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A good deal of evidence indicates that servant leadership play a critical role in employees' job outcomes. However, research studies on the variables that could mediate the effect of servant leadership in determining this relationship are relatively few. Utilizing the framework of leader-member exchange and social exchange theories, this study examines the mediating effect of “trust in coworkers” in the effect of “servant leadership” on employee job outcomes. Survey data were sourced from 315 bank employees and managers in Northern Cyprus. Partial least square structural equation modeling was utilized with the aid of WarpPLS (7.0) to test the study hypotheses. Servant leadership was found to have a direct and indirect relationship with employees' career satisfaction, service recovery performance, and innovative work behavior. In contrast, the servant leadership relationship with job satisfaction was indirect. In addition, trust in coworkers was found to be a mediator in the relationship between servant leadership and employees' job outcomes. The theoretical and practical implications of this study were highlighted.
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INTRODUCTION

For over two decades, the attention of both academics and professionals has been on the sustainability of organizational performance. This is partly due to the increasingly dynamic and competitive global market. To this aim, organizations seek multiple ways to gain a sustainable advantage (Wikström, 2010) and search for innovative ways to stimulate positive employee outcomes (De Jong and Den Hartog, 2010). This requires a leadership style to develop a conducive working environment where employees can develop their skills and knowledge (Edgar et al., 2017), feel comfortable (Karatepe and Aga, 2016), and build trust among themselves (Lau and Liden, 2008). To this aim, Servant Leadership (SL) which is a shift from the conventional “transformational leadership model,” is directed to the shared and relational views so that the relations exchange between leader and followers are the focus (Avolio et al., 2009). SL focuses on humbleness, legitimacy, and social acceptance, none of which are specific elements of transformational leadership (van Dierendonck, 2011). SL, as an emerging type of leadership, affects the job outcomes in service firms such as banks (Karatepe et al., 2019), airlines (Ilkhanizadeh and Karatepe, 2018), and the hospitality industry (Babakus et al., 2011). Given the importance of leadership, the current study aims to investigate the process through which SL influences employee job outcomes. In addition, it is essential to underscore the mediating role that connects SL to employee job outcomes, specifically to job satisfaction (JS), career satisfaction (CS), service recovery performance (SRP), and innovative work behavior (IWB). The other question is the potential mediating variables between SL and job outcomes. The current study aims to see if trust in coworkers (TCW) could have a mediating role.

The need for trust in the workplace is a crucial building element of any organization which can create or break a company's culture. Trust could be defined in the relationship between leadership and employees, employees and superiors, and among coworkers. SL is a significant antecedent of “trust” (Eva et al., 2019), and Aas the servant leader focuses on strengthening the relationship with the employees, such a style could provoke higher TCW. Trust resulting from SL produces an emotional response in stronger emotional connections and feelings of obligation (Miao et al., 2014). In turn, the employee tries to respond by demonstrating positive attitudes and TCW. Therefore, SL as a product of leader and organizational trust could build trust relationships at the “Bottom of the Pyramid” among coworkers (Greenleaf, 2014). In addition, the interdependent nature of job tasks and the prevalence of teamwork require employees to trust each other (Lau and Liden, 2008). However, studies on SL and trust mainly investigate the trust in a leader with scant literature on TCW (Ferres et al., 2004; Parker et al., 2006; Lau and Liden, 2008).

The current study contributes to the body of knowledge by employing the “Leader-Member Exchange theory” (LMX) (Liden and Maslyn, 1998) to investigate the effect of SL on employee job outcomes. In addition, Social Exchange Theory (SET) (Blau, 1964) is employed to examine perceived TCW as a possible mediator through which SL affects job outcomes.



LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES


Theoretical Focus

The LMX theory is believed to be distinct among leadership theories, owing to its focus on the dyadic relationships between leaders and followers (Liden and Maslyn, 1998). LMX argues that leaders develop different exchange relationships with their followers. However, it is silent concerning the proposition of individual healing, the followers' development, and the motivation of leaders' service to society (Chinomona et al., 2013). Similarly, SL attitudes influence the development and sustenance of significant interpersonal nexus between leaders and followers. However, SL assists the workers in attaining their fullest potential and becoming self-motivated (Chinomona et al., 2013). Leaders are fostering these critical behaviors by developing a social exchange nexus with their followers instead of relying solely on the economic benefits from the employment agreement or the authority entrusted to them. Some studies suggest that positive organizational and individual job outcomes are the primary outcomes of effective LMX relationships (Graen, 2004). These outcomes are high-performance rating, improved organizational performance, job satisfaction, better objective performance, organizational commitment, decreased turnover intentions, and organizational citizenship behavior (Schriesheim et al., 1999). Therefore, this study contends that SL with a strong interpersonal relationship with their employees will be committed to organizational performance and positive outcomes.

SET is a theory to describe the social exchange nexus among groups in the setting of human interaction (Ji and Jan, 2020). This theory is often used to interpret the social exchange link between employer and employee. According to Emerson (1976), the interaction of employer and employee produces obligations in the context of social exchange and interdependence on the action of the counterparts (Blau, 1964). Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005) state that a social exchange happens when management treats workers well. In turn, the employee reciprocates the gesture with a positive work attitude and behaviors, but unfavorable outcomes are likely to occur if it is the other way round. For instance, since trust is one of the requirements for social exchange to reciprocate, the challenge is for the workers to prove their trustworthiness. This indicates that trust is a significant factor in establishing social exchange (Chen et al., 2005). According to Colquitt et al. (2014), it determines a social exchange relationship. In addition, according to Mayer et al. (1995), trust reflects a person's confidence in the form of consistency, objectivity, promise fulfillment, and reliability. Thus, there will be trusting and loyal relations between both parties and among the coworkers owing to the significance of trust in the process of social exchange. In other words, the workers' favorable disposition to trust in the organization and TCW contributes to effective management in an organization (Nedkovski et al., 2017). This position validates the Colquitt et al. (2014) view that “employees who gain from the acts of their manager feel obligated to reciprocate in the form of positive outcomes”. Because of these, we contend that TCW will mediate the relationship between SL and positive employee job outcomes.



SL and Job Outcomes

According to Greenleaf (2002), SL is the genuine feeling that an individual is willing to help others. It pursues to improve those who fulfill others' needs and advocates a group-oriented attitude to decision-making to improve organizations and society. Since the introduction of the term, several studies have demonstrated its influence on employees' performance and commitment (Sokol, 2014; Khattak and O'Connor, 2020) and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) (Ozyilmaz and Cicek, 2015; Newman et al., 2017). According to Liden et al. (2014), SL is expected to positively impact the task performance of their employees and OCBs because it models such traits to their employees and, consequently, fosters a “servant culture”. About LMX theory, leadership is expected to promote followers' development and assist them in exhibiting their full potential (Chinomona et al., 2013). It can influence their psychological states (e.g., JS). In addition, theory suggests that managers who focus on employees' personal growth can enhance the possibility of the employee having a meaningful work experience (Chiniara and Bentein, 2016). In line with this, Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) demonstrate a relationship between SL and “in-role performance” and “organizational commitment”, even when another style of leadership was controlled for (Bass, 2000).

A recent meta-analysis study by Hoch et al. (2018) investigates the impact of three positive leadership styles (authentic, servant, and ethical leadership) in comparison to “transformational leadership” and found that about 9 and 15% explanation variations in OCB and organizational commitment, respectively, to be by servant leadership. Consequently, the study concluded that SL exhibits conceptual and empirical uniqueness from TL. This finding was confirmed by Lee et al. (2020), who revealed that SL influences several individuals and “team-level” outcomes such as “creativity,” “task performance”, OCB, “counterproductive performance”, and “voice”. Moreover, “trust” is established as a mediator in the nexus between SL and OCB on the one hand and organizational commitment on the other hand. JS is believed to affect the job situation (Bhal and Ansari, 2007). It is in line with the findings of Graen (2004) that employees with a servant leader receive not just rewards of better performance rating and career advancement. They also have more satisfaction in terms of sovereignty and complex tasks.

Liden et al. (2014) suggest that a leader must encourage followers' autonomy, motivate them to think autonomously, and take responsibility for their progress in the future. Hence, SL assists their followers in developing and succeeding. Moreover, SL emphasizes a valid concern for the employees' “career growth and improvement” by giving essential resources, mentoring, and chances. This is consistent with the LMX theory that suggests an effective relationship between the leaders and subordinates will foster self-motivation for the employee and result in career progression (Chinomona et al., 2013).

Moreover, the followers are empowered by motivating and facilitating their capability to handle duties, accept challenges, and decide when and in what way to ensure job tasks (Liden et al., 2008). Notably, Ehrhart (2004) observed that servant leaders would like their followers to develop and view subordinates' progress as an end, not simply a way to achieve the leader's or organization's objectives. Thus, subordinates who get resources and support from their leaders are more careful about their development and accrue more skills (Eby et al., 2003). This implies that they are value-added to the company, more competitive, and maybe more satisfied with achieving their career goals. A recent study by Wang et al. (2019) found servant leaders' positive and significant influence on CS. The current study argues that SL may result in high opportunities for success and a high level of career satisfaction.

SRP is a significant outcome of frontline service jobs (Wirtz and Jerger, 2016). According to Karatepe et al. (2019), the employees' creativity often contacts customers, and their service recovery performances require “extra-role behavior,” which contributes significantly to organizational performance. This is in line with Ashill et al. (2008). They observed that an organization's approach to service recovery is one of several significant issues in effective customer and employee satisfaction through service quality. SRP, accordingly, is described by Ruyter and Wetzels (2000) as “doing things very right the second time”, and according to Lewis and Spyrakopoulos (2001) as “the actions that a service provider takes to respond to service failures”. The SRP is when the service provider does not wait for the complaint to be lodged before rectifying the error once it is identified. It is highly unavoidable in a service-providing industry for a service failure not to occur (Daskin and Yilmaz, 2015). Since service failure is inevitable in a service industry, the performance of employees at the frontline in dealing with service failure is believed to be a critical strategic matter in the banking management literature (Karatepe et al., 2019). Podsakoff et al. (1996) established a connection between transformational leadership and “improved team performance”. Echunha et al. (2009) demonstrate that leadership style significantly influences SRP and concluded that prompt and decisive action is required. A similar result was found by Lin (2011), where it was established that transformational leadership positively impacts the SRP procedure. This finding was corroborated by Punjaisri et al. (2013), who found a similar result. Moreover, in a recent study by Daskin (2016), transformational leadership significantly influenced service recovery performance in the hospitality industry.

Moreover, IWB is believed to be a multi-stage process that involves production, promotion, and realization of the new stage, with every stage demanding unique actions and individuals' behavior (Shalley and Zhou, 2008). Some extant literature demonstrates the connection between SL and employee IWB. For instance, the study of Panaccio et al. (2015) contend that owing to the focus of servant leaders on their employees' need instead of their selfish interest, their behavior increases their followers' psychological contract fulfillment and thus motivate innovation. Opoku et al. (2019) stressed that such leaders connect with their workers beyond the economic exchange. As a result of SL's excellent intentions, the workers are often reciprocated by putting more effort needed for realizing new ideas (Yoshida et al., 2014). This is similar to White and Lean (2008), who suggest that a good leader creates a positive working environment that would make followers feel psychologically safe. Malik et al. (2015) state that such a conducive working environment inspires employees to find innovative means of accomplishing a task, which drives creativity. This position was demonstrated in the study of Peng and Wei (2018), who found that the leader's integrity has a trickle-down impact on employees' creative ability, and corroborated by Opoku et al. (2019), who empirically confirmed SL as a determinant of employee IWB.



SL and Trust in Coworkers

Most studies have often used SET to explain the positive influence of SL on followers' behavior (Eva et al., 2019; Khattak and O'Connor, 2020). Owing to followers' interests placed above their selfish interests by servant leaders, there is a possibility of developing a strong relationship between leaders, subordinates, and coworkers. Blau (1964) observed that in the case of robust social exchange relationships, both parties expect and trust that their positive behavior will be returned. Moreover, according to Whitener et al. (1998), the leaders who are more concerned about the workers tend to provide opportunities to the workers to express their concerns, which assists the followers in developing trust in their leaders and among themselves. It is believed that servant leaders exert influence on the practical development of “trust climate,” which, according to Ling et al. (2017), has been demonstrated as a factor that influences the quality of exchange relations and stimulates positive outcomes at the workplace.

By avoiding adverse interpersonal disputes and cultivating a sense of community, the SL style focuses on the well-being of employees (Schaubroeck et al., 2011). Because the SL's primary goal is to deepen the link with employees, this leadership style generates higher levels of trust among coworkers (Saleem et al., 2020). Behaviors associated with SL, including emotional support, increasing problem-solving abilities, task expertise, empowering others, putting others first, and acting ethically, are widely regarded as critical under challenging situations (Bechky and Okhuysen, 2011). As a result, these behaviors within the team are likely to affect trust in a coworker. Saleem et al. (2020) suggest that SL generates trust in coworkers more effectively. They conclude that trust mediates the relationship between SL and organizational citizenship behaviors and subordinate performance.

It is believed that a leader can form employees' perceptions about ethics (McCann and Holt, 2009). As followers reciprocate their leaders' actions, servant leaders' values of integrity are passed to employees and possibly alter how they eventually cooperate with others (Lytle and Timmerman, 2006). Likewise, leadership behaviors predict coworkers' interpersonal trust (Jung and Avolio, 2000).

From another aspect, the outcomes of SL, such as perceptions of integrity (Jaramillo et al., 2009) or benevolence (Mujeeb et al., 2021), could foresee the trust in coworkers. In other words, perceiving that a coworker has high integrity or benevolence might indicate trustworthiness (Dirks and Skarlicki, 2009). Wintrobe and Breton (1986) state a potential correlation between trust among the manager and personnel and trust in coworkers. They claim that when employees do not trust their management, they band together for collective action. Nevertheless, we understand that the opposite may similarly be correct. Once employees recognize the leadership to be reliable, they trust their colleagues. Therefore, SL may affect the relationship between coworkers.

Russell (2001) claimed that the values of servant leaders generate obvious attributes and play a crucial role in creating trust in coworkers and in an organization that holds servant-led organizations together. SL builds trust between the manager and employee and between coworkers (Spears, 2004) and possibly will cause new levels of shared trust and interdependency in organizations (McGee-Cooper, 1998). In addition, the impact of SL on corporate culture is validated (Giampetro-Meyer et al., 1998). Finally, Chatbury et al. (2011) indicate a relationship between SL and trust in coworkers and point out that SL could improve trust between them. Hence, we hypothesize that SL will positively influence TCW.



TCW as a Mediator

The study of Dirks and Ferrin (2001) highlights two types of trust: performance outcomes and workplace behaviors, workplace attitudes, and cognitive constructs. Davis et al. (2000) and Culbert and McDonough (1986) explain the performance outcome and workplace behavior, including sharing information and communication, OCBs, negotiation behavior, individual workers' performance, and unit performance. An example of workplace attitude and cognitive constructs, according to McAllister (1995), is JS and low turnover intentions (Davis et al., 2000). In addition, some studies have investigated trust as an antecedent of employee performance within the theoretical framework of SET (Ellickson, 2002); satisfaction (Harrison et al., 2006); employee turnover intention, absenteeism (Karatepe et al., 2019), and commitment (Cho and Park, 2011).

Edmondson (1999) claimed that it is advantageous to workers' performance if there is trust. The study stressed further that the openness in their communication would be directly affected if there is trust. This is because if members are confident of trust, the willingness to share skills and experience will be improved. Especially in enhancing workflow, the inadequacies of individuals will not be exposed until they feel it is safe to do so. If not, the worry that a team member's weakness could negatively affect their career in the future can overwhelm them (McAllister, 1995). Extant literature on knowledge management also validates that TCW is valuable to knowledge sharing and voluntary coordination, improving employees' working efficiency and quality. In addition, Ning et al. (2007) empirically found TCW to positively influence employees' work performance and satisfaction. Given these, we focus on TCW as an antecedent of job outcomes such as JS, CS, SRP, and IWB. Thus, we propose the following hypotheses.

This study explicitly focuses on TCW as a possible mediating factor and seeks to explain where SL's positive influence through TCW is prominent on job outcomes. As argued previously in the literature, the process of social exchange underlies trust in employees, which directly impacts the positive outcome of employees' reciprocal behavior with servant leaders. The reciprocation of employees' behaviors has been conceptualized in terms of job outcomes, especially those that exceed their job requirements. Moreover, some studies found trust a predictor (Colquitt et al., 2007), while Lee et al. (2020) established it as a mediator in the relationship between SL and performance. In addition, the mediating effect of TCW in the relationship between SL and organizational commitment was demonstrated in the literature (Goh and Low, 2014), while Schaubroeck et al. (2011) found trust as a mediator in the relationship between SL and team performance. This is an indication that trust induces the employee to exhibit positive outcomes. In view of this, we hypothesize that servant leaders positively influence job outcomes (JS, CS, SRP, and IWB) through TCW.




AIM

Along with the theoretical literature arguments and to fill the research gap, the present study aims to examine the influence of servant leadership on job outcomes and the mediating role of TCW in those relationships. In addition, the direct effect of TCW on job outcomes is investigated. Hence, the following hypotheses are shown in Figure 1.


[image: Figure 1]
FIGURE 1. Theoretical framework.


H1: SL exerts a positive effect on employee JS.

H2: SL exerts a positive influence on CS.

H3: SL exerts a positive influence on SRP.

H4: SL exerts a positive influence on employees' IWB.

H5: SL will positively influence TCW.

H6: TCW has a positive influence on (a) JS, (b) CS, (c) SRP, (d) IWB.

H7: TCW mediates the relationship between a servant leader and (a) JS, (b) CS, (c) SRP, (d) IWB.



METHODS

The research framework of this study is depicted in Figure 1, which indicates the nexus among variables. A nexus among the SL, TCW, and job outcomes (JS, CS, SRP, and IWB) is proposed in this framework, evaluating the mediating role of TCW. This study contends that SL will positively influence JS, CS, SRP, IWB, and TCW. In addition, we hypothesize that TCW will partially mediate the relationship between SL and job outcomes. In order words, SL will, directly and indirectly, influence employee JS, CS, SRP, and IWB.


Model Measurement

The constructs measured in this study include SL, TCW, JS, CS, SRP, IWB (see Appendix for the items). The SL was measured with seven items adapted and modified from Barbuto and Wheeler (2006). The items are measured on a 7-point Liker scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Six items were adopted and modified from Greenhaus et al. (1990) for measuring JS, and the items were measured on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). As for the CS, five items were adapted and modified from previous studies (Wang et al., 2019). SRP was measured with five items adapted from Karatepe et al. (2019), arranged on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from never (1) to always (5). TCW was measured with 15 items sourced from Ferres (2002). Finally, IWB was measured with eight items adapted from Opoku et al. (2019) and arranged on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).



Data Collection

The sample of this study consisted of full-time bank employees in the banks (public/private) of North Cyprus, which the authors observed to be an underrepresented country in the extant service research (Brown et al., 2018). The authors contacted the management of each bank in three major cities in North Cyprus (Lefkosa, Magusa, and Girne) through an official letter describing the study objectives and requested their permission for data collection. The bank management obliged our request, and subsequently, the banks were visited to meet with the employees to explain the details of the questionnaire. The participant understood that it was voluntary but encouraged to participate, and the management has endorsed the participation. Four employees and one manager were invited from each bank. The questionnaires were given to return the questionnaire in a sealed envelope. In all, 252 employee questionnaires were obtained from the employees. Moreover, to assess the employee's innovative work behavior and service recovery performance, one manager from each of the banks contacted, totalling 63, was invited to participate in the study. The managers' IWB and SRP questionnaires were matched with the employee questionnaire using an identification code. The demographic characteristic of the respondents reveals that 42.9% of the banks sampled are public banks, while 57.1% are private banks. In addition, 25.4% (64) of the respondents were male, while 74.6% (188) were female. The age of respondents was between 18 and 27 years (38.1%), 28 and 37 years (31.4%), 38 and 47 years (14.3%), 48 and 57 years (8.7%), and above 58 years old (7.5%). The participants' educational background showed that 35.3% have a Two-year college degree, 58.3% four-year college degree, and 6.4% were graduate degree holders. Moreover, the tenure of the respondents at the bank shows that 20.3% (51) have spent less than a year, 41.3% (104) have spent between 1 and 5 years, 20.6% (52) have spent between 6-10 years, 5.6% (14) have spent between 11 and 15 years, while 2.8% (7) and 9.5% (24) have spent between 16 and 20 years and above 20 years respectively.



Data Analysis

The model structure was tested using the WarpPLS 7.0 version. WarpPLS is a Partial Least Square regression that simultaneously analyses linear and non-linear relationships (Ferres, 2002). According to Pavlou and Fygenson (2006), Partial Least Square Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) effectively tests large and complex models, including mediating or moderating effects. This implies that modeling causal relationships between constructs and testing the predictions of the results that reflect the complexity of real-life is possible. PLS-SEM is also efficient when dealing with small samples, owing to its non-dependence on the normality of the data, and can also be employed for modeling reflective and formative constructs (Urbach and Ahlemann, 2010).




RESULTS


Model Measures Assessment

As presented in Table 1, the measurement model assessment results show that all items have acceptable loadings (>0.50). The Cronbach's alpha (>0.70), composite reliability (>0.70), and average variance extracted (>0.50) of all the constructs are above the minimum threshold, which is an indication of acceptable internal consistency. In addition, the average Full Variance Inflation (FVIF) for each variable is within acceptable levels, indicating the absence of collinearity between the constructs.


Table 1. Model measure assessment results.
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As presented in Table 2, the discriminant validity assessment results conform with Fornell and Larcker (1981) proposition that the square root of average variance extracted in diagonal of each construct must be greater than the correlations between that constructs and other constructs. Meanwhile, a new criterion (Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio) for assessing discriminant validity (Henseler et al., 2015) complemented the Fornell-Larcker criterion. The HTMT ratio shows an acceptable value (<0.9) which confirms the discriminant validity of the constructs.


Table 2. Discriminant validity.
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Moreover, regarding the common method bias, according to Kock (2015a), the coefficients of “full collinearity VIF” are specifically sensitive to “pathological common variations” across the constructs in methodological contexts that are the same as the one found in this study. This means that the sensitivity allows common method bias to be detected in a model which still passes the evaluation of convergent and discriminant validity criteria based on a “confirmatory factor analysis” (CFA), as we have in this study. Several findings suggested a threshold value of 5 acceptable and <3.3 to be the best for full collinearity VIF coefficients (Kock and Lynn, 2012; Kock, 2015a). Thus, with the full VIF presented in Table 1, none of the full VIF coefficients if greater than the acceptable threshold (≤5). In addition, according to Kock (2015a), “Stone-Geisser Q2 coefficients” (Geisser, 1974) are used for the assessment of “predictive validity”. The coefficient is only available endogenous latent variables. Kock (2015a,b) argued that a measurement model is considered acceptable “predictive validity” if the Q2 coefficients for the endogenous variables are >0. Thus, the Q2 results for job satisfaction, career satisfaction, service recovery performance, innovative work behavior, and trust in coworkers, as presented in Table 3, shows that our measurement model meets this criterion.


Table 3. Stone-Geisser Q-squared coefficients.
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Structural Model Assessment

To assess the quality of the structural model, the model fit indicators were analyzed and described in Table 4. All indicators were either statistically significant or consistent with the respective thresholds, indicating the quality of the structural model (Kock, 2020).


Table 4. Model fit indices.
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DISCUSSION

As shown in Table 5 and Figure 2, the hypothesized SL and JS relationship shows no significance (β = −0.005, p = 0.458). Therefore, it failed to support the hypothesis that SL positively influences employee JS. Meanwhile, the positive influence of SL on the other job outcomes i.e., CS (β = 0.026, p = 0.005), SRP (β = 0.325, p < 0.001), IWB (β = 0.136, p = 0.003), and TCW (β = 0.655, p < 0.001) as proposed in hypotheses 2, 3, 4, and 5 were found to be statistically significant. This implies that holding other variables constant, a change in the SL to be more effective will improve the employees' CS, SRP, their IWB, and TCW. In addition, the influence of TCW on job outcomes was hypothesized in H6 (a-d). The result as presented in Table 5 and depicted in Figure 2 shows that TCW exerts a positive influence on JS (β = 0.8755, p < 0.001), CS (β = 0.710, p < 0.001), SRP (β = 0.521, p < 0.001), and IWB (β = 0.957, p < 0.001). Owing to the significance of the path coefficients, we conclude that employee TCW positively influences JS, CS, SRP, and IWB.


Table 5. Hypotheses testing.
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FIGURE 2. Model testing with results.


From the result presented in Table 5, we found that TCW partially mediates the relationship between SL and JS (β = 0.573, p < 0.001), SL and CS (β = 0.465, p < 0.001), SL and SRP (β = 0.341, p < 0.001), and SL and IWB (β = 0.627, p < 0.001). Thus, we conclude that employee TCW partially mediates the relationship between SL and job outcomes (JS, CS, SRP, and IWB). Another interesting finding from our study is the explanation variations of the exogenous variable (SL) and the TCW (both exogenous and endogenous) on the endogenous variables (JS, CS, SRP, and IWK). As depicted in Figure 2, the results indicate that SL can provide about 43% of explanation variations in TCW. In comparison, 77, 49, 17, and 92% explanation variations in JS, CS, SRP, and IWB, respectively, can be provided by both SL and TCW.

This finding implies that employees will be more creative and satisfied if the SL is efficient and creates a working environment that will enable them to have confidence and trust in each other, improving organizational performance.

As the LMX theory contends, SL influences employees' job outcomes, which also serve as a solution to the dissatisfaction experienced by some employees. Dissatisfaction could be associated with employees' non-participation in decision-making and limited opportunities for voicing their opinion (Ilkhanizadeh and Karatepe, 2018). The positive influence of SL on job outcomes is consistent with the literature (Hoch et al., 2018; Lee et al., 2020). Our findings of the significant effect of SL on CS are consistent with some studies (Eby et al., 2003; Liden et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2019). This confirms the argument that leaders should encourage their followers' autonomy and inspire them to have individual thinking and bear responsibility for their career growth and development through the provision of mentoring and resources. Similarly, our finding on the positive influence of SL on SRP is compatible with studies of Echunha et al. (2009), Punjaisri et al. (2013), Daskin (2016). Finally, the significant positive impact of SL on employee IWB is in line with Yoshida et al. (2014), Panaccio et al. (2015), Peng and Wei (2018), Opoku et al. (2019), Lee et al. (2020) that demonstrate similar findings.



CONCLUSION

SL contributes to several significant outcomes for both individuals and groups. However, understanding the nexus between SL and the following job outcomes has not been exhaustively investigated. This study investigates the direct influence of SL and TCW on employees' job outcomes (JS, CS, SRP, and IWB). In addition, the mediating effect of TCW in the relationship between SL and job outcomes was investigated. The findings suggest that job outcomes are affected directly by SL, except for JS, which is only affected indirectly. In addition, TCW was found to significantly impact job outcomes and also mediate the relationship between SL and job outcomes.

From our findings, SL also affects JS, CS, SRP, and IWB indirectly through TCW. This finding is in line with the proposition of SET, which highlights trust as one of the requirements for social exchange. It is clear from this finding that TCW plays a significant role in the effect of SL on employees' job outcomes. The significance of the partial mediating effect of TCW found in this study could address the concerns that some variables mediate the relationship between SL and positive job outcomes, which are yet to be empirically examined (Ehrhart, 2004; Newman et al., 2017; Lee et al., 2020).

There are several implications from our study for managers and organizations. Managers need to ensure employee engagement at the individual level and to have a first-hand understanding of their abilities and capabilities which would promote their possible job outcomes. The present business climate characterized by “globalization” and “competitive advantage” requires firms to inspire their employees' positive outcomes. By confirming the significance of SL in a firm, this study argues that firms need to employ leaders who display SL tendencies like authenticity, humility, and stewardship. Moreover, the implementation of SL should be the priority of every manager because if this is not honestly pursued, any efforts about SL are bound to fail. Thus, managers should be interested in supporting high-quality exchange relationships among members. This could be achieved by recruiting employees characterized by openness to extroversion and experience. It is worthy to note that companies should develop a team-oriented atmosphere through events and other activities that could encourage job and non-job-specific interaction among the workers to nurture trust among the employees. The exercises could be specifically at training sessions or the first stages of the team development, although they might be constituted as part of the team's work schedule. In addition, training programs would be beneficial. Specifically, the bank employees should be trained about the SL practice in an organization. This training would provide an avenue to get effective feedback and thoughts that could assist the organization in better implementation. Consequently, employees with favorable views of servant leaders' practices will develop trust, which is essential in a social exchange relationship.

Future studies can utilize TCW as a moderating variable and trust in the organization, trust in a leader, and TCW concurrently as the mediating factors in the SL and employees' job outcomes relationship to enhance the understanding of the SL. Potential studies can also consider other leadership styles to explain positive job outcomes better. Finally, future studies can conduct a cross-sectional study with employees from different service industries. As a limitation of the current study, future research should explore the multilevel approach to testing the relationships between SL and the job outcomes under study.
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