leadership (SL) is one of the 
leadership styles that focuses on human 
aspects (people-centered) and has 
become a concern of current researchers 
(Choudhary et al., 2013; Barbuto & 
Wheeler, 2006; Liden, 2012; Pekerti & 
Sendjaya, 2010 ). SL explicitly places 
individual needs as a top priority over 
organizational goals (Smith et al., 2004; 
Stone et al., 2004; Barbuto & Wheeler, 
2006; Graham, 1991; Stone et al., 2004), so 
that relationships are believed 
intertwining between leaders and 
subordinates is more long-term. 
 SL is positioned as a new study in 
leadership studies (Van Dierendonck, 
2011). Therefore, it is reasonable if there 
is still little attention to SL studies 
compared to other leadership styles (i.e. 
transformational leadership) in the 
leadership literature (Stone et al., 2004; 
Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006: Hoch et al., 
2018). The topic of SL is considered to 
still require much support for empirical 
research (Stone et al., 2004). Based on 

this, empirical research on this SL topic 
still provides a great opportunity. In 
addition, since SL was first introduced, 
Greenleaf (1977) did not inherit the 

characteristics of SL that were of a 
standard nature (Van Dierendonck, 
2011). As a result, researchers build their 
characteristics in defining SL (see Van 
Dierendonck, 2011 p.1241). With 
consideration of many researchers who 
developed the characteristics of each SL, 
it is relevant for further research to use 
instruments that have been compiled 
and meet the key characteristics of SL. 
Van Dierendonck (2011) describes that of 
the seven dimensions of measurement 
reviewed by researchers in the field of 
SL, only the measurement dimension 
was developed by Laub (1999) and Van 
Dierendonck & Nuijten (2010) which met 
the six key characteristics of SL. 
Therefore, it is essential for further 
research to use measurement dimensions 
that have met the key characteristics of 
SL where previous research was not 
concerned about this. 
 Furthermore, Podsakoff et al. (1990; 

2000) suggested the importance of 
revealing leadership effectiveness. One 
way to measure the effectiveness of 
organizational leadership is by testing 
the effect of leadership on employee 
behavior (Neubert et al., 2008; Wang et 
al., 2005). Some studies report that 
leadership that focuses on empowering 
subordinates can motivate subordinates 
to play outside of the direction of 
organizational routines (Podsakoff et al., 
1990; 2000). Therefore, SL as a leadership 
style that focuses on the development 
and needs of subordinates (people-
centered) is believed to be encouraging 
subordinates to behave extra or what is 
termed organizational citizenship 
behavior (OCB). The opinions above are 
in line with the social learning theory 
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(Bandura, 1971) and social exchange 
(Blau, 1964). 
 However, in the effect of SL on 
OCB, there were still inconsistencies in 

the findings of the researchers. Previous 
studies have confirmed that there is a 
positive effect of SL on OCB (Dixon, 
2013; Mathur & Negi, 2014). On the other 
hand, the Harwiki (2013) study reported 
that SL had no effect on OCB. The 
inconsistency issue indicates the 
potential for moderating variables that 
can strengthen the effect of SL on OCB. 
The results of the study reported by 
Harwiki (2013) are suspected because 
there are roles from organizational 
contexts that are not considered. The 
results of the empirical study indicate 
that in addition to leader behavior, the 
organizational context is believed to play 
a role in the effect of SL on OCB. The 
logic is in accordance with contingency 
theory wherein the context of the current 
research, in addition to examining the 
effect of SL on OCB it is also necessary to 
consider contextual factors, including 
support from the workplace 

(organization). 
 In line with the concept of SL, the 
organization that is perceived as 
focusing on the welfare of subordinates 
is expected to strengthen the positive 
effect of SL on subordinate OCB further. 
Eisenberger et al. (1986) who introduced 
the concept of perceived organizational 
support (POS) defined it as an idea 
where employees build trust that 
organizations care about their welfare. 
The idea is believed to be in line with the 
objectives of service leadership where it 
focuses on the human aspect 
(subordinates/employees). Thus, the 
relevant POS is positioned as a 
contextual factor which is believed to be 
effective in strengthening the effect of SL 
on subordinate OCB. 

 In addition, empirical evidence also 
reports an indirect relationship in SL 
mechanisms towards OCB (Zehir et al., 
2013; Wu et al., 2013; Hunter et al., 2013; 

Newman et al., 2015). This empirical 
support indicates that there are potential 
mediating variables in the effect of SL on 
OCB. A leader who applies SL will 
encourage the trust of subordinates 
towards their leaders (Page & Wong, 
2000 in Chan & Mak, 2014). The 
credibility of a credible SL leader will 
enhance his extra role behavior (i.e., 
OCB). This logic is in line with affective 
event theory (AET) (Weiss & 
Cropanzano, 1996) that certain stimuli 
will have an impact on attitudes and then 
produce behavior. The urgency of the 
presence of trust in leaders (TIL) is 
supported by previous studies which 
suggest further studies can consider TIL 
as a mediator in the SL mechanism in 
OCB (Dixon, 2013; Ehrhart, 2004; Zehir, 
2013; Bambale, 2014). Bambale (2014) 
also revealed that the role of TIL 
mediation had not been a concern in 
uncovering the SL mechanism against 

OCB. In fact, trust has an important role 
in the leadership process (Podsakoff et 
al., 2000; Pillai, R. et al., 1999; Liu, J. et al., 
2010; Joseph & Winston, 2005; Jung & 
Avolio, 2000). 
 Consistent with the issue of TIL as 
mediator and POS as moderation that 
was built before, then in the current 
study propose a moderated mediation 
model. The model is supported by 
studies from Burke et al. (2007) in the 
analysis of the method which reveals that 
the effect of leader behavior on 
subordinates through TIL does not occur 
in a vacuum. Furthermore, Burke 
revealed that one of these possibilities 
was organizational factors. In the context 
of current research, situational factors 
namely high POS will increase the trust 
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of subordinates to leaders who focus on 
their subordinates. 
 

2. Literature Review 
 
The Effect of  SL on OCB 

 Greenleaf (1977) revealed that 
leaders who implement SL would inspire 
their subordinates to be someone who 
wants to serve others. Leaders who truly 
serve others will act as role models for 
their subordinates (Smith et al., 1983; Wu 
et al., 2013). This logic is in line with the 
social learning theory (Bandura, 1971) 
and social exchange theory (Blau, 1964). 
Social learning theory holds that a 
person tends to behave according to his 
social environment. If translated in the 
context of SL, leaders who are identified 
as focusing on serving the needs of their 
subordinates, such as empowering 
subordinates and serving their 
community (Hunter et al., 2013) will be 
role models for their subordinates. Thus, 
a subordinate who perceives his boss as 
a role model tends to behave similarly. 
Hunter et al. (2013) argue that a 
subordinate who imitates SL behavior 
will be shown by the behavior of helping 
others including colleagues and 
members in the community.  

Besides, the effect of leaders on the 
behavior of subordinates is also based on 
social interaction. Referring to social 
exchange theory (Blau, 1964) that a 
subordinate who gets positive benefits 
from serving leadership will be 
compelled to reciprocate the benefits he 
receives. SL that gives a positive effect 
will be responded to by subordinates in 
a positive form such as increased 
performance and other prosocial 
behavior. The greatest effect of a leader 
who serves is when his subordinates can 
also transmit the purpose of his 

leadership, namely to serve others 
(Greenleaf, 1977).  
 This argument has also been 
supported by empirical studies that 

reveal SL effects on OCB (Güçel & Begeç, 
2012; Dixon, 2013; Mathur & Negi, 2014). 
Dixon (2013) conducted his research in 
the context of schools in Alabama, US. 
One of the results of his research 
reported that perceptions of leaders who 
served (focusing on subordinates) would 
encourage subordinate OCBs. Mathur 
and Negi (2014) who researched in India 
also revealed similar things. He 
explained that subordinates who benefit 
from a serving leader tend to help and 
care for others. Based on the theory and 
empirical studies, the first hypothesis is 
formulated as follows: 
Hypothesis 1: SL has a positive effect on OCB 
 
The Effect of SL on OCB with POS as 
Moderating 

Relying solely on the leader's role does 

not necessarily become the best way to 

influence the behavior of subordinates. 

In addition to stimulus from the leader, 

contextual factors also cannot be 

ignored. The argument is supported by 

contingency theory which holds that 

there is no one best way to achieve 

leadership effectiveness. Fiedler (1964) 

revealed that there are certain context 

factors that effect the leadership role of 

subordinate behavior (Fiedler, 1964). 

Based on this perspective, the effect of SL 

on OCB cannot be said to be the best one 

way. Therefore, the effectiveness of SL is 

considered to be proven when 

considering certain context factors that 

are considered to influence subordinate 

OCB. 

The results of previous studies also 
reported inconsistencies in the effect of 
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SL on OCB. Some researchers report a 
positive and significant effect between 
SL and OCB (Dixon, 2013; Mathur & 
Negi, 2014). On the other hand, the 

findings of Harwiki (2013) reported that 
the effect of SL was not significant on 
OCB. These findings indicate that there 
are moderating variables that can 
strengthen or weaken the effect of SL on 
OCB. 

The results of previous studies also 
reported inconsistencies in the effect of 
SL on OCB. Some researchers report a 
positive and significant effect between 
SL and OCB (Dixon, 2013; Mathur & 
Negi, 2014). On the other hand, the 
findings of Harwiki (2013) reported that 
the effect of SL was not significant on 
OCB. These findings indicate that there 
are moderating variables that can 
strengthen or weaken the effect of SL on 
OCB. 

The results of the Harwiki study 
(2013) revealed that SL effects were not 
significant for OCB in certain 
organizational contexts. Therefore, the 
organizational context that supports the 

positive effect of SL on subordinate OCB 
will be more believed to be effective 
when having similar goals/vision with 
the leader. That is, SL which focuses on 
serving the needs and welfare of 
subordinates will significantly effect 
subordinate behavior when in an 
organizational context that also supports 
the atmosphere of leadership serving. 

Eisenberger et al. (1986) define POS 
as employees' perception in building 
their trust that organizations care about 
their welfare. In line with these 
definitions, SL is believed to be in line 
with the POS concept, which has a 
common goal of focusing on the welfare 
of members/subordinates. Therefore, 
high POS is believed to be able to 

strengthen the positive effect of SL on 
subordinate OCB.  
 The high perceptions of 
subordinates towards the POS are 

characterized by high levels of trust in 
the organization. When subordinates 
perceive the organization is supporting 
their welfare, it further strengthens the 
positive effect of SL on subordinate OCB. 
Vice versa, low POS is characterized by 
organizations that are perceived to be 
less supportive and concerned about the 
welfare of subordinates. This is in line 
with the research of Erdogan and Enders 
(2007) who reported that POS has a role 
as moderating the effect of leaders on 
subordinate behavior. Based on these 
theories and empirical findings, the 
second hypothesis is formulated, 
namely: 
Hypothesis 2: POS moderates the effect of SL 
on OCB 
 
The Effect of SL on OCB with TIL as 
Mediator 

In contrast to the formulation of 
hypothesis 1 which supports direct 
effect, previous studies also reported an 
indirect effect between SL and OCB 
(Zehir et al., 2013; Newman et al., 2015; 
Hunter et al., 2013). The effect of SL on 
OCB is reported to be mediated by a 
number of variables including 
organizational justice (Zehir et al., 2013), 
LMX (Wu et al., 2013), and service 
climate (Hunter et al., 2013). In addition, 
Dulebohn et al. (2012) revealed that the 
view that the behavior of leaders directly 
effects OCB is an old leadership 
approach.  

In line with that, the results of the 
meta-analysis conducted by Bambale 
(2014) suggested that further studies 
could consider the trust variable as a 
mediator in the effect of SL on OCB. This 
is because previous research has not 
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focused on exploring the role of trust in 
the effect of SL on OCB. A number of 
other researchers in the SL field have also 
recommended the important role of trust 

in the effect of SL on OCB to be explored 
in subsequent studies (Ehrhart, 2004; 
Walumbwa et al., 2010; Dixon, 2013; 
Zehir et al., 2013). 

This study focuses on the trust of 
subordinates to leaders (TIL) compared 
to other constructs of trust (i.e. 
organizational trust and trust in general). 
This is because TIL is a strong variable in 
explaining the relationship between 
leaders and subordinates (Tan & Tan, 
2000; Dirks, 2000). Casimir et al. (2006) 
suggest that a leader who has credibility, 
competence, and focuses on the needs 
and welfare of his subordinates will 
encourage the attitude of trustees 
towards the leader. This argument is in 
line with Affective Event Theory (AET) 
which holds that positive stimulus will 
lead to a positive attitude, which means 
that positive stimulus from serving 
leaders will encourage subordinates' 
positive attitudes, namely trust in their 

leaders. The advanced flow of AET 
reveals that positive attitudes that arise 
will lead to positive behavior as well. 
Therefore, the attitude of trusting 
subordinates towards their leaders will 
encourage their sub-social pro-social 
behavior, namely extra-role behavior 
(OCB). When subordinates feel trust in 
leaders who serve, it will be easy for 
subordinates to behave in accordance 
with what is expected by the leader, 
including mutual assistance to fellow 
colleagues and the organization.  

In addition to theoretical support, 
the results of empirical studies have 
revealed a positive effect between 
leadership that focuses on subordinates 
to trust in leaders (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; 
Jung & Avolio, 2000). Specifically, Chan 

and Mak (2014) in their study reported 
the positive effect of SL on TIL. The 
positive effect of TIL on OCB has also 
been confirmed by a number of 

researchers (Deluga, 1995; Asgari et al., 
2008). 

In line with that, empirical studies 
have also confirmed the role of TIL as a 
mediator in the effect of SL on OCB. The 
results of the study from Trivers (2009) 
revealed that trust in leaders mediated 
SL against OCB. Williams (2012) also 
confirms the same thing, namely TIL 
mediates SL against OCB in the context 
of the United States (Misssi) Abid et al. 
(2015) also confirmed the same thing in 
the context of Pakistan.  
 Although the above argument 
explains TIL support as a mediator in the 
effect of SL on OCB, on the other hand, 
there are views from researchers who do 
not support it. Research from Reinke 
(2003; 2004) for example indicates that 
TIL has a strong correlation with SL 
variables, so it is feared that both of them 
explain the same concept. Dennis and 
Bocarnea (2005) also revealed that trust is 

an element of SL characteristics. Based 
on the arguments and differences in 
empirical findings, the formulation of the 
current hypothesis aims to confirm the 
role of TIL as a mediator in the effect of 
SL on OCB. In addition, it aims to 
examine the role of TIL as a mediator as 
suggested by researchers (Ehrhart, 2004; 
Walumbwa et al., 2010; Van 
Dierendonck, 2011; Dixon, 2013; Zehir et 
al., 2013). Based on these theories and 
empirical findings, the third hypothesis 
is formulated, namely: 
Hypothesis 3: TIL mediates the positive effect 
of SL on OCB. 
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The effect of SL on OCB through TIL 
with POS as Moderating 

 Development of hypothesis 4 refers 
to two main issues. The first issue is 
consistent with the formulation of 
hypothesis 2 namely POS as moderating. 
The second issue is considering the role 
of trust in leaders (TIL) as a mediator in 
the effect of SL on OCB in accordance 
with the formulation of hypotheses 3. In 

the development of hypothesis 2, POS is 
a factor believed to be able to moderate 
the effect of SL on OCB. However, the 
development of hypothesis 4 now also 
considers the issue built on hypothesis 3, 
namely TIL as a mediator using the AET 
approach. 

The logic built on AET is that the 
mechanism of SL towards OCB cannot be 
said to be effective if it does not consider 
the explanatory variables between the 
two. AET believes that positive stimulus 
will affect positive attitudes which then 
affect positive behavior. Therefore, SL as 
a positive stimulus from the leader will 
have an impact on a positive attitude that 
is indicated by a sense of trust in the 
leader. Trust in the leader ultimately 
affects positive behaviors including OCB 
(according to the development of 
hypothesis 3).  

However, if you view the logic of 
contingency theory, the mechanism of SL 
towards OCB mediated by the TIL 
cannot be said to be effective if it has not 
considered the organizational context 
factor. Therefore, the developed POS is 
thought to be able to moderate the effect 
of SL on OCB through TIL. The high 

perception of subordinates for the 
support of the organization reflects the 
subordinates' perception that the 
organization cares about their welfare. 
The subordinates' perceptions will 
further strengthen the trust of 
subordinates towards serving leaders 

(SL) as representations of organizations 
which focus on the needs of 
subordinates. Thus, the attitude of trust 
from the subordinates will have an 

impact on their positive behavior in the 
form of extra roles (i.e OCB). 
 In line with that, Burke et al. (2007) 
in the meta analysis revealed that in the 
mechanism of effect leader behavior on 
subordinates through TIL does not occur 
in a vacuum. That is, there are a number 
of factors that can strengthen the degree 
of trust in leaders as mediators in the 
effect of SL on OCB, one of them being 
organizational factors. The results of 
these studies further strengthen that POS 
moderates the effect of SL on OCB with 
TIL as mediator. A high POS will further 
strengthen subordinates' trust in serving 
leaders. Furthermore, it will effect their 
behavior in playing extra roles. Based on 
these arguments, the researcher 
formulates hypothesis 4 as follows: 
Hypothesis 4: POS moderates the positive 
effect of SL on OCB mediated by TIL. 
 

3. Research Method 
Procedure and Sample 

This study uses a quantitative 
approach. The method of collecting data 
uses an online questionnaire filled in by 
the respondents themselves. The 
determination of the number of samples 
refers to Hair et al. (2014) who say that 
the rules of thumb in determining 
sample size are recommended 15: 1 from 
the research variable. A total of 238 
respondents' data can be processed in 
this study. The number of respondents 
specified has met the requirements. 

This study uses non-probability 
sampling, namely purposive techniques 
sampling, where respondents will be 
determined based on certain criteria 
(Cooper & Schindler, 2014). 
Determination of criteria is based on 
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research needs, namely the period of 
respondents working in organizations of 
at least one year. This is done to ensure 
that the respondents are familiar with the 

leadership and scope of work. 
Respondents in this study were those 
who worked for companies spread 
throughout Indonesia (Java, Sulawesi, 
Kalimantan, Sumatra, Papua, and other 
small islands). Determination of sample 
locations aims to generalize findings 
especially in the collective cultural 
context (Butarbutar et al., 2010). 
Measurement 

SL is measured using measurement 
instruments from Van Dierendonck and 
Nuijten (2010) consisting of eight 
dimensions. These eight dimensions 
have reflected the six key characteristics 
of SL (Van Dierendonck, 2011). SL 
measurement consists of 30 question 
items. 

OCB was measured using an 
instrument developed and validated by 
Lee and Allen (2002), where the 
instrument was designed to test 
individual (OCB-I) and organizations 
(OCB-O). The development of 
instruments from Lee and Allen was also 
referred to by previous researchers 
namely Walumbwa et al. (2010). 
Consistent with the research of 
Walumbwa et al. (2010), this study will 

treat OCB as unidimensional.  
TIL is measured using an 

instrument from McAllister (1995) 
consisting of 11 (eleven) statement items. 
POS was measured using instruments 
developed from Eisenberger (1986) 

consisting of 17 items. The four variables 
in this study used a 5-point Likert scale, 
starting from 1 which indicates strongly 
disagree to 5 which means strongly 

agree. 

4. Results 
The researcher tested construct 

validity using confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA) with the varimax rotation 
method. The standard factor loading 
value used is 50.5 (Hair et al., 2014). 
However, before carrying out the factor 
analysis, two conditions must be met, 
namely the Kaiser-Meyer-Okin (KMO) 
value >0.5 and Bartlett's Test value with 
a significance value <0.05 (Hair et al., 
2014). 
 In the first round of testing, the 
KMO value shows a number of 0.933 and 
Bartlett's Test is significant at 0,000. 
However, there were 13 items from 74 
question items that did not meet the 
validity test requirements and were 
finally issued in the analysis test. 
Furthermore, in the second round, the 
KMO value is 0.945 with Bartlett’s Test 
significant at 0,000. The results of the 
second round analysis show 61 items 
have met the validity test. However, 
what is unexpected in the results of this 
analysis is that SL and TIL variables are 
consistently grouped on the same factor. 
Statistically, these results illustrate the 

same (identical) answer pattern of 
respondents regarding SL and TIL. The 
results of the CFA test illustrate that 
there are similarities between the two 
constructs (SL and TIL).

 
Table 1 Descriptive and Correlation Statistics 

Variabl
e 

Mean SD SL  TIL OCB POS 

SL 3,6126 0,50524 1     

TIL 3,6841 0,80387 0,879**  1   

OCB 3,8206 0,43610 0,434**  0,377** 1  

POS 3,1298 0,26265 0,595**  0,554** 0,555** 1 

                Source: primary data     **p<0,01 



D.A. Amir  Journal of Leadership in Organizations Vol.1, No. 1 (2019) 1-16 

9 
 

Reliability 

In this study, the reliability test was 
carried out using the Cronbach's Alpha 
method with a minimum value of 0.6 
(Hair et al., 2014). The Cronbach Alpha 
value of the reliability test results showed 
a SL score (0.952); TIL (0,948); OCB 
(0.883); POS (0,936). These results 
indicate that the four variables meet the 
reliability requirements. 

 
Descriptive and Correlation 

Table 1 shows the results of 

descriptive and correlation testing. Based 

on these results it is reported that the 

average respondent has a high response, 

namely the mean value above number 3. 

The mean value of the highest reported is 

the OCB variable (3,820); TIL (3,684); SL 

(3,612); and POS (3,129). The value of the 

correlation also reported from the highest 

is the SL variable with TIL (r = 0.879); SL 

with POS (r = 0.595); OCB with POS (r = 

0.555); TIL with POS (r = 0.554); SL with 

OCB (r = 0.434); and TIL with OCB (r = 

0.377). 

Based on the correlation value 

between variables in Table 1 it is reported 

that SL and TIL have the highest 

correlation value. These results 

corroborate the results of the factor 

analysis test which reports that SL and 

TIL converge on the same factor. In other 

words, the high correlation value 

between SL and TIL (reaching 87%) 

indicates SL and TIL are the same 

construct. 

Result Hypothesis 1 

 Hypothesis 1 which states that SL 

has a positive effect on OCB. Table 2 

shows that SL variables have a positive 

and significant effect on subordinate 

OCB (β = 0.434; t = 7.400; p <0.001). This 

result shows that hypothesis 1 is 

supported. 

 
Table 2 Hypotesis 1 Regression Test Results 

Variabl
e 

Standardized 
Coefficient 
(β) 

t 
valu
e 

P 
value 

Sign. 

SL 0,434 7,400 0,000 Signifi
cant 

Adjusted R square = 0,185 

F = 54,764 
Significant = 0,000 

* Dependent Variable: OCB        

Source: Primary data 

 
Result Hypothesis 2 

Hypothesis 2 states that perceived 
organizational support moderates the 
effect of SL on OCB. Table 3 shows that 
SL variables have a significant effect on 
OCB (β = 0.434; t = 7.400; p <0.01) at stage 
one. Furthermore, the second stage 
reported a significant POS variable on 
OCB (β = 0.459; t = 6.877; p <0.01). The 
third stage reported that the interaction 
of SL and POS variables was significant 
for OCB (β = 2.170; t = 5.365; p <0.01). The 
test results of the three stages show the 
fulfilment of moderation requirements. 
Thus, it can be concluded that hypothesis 
2 is supported. 

 
Table 3 Hypothesis 2 Regression Test Results  

Variable Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 

SL 0,434** 0,161** -0,987 

POS  0,459** -0,804 

SL*POS   2,170** 

R square 
Adjusted R 
square 
F 
t 

0,188 
0,185 
 
54,764** 
7,400 

0,324 
0,319 
 
56,396** 
6,877 

0,398 
0,391 
 
51,638** 
5,365 

* Dependent Variable: OCB          
Source: Primary data 

 

 

 



D.A. Amir  Journal of Leadership in Organizations Vol.1, No. 1 (2019) 1-16 

10 
 

Results Hypothesis 3 & 4 

In contrast to the two previous 
hypotheses, hypothesis 3 and hypothesis 
4 are reported to be not supported even 
without performing regression testing. 
The argument used in explaining 
hypotheses 3 and 4 will refer to the 
results of validity tests reported in the 
current study. The results of the validity 
test report that the SL and TIL variables 
group on the same factor. As a result, 
testing hypotheses 3 and 4 is not relevant 
for further data analysis. This is because 
hypothesis 3 and 4 of its nature will treat 
testing of SL and TIL variables as 
different constructs, while statistic results 
(validity test) report both as the same 
construct. Methodologically, it is not 
relevant to continue the testing phase of 
the SL and TIL data analysis separately as 
the model proposed. 

 

5. Discussion 
The results of testing hypothesis 1 

state that SL has a positive effect on OCB 
supported. This finding reinforces that 
leadership styles that focus on the human 
aspect (people centered) encourage extra 
roles from members of the organization. 
This logic is in accordance with the 
theory of social learning, where a leader 
in the organization is expected to have a 
large effect in the social sphere. In 
addition, social exchange theory is also 
relevant in explaining support for 
hypotheses 1. A subordinate who 
perceives the leader to provide good 
benefits, then they will improve their 

performance as a form of reward to the 
leader. 

The results of testing hypothesis 2 
namely POS moderating the positive 
effect of SL on OCB are reported to be 
supported. These results support the 

argument that was built that contextual 
factors play a role in strengthening and 
weakening the effect of leadership style 
on the behavior of subordinates. When 
organizational members perceive that an 
organization supports their welfare, it 
further strengthens its perception of 
leaders who implement servant 
leadership in influencing their extra-role 

behavior (OCB). These results are in line 
with contingency theory that there are 
certain context factors that strengthen the 
effect of leaders on the behavior of their 
subordinates. These findings are also in 
line with the results of a study from 
Vondey (2010) which reported that 
organizational factors could moderate 
the positive effect of SL on OCB. 

The results of testing hypothesis 3 
which state that TIL mediates the effect of 
SL on OCB are reported to be 
unsupported. The assumptions built in 
the preparation of hypothesis 3 are based 
on recommendations from previous 
studies that trust mediates the effect of SL 
on OCB (Dixon, 2013; Ehrhart, 2004; 
Zehir, 2013; Bambale, 2014). The results 
of empirical studies have reported that 
SL is an antecedent of TIL (Joseph & 
Winston, 2005; Sendjaya & Pekerti, 2010; 
Chatbury et al., 2011). TIL was also 
reported to mediate the effect of SL on 
OCB (Trivers, 2009; Williams, 2012; Abid 
et al., 2015). AET (Weiss & Cropanzano, 
1996) who holds that positive stimulus 
from leaders will effect positive attitudes 
and have positive behavioral effects. The 
argument directs the support that SL and 
TIL can stand independently as different 
constructs. Unexpectedly, the results of 
this study do not support the assumption 
that was built. 

In explaining the unsupported 
hypothesis 3, researchers refer to the 
results of factor analysis where items SL 
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and TIL group on the same factor. In 
addition, it also refers to the results of the 
correlation between SL and TIL which 
shows a very strong correlation value 
(see Table 1). The researcher suspects that 
the role of TIL as the mediator in the 
effect of SL on OCB is not supported due 
to the existence of constructive 
similarities between SL and TIL. 

Therefore, testing TIL in one model with 
SL as the model proposed in the current 
study is less able to provide effective 
results. 

The majority of researchers (i.e. 
Liden et al., 2008; Sendjaya et al., 2008; 
Van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2010) in the 
SL field did not include TIL as a 
dimension of SL. This means that the 
allegations related to construct 
similarities between SL and TIL have not 
been the concern of researchers in the 
field of SL studies. On the other hand, the 
results of research that indicate the 
existence of construct similarities 
between SL and TIL have also been 
suspected by a number of empirical 
studies. For example, Reinke (2003) in the 
results of his research argues that SL is 
not different from TIL because the 
correlation value between the two is so 
high that it is feared that SL and TIL 
explain the same thing. This opinion 
refers to Lewicki & Bunker (1996) who 
argued that leadership and trust are 
complementary concepts, where the 
concept of leadership cannot be 
separated from the concept of trust. In 
line with that, based on the literature 
review conducted by researchers related 
to empirical studies focusing on 
developing SL measurement 
instruments, there is one literature from 
Dennis & Bocarnea (2005) that 
incorporates elements of trust as one of 
the dimensions of SL. Thus, it can be 

concluded that there is no agreement 
regarding the construct of SL and TIL. As 
a result, the use of TIL and SL variables 
in one research model is also still a debate 
whether TIL is a separate variable from 
SL or it is an element of SL itself. 
Therefore, it is necessary to carry out 
further studies related to the findings of 
the similarity of SL and TIL constructs 

from the results of this study. 
Another logical argument that can 

explain is not supported by hypothesis 3 
because there is an effect of social-
cultural context factors that are not 
considered. This argument is supported 
by the results of comparative cultural 
research conducted by Casimir et al. 
(2006). His findings report that TIL 
mediates the effect of leadership style on 
employee performance in a cultural 
context characterized by individualism 
(Australia). Meanwhile, in the cultural 
context that is characterized by 
collectivist (Chinese), TIL is reported to 
not mediate the effect of 
(transformational) leadership style on 
employee performance. One of the 
findings points out that TIL is easier to 
develop in individual cultures than 
collectivist cultures. In line with that, 
Chen X.P. et al. (2014) conducted a study 
on a collectively characterized (Chinese) 
culture also reported that affective trust 
(one of the dimensions of TIL) did not 
mediate the effect of paternalistic 
(benevolence and morality) leadership 
on subordinate OCB, this is because 
Chinese ideology emphasizes the 
importance of maintaining human 
relations. Subordinates tend to assume 
that maintaining interpersonal harmony 
with others (including leaders) is part of 
their duties without requiring an 
emotional approach. Thus it can be 
assumed that TIL is not supported as a 
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mediator because there is an effect from 
the social-cultural context which is not a 
concern in the current research. 

Development of hypothesis 4 refers 
to a number of empirical support from 
previous studies. A number of 
researchers report the positive effect of 
SL on OCB (Dixon, 2013; Mathur & Negi, 
2014). Meanwhile, Harwiki (2013) 

reported insignificant effect on certain 
organizational contexts. The 
inconsistency of previous studies 
provides a research gap to examine the 
role of moderation in the effect of SL on 
OCB but remains consistent with the 
important role of TIL in the SL 
mechanism towards OCB (as the 
construction of hypothesis 2). However, 
the assumption built on hypothesis 4 
states that the POS will moderate the 
effect of SL on OCB with TIL as a 
mediator stated to be unsupported. That 
is, the POS cannot strengthen/weaken 
the effect of SL on OCB through TIL.  

Not supported by hypothesis 4 can 
be explained by arguments used in 
explaining the unsupported hypothesis 
3. The results of factor analysis which 
reported that SL and TIL have 
constructive similarities can also effect 
the effectiveness of the role of TIL as a 
mediator in the model built. This is 
because SL and TIL are perceived to be 
identical (similar) so that they tend to be 
difficult to distinguish especially from 
the point of view of subordinates as 
respondents (Reinke, 2004). Although it 
is assumed that POS can moderate the 
model, but because of SL and TIL are 
perceived to be the same, TIL as the 
mediator does not have a significant 
effect. Thus, POS does not act as a 
moderator in the indirect effect of SL on 
OCB through TIL. 

The contingency theory and AET 
are less able to explain the results of 
hypothesis 4. In contrast to the logic of 
contingency theory used in formulating 
hypothesis 2 without the existence of 
explanatory variables (mediator). 
Explanation of the use of the theory in 
different mechanisms further reinforces 
the notion that testing of SL and TIL in 

the same model is less able to provide 
effective results. 
 

6. Conclusion 
 Current research provides an 
understanding of effective mechanisms 
in testing the role of leaders in 
subordinate behavior by considering 
contextual roles. The results show that 
leadership styles that focus on the needs 
of subordinates encourage the 
subordinate prosocial behavior. In 
addition, organizational support is also 
important in strengthening the effect of 
leaders (SL) on subordinate positive 
behavior (OCB). Another finding in this 
study is that there are indications of 
construct similarities between SL and 
TIL. Therefore, testing SL with TIL in the 
same set of models needs to consider the 
potential for overlap.  

 The results of this study contributed 
to the side of academics and 
practitioners. On the academic side, it is 
expected to provide an empirical 
addition to the effect of SL on OCB. In 
addition, it provides an understanding 
that organizational support has an 
important role in strengthening the 
leader's positive effect on the behavior of 
subordinates. This study also indicates 
the existence of constructive similarities 
between SL and TIL which will be useful 
in the leadership literature, especially SL. 
Finally, this study provides a 
generalization of better results by taking 
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samples from various regions in 
Indonesia. Previous research on SL in 
Indonesia only took place in certain 
locations which were then generalized at 
the state level (Butarbutar et al., 2010; 
Pekerti & Sendjaya, 2010). Regarding of 
the practitioners, the results of this study 
are expected to be a recommendation for 
organizational leaders in carrying out 

effective leadership. 
 This study has limitations that are 
useful for the development of further 
research. First, the measurement of 
variables is based on the perception of 
subordinates (self-report) to trigger the 
occurrence of the common method bias 
(Podsakoff et al., 2012). Future research is 
expected to take the data not just from 
one source for more accurate and 
comprehensive results. Second, the 
results of the study indicate the existence 
of constructive similarities between SL 
and TIL where this has not been the focus 
of current research. Future research is 
expected to conduct research that 
specifically examines construct 
similarities between SL and TIL. Third, 
one argument in explaining that TIL is 
not supported as a mediator in this study 
is that social, cultural factors are not 
considered. The next study is expected to 
be able to consider the factors of the 
social-cultural context in examining the 
role of TIL as a mediator in the effect of 
SL on OCB. 
 
References 
Abid, H. R., Gulzar, A., & Hussain, W. (2015). The 

Impact of Servant Leadership on 
Organizational Citizenship Behaviors with 
the Mediating Role of Trust and 
Moderating Role of Group Cohesiveness; 
A Study of Public Sector of Pakistan. 
International Journal of Academic Research in 
Business and Social Sciences. 5(3), 234-242. 

Asgari, A., Silong, A. D., Ahmad, A., & Samah, B. 
A. (2008). The Relationship between 
Transformational Leadership Behaviors, 
Organizational Justice, Leader Member 
Exchange, Perceived Organizational 
Support, Trust in Management and 
Organizationa Citizenship Behaviors. 
European Journal of Scientific Research. 23(2), 

227-242. 
Bambale, J. A. (2014). Relationship between 

Servant Leadership and Organizational 
Citizenship Behaviors: Review of 
Literature and Future Research Directions. 
Journal of Marketing and Management. 5(1), 

1-16. 
Bandura. (1971). Social Learning Theory. New 

York: General Learning Press. 
Barbuto, J. E., & Wheeler, D. W. (2006). Scale 

Development and Construct Clarification 
of Servant Leadership. Group & 
Organization Management. 31(3), 300-326. 

Blau. (1964). Exchange and Power in Social Life. New 
Brunswick (U.S.A.) and London (U.K.): 
Transaction Publishers. 

Burke, C. S., Sims, D. E., Lazzara, E. H., & Salas, 
E. (2007). Trust in Leadership: A Multi-
Level Review and Integration. The 
Leadership Quarterly. 18(6), 606-632. 

Butarbutar, I. D., Sendjaya, S., & Härtel, C. E. 
(2010). The Mediating Effects of Ethical 
Climate on the Relationship between 
Servant Leadership and Organizational 
Citizenship Behaviour. In 24th ANZAM 
Conference 2010. ANZAM, 1-22. 

Casimir, G., Waldman, D. A., Bartram, T., & Yang, 
S. (2006). Trust and the relationship 
between leadership and follower 
performance: Opening the black box in 
Australia and China. Journal of Leadership & 
Organizational Studies. 12(3), 68-84. 

Chan, S. C. H., & Mak, W. M. (2014). The Impact 
of Servant Leadership and Subordinates' 
Organizational Tenure on Trust in Leader 
and Attitudes. Personnel Review. 43(2), 272-

287. 
Chatbury, A., Beaty, D., & Kriek, H.S. (2011). 

Servant Leadership, Trust, and 
Implications for the “Base of the Pyramid” 
Segment in South Africa. S. Afr. Bus. 
Manage. 42 (4), 57-61. 

Chen, X. P., Eberly, M. B., Chiang, T. J., Farh, J. L., 
& Cheng, B. S. (2014). Affective Trust in 
Chinese Leaders Linking Paternalistic 



D.A. Amir  Journal of Leadership in Organizations Vol.1, No. 1 (2019) 1-16 

14 
 

Leadership to Employee Performance. 
Journal of Management. 40(3), 796-819. 

Choudhary, A. I., Akhtar, S. A., & Zaheer, A. 
(2013). Impact of Transformational and 
Servant Leadership on Organizational 
Performance: A Comparative 
Analysis. Journal of Business Ethics. 116(2), 

433-440. 
Cooper, R. D., & Schindler, S.P. (2014). Business 

Research Methods 12th.  New York: 

McGrawHill. 
Deluga, R. J. (1995). The Relation between Trust 

in the Supervisor and Subordinate 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior. 
Military Psychology. 7 (1), 1-16. 

Dennis, R. S., & Bocarnea, M. (2005). 
Development of the Servant Leadership 
Assessment Instrument. Leadership & 
Organization Development Journal. 26(8), 

600-615. 
Dirks, K. T. (2000). Trust in Leadership and Team 

Performance: Evidence From NCAA 
Basketball. Journal of Applied 
Psychology. 85(6), 1004-1012. 

Dirks, K. T., & Ferrin, D. L. (2002). Trust in 
Leadership: Meta-Analytic Findings and 
Implications for Research and 
Practice. Journal of Applied Psychology. 87(4), 

611-628. 
Dixon, D. L. (2013). Relationships Among Servant 

Leadership, Organizational Citizenship 
Behavior, and School Climate in Alabama High 
Schools. A Dissertation. The University of 

Alabama TUSCALOOSA. 
Dulebohn, J. H., Bommer, W. H., Liden, R. C., 

Brouer, R. L., & Ferris, G. R. (2012). A Meta-
Analysis of Antecedents and 
Consequences of Leader-Member 
Exchange Integrating The Past With An 
Eye Toward The Future. Journal of 
Management. 38(6), 1715-1759. 

Ehrhart, M. G. (2004). Leadership and Procedural 
Justice Climate As Antecedents of Unit 
Level Organizational Citizenship 
Behavior. Personnel Psychology. 57(1), 61-94. 

Eisenberger, R., Fasolo, P., & Davis-LaMastro, V. 
(1986). Perceived Organizational 
Support. Journal of Applied 
Psychology. 71(3), 500-507. 

Erdogan, B., & Enders, J. (2007). Support From the 
Top: Supervisors Perceived 
Organizational Support as a Moderator of 
Leader Member Exchange to Satisfaction 

and Performance Relationships. Journal of 
Applied Psychology. 92 (2), 321-330. 

Fiedler, F. E.(1964). A Contingency Model of 
Leadership Effectiveness. Advances in 
Experimental Social Psychology. 1 (1), 149-

190. 
Graham, J. W. (1991). Servant Leadership in 

Organizations: Inspirational and 
Moral. The Leadership Quarterly. 2(2), 105-
119. 

Greenleaf, R. K. (1977). Servant Leadership:  A 
Journey into the Nature of Legitimate Power 
and Greatness. New York: Paulist Press. 

Güçel, C., & Begeç, S. (2012). The Effect of The 
Servant Leadership on Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior: Case Study of A 
University. International Journal of Social 
Sciences and Humanity Studies. 4(1), 107-116. 

Hair, F. J., Black, C. W., Babin, J. B., & Anderson, 
E. R. (2014). Multivariate Data Analysis. 
London: Pearson Education Limited. 

Harwiki, W. (2013). Effect of Servant Leadership 
to Motivation, Organization Culture, 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
(OCB), and Employee’s Performance in 
Outstanding Cooperatives East Java 
Province, Indonesia. IOSR Journal of 
Business and Management (IOSR-JBM). 8(5), 

50-58. 
Hoch, J. E., Bommer, W. H., Dulebohn, J. H., & 

Wu, D. (2018). Do Ethical, Authentic, and 
Servant Leadership Explain Variance 
Above and Beyond Transformational 
Leadership? A Meta Analysis. Journal of 
Management. 44(2), 501-529. 

Hunter, E. M., Neubert, M. J., Perry, S. J., Witt, L. 
A., Penney, L. M., & Weinberger, E. (2013). 
Servant Leaders Inspire Servant Followers: 
Antecedents and Outcomes for Employees 
and The Organization. The Leadership 
Quarterly. 24(2), 316-331. 

Jung, D. I., & Avolio, B. J. (2000). Opening the 
Black Box: An Experimental Investigation 
of The Mediating Effects of Trust and Value 
Congruence on Transformational and 
Transactional Leadership. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior. 21(8), 949-964. 

Joseph, E. E., & Winston, B. E. (2005). A 
Correlation of Servant Leadership, Leader 
Trust, and Organizational Trust. Leadership 
& Organization Development Journal. 26(1), 

6-22. 



D.A. Amir  Journal of Leadership in Organizations Vol.1, No. 1 (2019) 1-16 

15 
 

Laub, J. A. (1999). Assessing the Servant 
Organization. A Dissertation. Florida 

Atlantic University.  
Lee, K., & Allen, N. J. (2002). Organizational 

Citizenship Behavior and Workplace 
Deviance: The Role of Affect and 
Cognitions. Journal of Applied Psychology. 

87, 131-142. 
Lewicki, R. J., & Bunker, B. B. (1996). Developing 

and maintaining trust in work 
relationships. Trust in organizations: 
Frontiers of theory and research, 114, 139. 

Liden, R. C., Wayne, S. J., Zhao, H., & Henderson, 
D. (2008). Servant Leadership: 
Development of a Multidimensional 
Measure and Multi-Level Assessment. The 
Leadership Quarterly. 19(2), 161-177. 

Liden, R. C. (2012). Leadership Research in Asia: 
A Brief Assessment and Suggestions for 
The Future. Asia Pacific Journal of 
Management. 29(2), 205-212. 

Liu, J., Siu, O. L., & Shi, K. (2010). 
Transformational Leadership and 
Employee Well Being: The Mediating Role 
of Trust in The Leader and Self‐
Efficacy. Applied Psychology. 59(3), 454-479. 

Mathur, G., & Negi, P. (2014). Servant Leadership 
and Organizational Citizenship Behaviour 
Among Employees of Service Sector. 
American International Journal of Research in 
Humanities, Arts, and Social Sciences. 191-

196. 
McAllister, D. J. (1995). Affect-and Cognition-

based Trust as Foundations for 
Interpersonal Cooperation in 
Organizations. Academy of Management 
Journal. 38(1), 24-59. 

Neubert, M. J., Kacmar, K. M., Carlson, D. S., 
Chonko, L. B., & Roberts, J. A. (2008). 
Regulatory Focus as a Mediator of the 
Effect of Initiating Structure and Servant 
Leadership on Employee Behavior. Journal 
of Applied Psychology. 93(6), 1220-1233. 

Newman, A., Schwarz, G., Cooper, B., & 
Sendjaya, S. (2015). How Servant 
Leadership Effects Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior: The Roles of LMX, 
Empowerment, and Proactive 
Personality. Journal of Business Ethics. 1-14. 

Pekerti, A. A., & Sendjaya, S. (2010). Exploring 
Servant Leadership Across Cultures: 
Comparative Study in Australia and 
Indonesia. The International Journal of 

Human Resource Management. 21(5), 754-

780. 
Pillai, R., Schriesheim, C. A., & Williams, E. S. 

(1999). Fairness Perceptions and Trust as 
Mediators for Transformational and 
Transactional leadership: A Two-Sample 
Study. Journal of Management. 25(6), 897-

933. 
Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Moorman, R. 

H., & Fetter, R. (1990). Transformational 
Leader Behaviors and Their Effects on 
Followers' Trust in Leader, Satisfaction, 
and Organizational Citizenship 
Behaviors. The Leadership Quarterly. 1(2), 

107-142. 
Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Paine, J. B., & 

Bachrach, D. G. (2000). Organizational 
Citizenship Behaviors: A Critical Review of 
the Theoretical and Empirical Literature 
and Suggestions for Future 
Research. Journal of Management. 26(3), 513-

563. 
Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Podsakoff, 

N. P. (2012). Sources of Method Bias in 
Social science Research and 
Recommendations on How to Control It. 
Annual Review of Psychology, 63, 539-569. 

Reinke, S.J. (2003). Does the Form Really Matter? 
Leadership, Trust, and Acceptance of the 
Performance Appraisal Process. Review of 
Public Personnel Administration, 23(1), 23-37. 

Reinke, S.J. (2004). Service Before Self: Towards A 
Theory of Servant Leadership. Global Virtue 
Ethics Review, 5(3), 30-57. 

Sendjaya, S., Sarros, J. C., & Santora, J. C. (2008). 
Defining and Measuring Servant 
Leadership Behaviour in Organizations. 
Journal of Management Studies. 45(2), 402-

424. 
Sendjaya, S., & Pekerti, A. (2010). Servant 

Leaderhip as Antecedent of Trust in 
Organizations. Leadership & Organization 
Development Journal. Vol. 31, No.7, 643-

663. 
Smith, C. A., Organ, D. W., & Near, J. P. (1983). 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior: Its 
Nature and Antecedents. Journal of Applied 
Psychology. 68(4), 653-663. 

Smith, B. N., Montagno, R. V., & Kuzmenko, T. N. 
(2004). Transformational and servant 
leadership: Content and contextual 
comparisons. Journal of Leadership & 
Organizational Studies. 10(4), 80-91. 



D.A. Amir  Journal of Leadership in Organizations Vol.1, No. 1 (2019) 1-16 

16 
 

Stone, G. A., Russell, F. R., & Patterson, K. (2004). 
Transformational vs Servant Leadership: A 
Difference in Leader Focus. The Leadership 
& Organization Development Journal. 25(4), 
349-361.  

Tan, H. H., & Tan, C. S. (2000). Toward the 
Differentiation of Trust in Supervisor and 
Trust in Organization. Genetic, Social, and 
General Psychology Monographs, 126(2), 241-
260. 

Trivers, G. A. (2009). Servant Leadership Effects on 
Trust and Organizational Citizenship 
Behaviors. A Dissertation. Argosy 

University Seattle. 
Van Dierendonck, D. V., & Nuijten. (2010). The 

Servant Leadership Survey: 
Development and Validation of a 
Multidimensional Measure. Journal 
Business Psychology. 26, 249-267. 

Van Dierendonck, D. (2011). Servant Leadership: 
A Review and Synthesis. Journal of 
Management. 37(4), 1228-1261. 

Vondey, M. (2010). The Relationships Among 
Servant Leadership, Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior, Person-Organization 
Fit, and Organizational 
Identification. International Journal of 
Leadership Studies. 6(1), 3-27. 

Walumbwa, F. O., Hartnell, C. A., & Oke, A. 
(2010). Servant Leadership, Procedural 
Justice Climate, Service Climate, Employee 
Attitudes, and Organizational Citizenship 
Behavior: A Cross-Level 
Investigation. Journal of Applied 
Psychology. 95(3), 517-529. 

Wang, H., Law, K. S., Hackett, R. D., Wang, D., & 
Chen, Z. X. (2005). Leader-Member 
Exchange as a Mediator of the Relationship 
between Transformational Leadership and 
Followers' Performance and 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior. 
Academy of management Journal. 48(3), 420-

432. 
Weiss, H. M., & Cropanzano, R. (1996). Affective 

events theory: A theoretical discussion of the 
structure, causes and consequences of affective 
experiences at work. 

Williams, W. A. (2012). The Impact of Servant 
Leadership on Follower Outcomes: Testing 
The Mediating Roles of Stewardship Cimate 
and Trust. A Dissertation. University of 

Missisippi. 
Wu, L. Z., Tse, E. C. Y., Fu, P., Kwan, H. K., & Liu, 

J. (2013). The Impact of Servant Leadership 

on Hotel Employees Servant 
Behavior. Cornell Hospitality 
Quarterly, 54(4), 383-395. 

Zehir, C., Akyuz, B., Eren, M. S., & Turhan, G. 
(2013). The Indirect Effects of Servant 
Leadership Behavior on Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior and Job Performance: 
Organizational Justice as a 
Mediator. International Journal of Research in 
Business and Social Science. 2(3), 1, 2147-

4478. 

 
 

 


