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Summary  

This study was initiated for the purpose to further understand the theoretical relationship 

between followers trust of the closest bound perceived servant leader and the predictability of 

the  followers organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). Specifically, this study looked at the 

modifying effect of the followers prosocial motivation—the desire to benefit other people 

(Grant, 2008) on multilevel dimensions of trust (i.e. affect- and cognition-based trust) and how 

this could possibly predict if at all followers OCB. There is far less research specifically about 

servant leaders than those implementing transformational leadership theory (Joseph & Winston, 

2005; van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011). There are numerous studies using transformational 

leadership based on the well-defined parameters that are proven to be a relatively strong 

predictive variable in a variety of theoretical fields (N. Eva, Sendjaya, & Prajogo, 2015). Zhu 

and Akhtars’ (2014) study on transformational leadership behavior and multi-levels of trust is 

the inspiration to the current research project. The current research project is a close replication 

of Zhu and Akhtars’ (2014) model with the replacement of transformational leadership with 

servant leadership. Data were collected from 39 followers and four leaders from seven different 

facilities in the greater Stockholm area. The results showed that affect-based trust mediated the 

relationship between servant-based leadership and followers OCB. In addition, affect-based 

trust mediated the relationship between servant leadership and followers OCB only with those 

with high prosocial motivation. As for cognition-based trust, there seems to be some interaction 

between cognition-based trust and the relationship between servant leadership and followers 

with low prosocial motivation. These results strengthen the conclusions of the original study by 

Zhu and Akhtar (2014). Finding that servant leadership does not predict follower’s 

organizational citizenship behaviors alone. To reach a better understanding on followers OCB 

and their interaction within a servant leadership organization one must look at the individual 

followers’ level of trust and prosocial motivation variables to further our understanding on how 

to encourage OCB.  

  

Keywords: Perceived Servant leadership; followers affect-based trust; followers cognition-

based trust; prosocial motivation; OCB; dyadic analysis (first-line leader to follower 

relationship) 
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Introduction   

 

There are few empirical studies that focus on the follower’s behaviors and how the direct effect 

of behaviors by servant leader influence affect-based and cognition-based measures of 

follower’s trust (McAllister, 2018) and prosocial motivation. In fact, much of the recent 

research focused on the behavior of the leader and general outcome measurements such as 

organizational citizenship behavior and not the individual. Thus, this prevailing and continued 

miss for targeting the most important factor in an organization the Follower. The gaps in our 

understanding of the consequence of the servant leader’s behavior on the individual follower’s 

perception of the leader (Nathan Eva, Robin, Sendjaya, van Dierendonck, & Liden, 2019) and 

followers affect-based and cognition-based trust and prosocial motivation need to be addressed. 

One possible explanation for this is that interactional behaviors between the leader and the 

follower can be difficult to empirically define as an antecedent behavior (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; 

Hayes, 2018). The current work of Andrew Hayes has stressed that the moderation factor of the 

leadership has historically been hard to theoretically detect (Hayes, 2018), which makes it 

difficult to implement leadership theory in a moderated mediated model (Hui, Chiu, Yu, Cheng, 

& Tse, 2007). When searching for theoretical models that incorporate leadership theory, trust 

and OCB, what was found was that much of the research stemmed from transformational 

leadership and leader member exchange theory, with relatively little quantitative research on 

servant-based leadership theory. One particular model by Zhu and Akhtar (2004) matched all 

the critical areas of interest except the leadership model. Therefor we will attempt to replicate 

the original study with a modification of the leadership model. There are no previous studies 

that have tested Zhu and Akhtars’ model with implementing an alternative leadership theory. 

We will modify the previously tested moderated mediation model building on the theoretical 

idea that a servant models the behaviors which motivate the followers to help others. With the 

aim at strengthening the understanding of the dyadic relationship by looking at the perceptions 

of leaderships effect on followers multilevel of trust.  

In the area of trust there is a calling for a better understanding of the multilevel of 

trust and how these different levels of trust have a mediating function. Historically researches 

do not consider the multilevel dimensions of trust (affect-based and cognition-based trust). They 

will instead treat trust as a general construct and examine its central role looking at its mediation 

effect between a leader and some outcome variable (Zhu & Akhtar, 2014). The historical lack 

of research that can generalize the significant relationships between the leader and the follower 
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trust is a problem. In particular behaviors with which the specific behaviors of the leader effects 

the relationships between the leader and the followers (Lapointe & Vandenberghe, 2018) 

multilevel of trust. Researchers need to be able to combine the factors of affect-based trust and 

cognition-based trust as independent variables on the same level but as different functions. The 

multi-level variable then adjusts the outcome of these dimensions of trust. For example, when 

we look at the tactics from the servant leader’s perspective, the servant leader must rely on both 

cognitive-based salient characteristics and affect-based socioemotional behaviors in their 

interactions to form and reinforce thoughts and feelings of trust within the follower (Dirks & 

Ferrin, 2002; Yang & Mossholder, 2010). 

As it was named earlier, we are building on the previous research conducted by Zhu and Akhtar 

(2014) in which they proposed that prosocial motivation as a boundary condition of the 

mediating effect of trust on the dyadic relationship between a leader and followers OCB. 

Prosocial motivation “is the desire to expend effort in order to benefit other people” (Grant & 

Sumanth, 2009, p. 928).  The values in prosocial motivation are manipulated by feelings of 

pressure and obligation toward one’s coworkers, leader and/or organization (Grant, 2008).   

There is a need to understand the boundaries around trust to clarify followers trust.  The 

argument for including prosocial motivations is due to previous research suggest expression of 

citizenship behaviors vary among followers due to interaction effects from those around a 

follower. This adds an interesting dynamic in the understanding of the possible effect of the 

dyadic relationships between leader and the follower.  

Figure 1 is included to provide a visual description of the structure of the model that 

is to be implemented in our journey to understanding the followers affect-based trust and 

cognition-based trust and the possible moderating effects of prosocial motivation on the 

follower’s organizational citizenship behaviors.  In the model Affect-based trust and cognition-

based trust have the mediation function. As in par with the original stud of Zhu and Akhtar 

(2014) affect-based and cognition-based trust have been independently related to either servant 

leadership or organizational citizenship behavior. However, the intervening relationship 

between the perceived servant leader and organizational citizenship behavior were not 

examined due to the relationship of interest in this study is the followers. We aim to increase 

the understanding of the mediated relationship between the perceived servant leadership and 

followers organizational citizenship behavior via affect-based and cognition-based trust is 

dependent on followers variation in individual prosocial motivation. 
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Figure 1: Research model represented as a moderated mediation model. Servant leadership (SL), cognition-based 

trust, affect-based trust, organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). Included are the pathways for the mediation 

moderation models 1-5.  

  

 

 

The Servant Leader  

  

Servant leadership in this study is defined by a combination of seven leadership values and 

behaviors; a)The servant leader is one that can form relationships with the follower, b) while 

empowering them, c) A servant leader will help the follower grow and succeed, d) A servant 

leader is ethical, e) the servant leader can utilize their conceptual skills in a way to strengthen 

the goals of the organization and to lead, f) The servant leader places the subordinates first and 

g) creates a culture that values even those outside the organizations (community service or 

stakeholders); (Ehrhart, Mark, 2004).    

 

Trust:   

“Trust is a psychological state comprising of the intention to accept vulnerability based upon 

positive expectations of the intention or behavior of another person.” (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, 

& Camerer, 1998 p. 393) Trust is a popular topic in many disciplines such as organizational 

psychology, organizational management, human resources and business studies. Multiple 
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aspects of trust in leadership have been researched for at least five decades (Dirks, Ferrin, 2002).  

Depending on your perspective, there are alternative tactics involved between what builds trust 

and what defines trust. To define trust, we must look constraints around trust in order form a 

relation to whom we are trusting.  To address this concern we take into consideration both the 

antecedents influences of the perceived servant leader and the moderation of the prosocial 

motivation as constraints around trust. Leading to our definition of affect-based trust to be 

defined by its foundations in interpersonal care and concern. For example, the perception of 

strong emotional investment by the leader will in turn strengthen the affect-based trust 

relationship from the follower (refer to figure 2). Cognition-based trust is defined by 

foundations in individual beliefs about peer reliability and dependability (refer to figure 3).  

 

NOTE: Servant leadership (SL), affect-based trust (ABt), organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) cognition-based 

trust (CBt)  

  

OCB   

Organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB) can be defined by several variables directly related 

to the followers behaviors with in the organizational framework. They can be defined by but 

not limited to variables such as followers acts of altruism, civic virtue, conscientiousness, 

courtesy and sportsmanship and helping behaviors (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). Of interest in this 

study are the followers helping behavior that define this studies parameters of OCB. For 

example we are looking at followers acts of helping coworkers who are behind in their work, 

willingness to share expertise with other members of their team/group and observed acts of 

encouragement.  

A follower who feels supported by the organization and or leader is more likely to display 

helping behaviors such as those defined by the variables in OCB (Lavelle, 2010). However, the 

origin of the relationship that stimulates OCB appears dependent on the outcome. By furthering 

our understanding the motivational antecedents of OCB we are addressing important factors in 

Figure 2       Model 3                                      Figure 3   Model 4   
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today’s organizations (MacKenzie, 2003; Podsakoff, Ahearne, & MacKenzie, 1997). Many 

organizations depend on discretionary acts of the follower as part of the organizational culture. 

Yet, OCB is a discretionary behavior by individuals in an organization that is not directly or 

explicitly reinforced in the formal reward systems of the organization (Zabielske, et al, 2015). 

Meaning that though an organization may rely on OCB, they cannot build it into formal goals 

or aims within the organization and hold followers accountable for their OCB behaviors because 

they would no longer be discretionary. 

Prosocial Motivation  

Prosocial motivation is the final key in this model.  

       Figure 4 model 3                  Figure 5 model 4  

 

Note: *F = follower perspective, SL = servant leader perspective  

  

Previous research in prosocial motivation has found that followers’ prosocial motivation is 

related to OCB in that the values and emotions that are derived from prosocial motivated 

persons are reflected in their motivation to care for others and have a positive impact on others. 

In this study we are implementing a scale that looks at behaviors such as placing the needs of 

followers above their own self-interest, showing empathy, and interest in their followers’ 

ambitions and skills.  According to previous research prosocial motivated followers 

independently initiate OCB and are conscientiousness toward the organization (Grant & 

Sumanth, 2009; Lazauskaite-Zabielske et al., 2015; Zhu & Akhtar, 2014).    

Behaviors such as forming good relationships with followers and helping them develop new 

skills. In theory, these behaviors motivate the followers to help others, for example, the act of 

volunteerism is a component in servant leader’s behavior and OCB. Volunteerism is derived 

from several motivations, such as psychological functions related to helping behaviors in OCB 

or that it is modeled by the leader (Lavelle, 2010). When followers are happy with their leader, 

they want to give something back. According to Blau (1964), followers trust in a leader will 

mediate the relationship between the leader’s abilities and OCB. It is this study aims to 

increasing our general understanding on how organizations can foster followers 
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affect/cognition-based trust with the understanding the differentiated effect that prosocial 

motivation has on the followers OCB. 

Theoretical Background and Hypotheses   

There are several factors that make research in psychologically based behavior 

difficult, in particular the definitions of trust servant leadership, and prosocial motivation are 

inconsistent across measures. Trust is built on many dimensions (McAllister, 1995; Dirks & 

Farrin, 2002) which makes the reliability of the conclusions from prior studies difficult to place 

into generalized theories as well as just making the actual definition of trust problematic (Dirks 

& Ferrin, 2002). The poorly constructed boundaries defined by antecedents and consequences 

make for inadequate definitions that might not coincide with the actual measures used in a study 

(MacKenzie, 2003). Meanwhile the focus on the leader overlooks the potential motivational 

variable of the employee on the factor of trust in correlation to that of the leaders' behavior 

(Grant & Sumanth, 2009).  

The challenge with servant leadership is that it does not yet have a solidified 

definition, which hinders the advancement of this theory. Eva et al. (2019) say that there are as 

many as 16 fragmented measures of servant leadership. Due to the work of such researchers as 

Ehrhart’s in 2004 servant leadership was able to begin to verify its value as leadership theory. 

In 2008, the empirical research began to take hold in the broader range of journals (Eva et al., 

2019; van Dierendonck, 2011).  Ehrhart’s research produced the evidence-based definitions 

defining the topographic parameters of the behaviors that are key in solidifying servant 

leadership as a specific group of behaviors, which now demonstrate that servant leadership has 

its own identity in the theoretical world of leadership studies. 

Current analysis of servant leadership shows that servant leadership can predict 

follower outcomes with more accuracy than transformational leadership (N. Eva, Sendjaya, & 

Prajogo, 2015; Nathan Eva, Robin, Sendjaya, van Dierendonck, & Liden, 2019). Hence 

strengthening this researchers evaluation that the perceived servant leadership skills are a 

stronger predictor of OCB in a dyadic relationship between the leader and the followers 

behavior and moderated by prosocial motivation. When there is a dyadic relationship between 

the leader and the follower, they found that trust is reinforced by the servant leader’s ability to 

increase perceptions of leader trust. Based on the theory of servant leadership, a follower’s 
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perception of being served is a key fundamental concept, that is, if they do not perceive they 

are being served, then servant leadership is not occurring (van Dierendonck, 2011).  

Although this is a replication study it is this researcher’s idea that the behaviors of the servant 

leader would be a more interesting dyadic relationship between the leader and the follower. The 

theory of servant leadership was introduced in an 1970’s essay by Greenleaf (Joseph & Winston, 

2005) This was several years before the research in transformational leadership and leader-

member exchange (LMX)(Eva, Robin, Sendjaya, van Dierendonck, & Liden, 2019).  Since 

then, the research in servant leadership has been overshadowed by that in transformational 

leadership and LMX.  Servant leadership theory is unlike other leadership theories such as 

LMX, transitional leadership, and transformational leadership (Ehrhart, Mark, 2004; Eva et al., 

2019; Lee, Lyubovnikova, Tian, & Knight, 2019; van Dierendonck, 2011; van Dierendonck & 

Nuijten, 2011). The characteristics of the servant leader that make it a theory independent of 

other leadership theories are characteristics such as; the leaders’ behaviors directly impact the 

individual follower’s behavior (van Dierendonck, 2011). Second the servant leader displays 

moral authority including responsibility, and then they create a culture of accountability. 

Researchers such as Ehrhart (2004) have identified these as unique combination of values that 

are individually based and imbedded in the practice of servant leadership. These 

values/behaviors in turn create a unique leadership theory (Dennis & Bocarnea, 2005).   

 

Theoretical research has found that foundations that stem from the servant-based leadership 

behaviors have stronger connections than transformational leadership in building and 

maintaining trust in organizations. Often surveys of servant leadership and trust values find 

shared variance between servant leadership and trust (van Dierendonck, 2011).  Thereby it 

would make sense to replace the transformational leadership with that of factors specific to 

servant leadership. By implementing the alternative to the original model, the impact of 

leadership on the variability in the performance of the follower is redefined. This redefinition 

of the parameters may positively alter the original models’ ability to predict the outcomes of 

moderated mediated model of cognitive-based trust and low levels of prosocial motivation.   

 

Mediation model perceived servant leadership and multilevel of trust 

This research is building on the theoretical idea that a servant models the behaviors which 

motivate the followers to help others. The servant leader taps into the psychological motivations 
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of the follower by emanating traits that stimulate OCB (Ahmadi, Forouzandeh, & Kahreh, 2010; 

Lavelle, 2010)). 

 

Trust: Affect-based and Cognition-based mediation effect 

The historical lack of research that can generalize the significant relationships between the 

leader and the follower is explained by the differentiated levels of trust. Of particular interest 

are behaviors with which their function effects the relationships between the leader and the 

follower (Lapointe & Vandenberghe, 2018). As previously mentioned trust is defined by the 

constraints or relationship around it and this varies among studies and often it is not defined by 

the parameters of interest for that study, which generally makes it difficult to replicate studies.  

Researchers need to be able to combine these factors as independent variables on the same level 

but as different functions. The multi-level variable then adjusts the outcome of these dimensions 

of trust. For example, when we look at the tactics from the servant leader’s perspective, the 

servant leader must rely on both cognitive-based salient characteristics and affect-based 

socioemotional behaviors in their interactions to form and reinforce thoughts and feelings of 

trust within the follower (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Yang & Mossholder, 2010). 

 

The formation of a theoretical definition of what is trust between the leader and the follower 

(subservient, employee) is multi-layered and makes it difficult to have a generalized or generic 

definition. Dirks and Ferrin (2002) stressed the need for researchers to include a dual 

dimensional construct definition of trust in order to solidify the parameters of psychological 

trust. Assumptions as to the origins of trust could be difficult because human behaviors are 

complicated and definitions of trust and leadership vary across literature and fields of 

study(Hayes, 2018; Rousseau et al., 1998). Although the perceptions of servant leaders’ 

behaviors may vary depending on followers’ own frame of reference the consequence of the 

servant leader’s behavior are theoretically consistent (Shamir, Zakay, Breinin, & Popper, 1998). 

Thus, based on these previous findings on trust and the theoretical conditions between 

leadership behaviors and the follower indicate that there are interactions. Strong leadership 

behaviors alter psychological and emotional attachment and perceptions toward one's 

immediate supervisor/leader; by separating trust into two levels you increase the understanding 

of the mediated relationship, which is of particular interest to this study that hypothesizes:  

Hypothesis 1a: 1. Affect-based trust (ABt) mediates the relationship between 

leadership and followers’ organization citizenship behavior (OCB).  
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According to servant leadership theory, the leader establishes a psychological climate of trust 

and fairness among followers (Lazauskaite-Zabielske, Urbanaviciute, & Bagdziuniene, 2015). 

A positive psychological climate stimulates a sharing and giving climate that reinforces positive 

behaviors such as helping behaviors in OCB. Key components in the connection between the 

followers’ cognition-based trust and the servant leader are related to the psychological need to 

trust accompanied with cognitive behaviors such as knowing that you will not be taken 

advantage of. (Lazauskaite-Zabielske et al., 2015).  

Hypothesis 1b. Cognition-based trust (CBt) mediates the relationship between 

leadership and followers organization citizenship behavior(OCB).  

The follower’s intent to use OCB is found to be strongly related to cognitive-based trust 

(Zigarmi, Nimon, Conley, 2018). Yet, cognition-based trust may be somewhat negatively 

associated with need-based monitoring and the appearance of OCB. McAllister (1995) found 

that by combining insights from a theoretical leadership model with additional connections 

affiliating affect-based trust toward the manager and behaviors such as need-based monitoring 

is positively associated with OCB. The relationship forming aspect of servant leadership should 

strengthen the validation of its use in the moderating mediation model.   

The popular thought that followers trust in leadership has a significant relationship with OCB is not as 

easily determined as one could possibly believe it is and very few have attempted to quantitatively explore 

the relationship between trust and OCB (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). The emotional aspects of affect-based 

trust that influences follower behavior over time develops between follower and their leader and correlates 

with OCB(McAllister, 2018). Research has shown that the behaviors of the servant leader are quite similar 

to variable in affect-based or cognition-based trust. Affect-based trust is dependent on the leader-follower 

social exchange process (Blau, 1964), which means that the social exchange process between a servant 

leader and follower is embedded in the servant leader theory (Lapointe & Vandenberghe, 2018) and this 

influences the argument that affect-based (ABt) or cognition-based trust (CBt) mediates servant leadership 

as described in figures 2 and 3(Refer to figure 2 & 3).   

 When researchers have looked at the dyadic relationship of trust between leadership and the 

follower, they were found to have small but significant relationships with work outcomes (Dirks 

& Ferrin, 2002). Although, studies have shown the follower’s intent to use OCB are strongly 

related to cognitive-based trust (Zigarmi, Nimon, & Conley, 2018). However, Zhu & Akhtar 

(2014) do not support this claim, leading to more questions about the mediating influences of 

cognition-based trust.   
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OCB (Servant leader Survey)   

Social exchange theory researchers argue that leader-follower relationships supported by the 

perceived support and equality then motivate OCB.  According to Greenleaf as stated in (van 

Dierendonck, 2011 p. 1230), the origin of OCB is rooted in the followers need to become 

servants themselves. Meaning that the outcome is not determined by the leadership’s behavior 

but by the motivation of the follower. “personal growth in terms of self-actualization; becoming 

healthier, wiser, free, and more autonomous in terms of positive job attitudes: and becoming 

servants themselves in terms of organizational citizenship behavior (OCB)”. The literature that 

focuses on the leaders’ or the organization, and how both influence behaviors, could potentially 

overlook the power of the individual analysis of the follower’s behaviors (Hui, et al. 2007). This 

means that followers who are dependent on the reaction of the coworker (those with high 

prosocial motivation) are more likely to be affected by coworkers support than they would be  

when supported by leadership (Podsakoff and MacKenzie 1994; Zabielske 2015). The closer 

(physically) the follower and coworker must work together then the higher the probability of 

the occurrence of OCB.  

Prosocial Motivation Moderating Effect   

Previous research in prosocial motivation has found that follower’s prosocial motivations are 

related to OCB in that prosaically motivated followers are more likely to help others and are 

conscientiousness toward the organization, taking more independent initiatives (Zabielske et. 

al., 2015). Motivation refers to the psychological processes that define feelings, and that 

strengthen and sustain action toward a specific behavior or group of behaviors (Skinner, 1984). 

The behaviors in prosocial motivation in the viewpoint of motivation as underlined in OCB are 

psychological processes that drive such behaviors like helping behavior (Grant & Berg, 2011).   

Research has found that employees with high prosocial motivation who may put a lot of effort 

in personal gains might display behaviors that may not benefit work outcomes such as an 

overuse of OCB (Rofcanin, Jong, Heras & Kim, 2018). This means that they spend more time 

on activities not officially recognized by the leader and less time on official work-related tasks. 

From a social exchange perspective this frequent exchange of such prosaically motivated 

behaviors strengthens trust between leaders and followers (Cherry, 2000; Kollock, 1994). To 

bring the connection of prosocial motivation and trust in relation to servant leadership we draw 

inferential deductions that prosocial behavior such as a “desire to support others” is similar to 

the servant leader’s ability to “put others first”.    
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The current understanding is that affect-based trust is used as an effective means to decipher 

implication of aspects of behaviors that are socially motivated(Zigarmi, Nimon, & Conley, 

2018). Scholars draw conclusions from this that there are relationship paradigms between social 

exchange and perceived support (of the servant leader) and OCB (Ahmadi, Forouzandeh, & 

Kahreh, 2010).  Nevertheless, some studies find that antecedents, such as prosocial motivation, 

have a stronger modifying effect on cognitive-based trust as compared to affect-based trust 

(Grant, 2008).    

The moderating effect of low versus high prosocial motivation provides support towards an 

understanding of the occurrence and effect of work performance (Rofcanin, de Jong, Heras, & 

Kim, 2018). Servant leaders are skilled at understanding the balance of emotionally and 

cognitively “lifting up” the follower. Based on the theories of prosocial motivation Rofcanin 

(2018) suggests that managers who focus on prosocial motivation at the level of the follower 

and not as a team are able to reward the individual motivation as a factor to strengthen followers’ 

decisions. For example, when followers observe that their manager cares about an individual’s 

needs outside of work commitments, they are likely to respond with increased positive work 

behaviors (Rofcanin, de Jong, Heras, & Kim, 2018). Emotional support to the follower is 

grounded in the servant leader theory.  

It is worth mentioning that in line with self-determination theory (Grant, 2008), the frequency 

of OCB over time is more likely to occur if followers feel autonomous when actually performing 

it (Lazauskaite-Zabielske, Urbanaviciute, & Bagdziuniene, 2015). However, there is a negative 

aspect to the reinforcement of the high levels of OCB with those that have high prosocial 

motivation and the tendency to express too much concern about others at work, as this can lead 

to burn-out and other dysfunctional outcomes. There are psychological risks to those with high 

prosocial motivation and this is important for the servant leader to be aware of. The 

psychological effects can occur quickly or over time and lead to exhaustion and a depletion of 

other emotional resources (Stollberger, Las Heras, Rofcanin, & Bosch, 2019). The factors 

discussed here lead to the second set of hypotheses:  

Hypothesis 2a. The positive relationship between affect-based trust and OCB will 

be stronger among the followers with high prosocial motivation. Prosocial 

motivation moderates the relationship between affect-based trust and helping 

behavior.   

Hypothesis 2b. The positive relationship between cognition-based trust and 

helping behavior will be stronger among followers with low prosocial motivation. 
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Prosocial motivation moderates the relationship between cognition-based trust 

and OCB.   

  

Prosocial Mediation: Moderated Mediation Model  

A moderated mediation model (see figure 1) attempts to explain how a variable mediates the 

causal effect of an independent variable on a dependent variable. The effect of the mediation is 

dependent on the level of a moderator and is often statistically difficult (if not impossible) to 

test. The assumption of causal inference is hard to validate because more needs to be proven 

than just associations between variables (Hayes, 2018).The moderated mediation model 

attempts to explain followers’ OCB behaviors via prosocial motivation in relation to followers 

cognition-based/affect-based trust (CBT/AFT) and servant leadership. Zhu & Akhtar (2014) 

concluded that followers with high prosocial motivation are not as dependent on the relationship 

between followers’ trust (CBT/AFT) and the transformational leaders’ influence.  

The effects of the leadership behaviors are not as directly related to the appearance of OCB.  

This further means that those followers with high prosocial motivation are theoretically more 

susceptible to a peer’s prosocial interaction and not necessarily to that of the servant leader. 

Followers with high prosocial motivation will have a higher need to exhibit OCB(Lazauskaite-

Zabielske, Urbanaviciute, & Bagdziuniene, 2015) with the intention of helping peers not 

necessarily with the intentions that are for the benefit of their leader or organization.   

In the area of cognition-based trust the follower’s expectations of the servant leader shows 

higher dependency on actions, abilities, integrity and reliability of the servant leader and less 

dependence on prosocial motivation.  A follower with low prosocial motivation is more 

receptive to cognition-based trust and the behavior of the servant leader. Servant leaderships’  

strong values in the connection of behaviors that are sought out by cognition-based trust will 

therefore decrease a follower’s fear of the risk for manipulation when they have higher levels 

of OCB (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). Followers who have low prosocial motivation are more 

susceptible to leaders indirect and direct consequences toward follower’s OCB. For example, a 

follower with low prosocial motivation who places the need of others in front of the needs of 

themselves will continue the behavior with the contingency that the servant leader 

acknowledges the behavior. This results in the third set of hypotheses:  
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Hypothesis 3a: Prosocial motivation moderates the strength of the mediated relationship  

between servant leadership and followers OCB through affect-based trust, such that the 

mediated relationship is stronger under high prosocial motivation than under low 

prosocial motivation.   

  

Hypothesis 3b. Prosocial motivation moderates the strength of the mediated relationship  

between servant leadership and followers’ OCB through cognition-based trust, such that 

the mediated relationship is stronger under low prosocial motivation than under high 

prosocial motivation.   

Methods and Materials  

This is a moderated mediation model adapted from previous research done by  Zhu & Akhtar 

(2014). Two separate survey forms were distributed. Service groups were chosen by identifying 

direct formal leaders (in this study defined as the servant leader) with their immediate 

subordinates (in this study defined as the follower). Note that the terminology is interchangeable 

in that an employee can be either a follower or subordinate. For the purposes of this section and 

for consistency, a follower (i.e. an employee or subordinate) is defined as someone who reports 

to the servant leader (i.e. the supervisor or manager).   

All followers were provided with a four-section questionnaire including a pen and envelope 

where they are instructed to place their completed questionnaires. The servant leader was asked 

to collect the sealed envelopes and then give four to six days to complete the OCB measurement 

scale for each follower who completed the survey at home. The follower survey consisted of 

scales from McAllister (1995) (trust); Grant and Sumanth (2009) (Pro-social motivation); 

Podsakoff, Abearne, & MacKenzie, (1997) (Servant leadership theory).   

Ethical Considerations:  

This is a sensitive means of data collection and careful considerations are needed for the 

respondents. The sensitivity could be due to risk of mistrust of the researcher wanting 

information about direct observations of potentially sensitive behaviors. The surveys were 

handled with sensitivity to anonymity of the persons responding to the surveys. Zhu and Akhtar 

(2014) expresses concerns with the complicated analytical data in dyadic research methods and 

that careful considerations need to be in place in the collection of the data as well as the storage 

of the data.   
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Survey Respondents:  

Participant selection was determined after gaining permission and access to several facilities in 

the greater Stockholm area. The facility’s were chosen based on the structure of the distance of 

the leader to the follower. Meaning that the leader and the followers needed to be in the same 

physical facility and that the leader was the direct leader of that follower.  The attractiveness of 

using several unique facilities provided with the anticipated diversity of management (i.e. the 

servant leader) behavior and how it can impact follower behavior. The original sample consisted 

of asking eight managers from eleven facilities. Due to factors such as time constraints and 

participant reluctance to participate, seven facilities were eventually selected. All participants 

were provided with verbal and written information explaining confidentiality. All survey 

participants were offered compensation for their time: followers received candy and a pen, and 

servant leaders were offered a local café gift card.   

Survey Design and Distribution  

Surveys were directly handed out to all followers at each facility and then they were asked to 

respond to questions about servant leadership, affect-based trust, cognition-based trust, and 

prosocial motivation. Direct supervisors or managers in the role of servant leader were asked to 

evaluate helping behaviors of their followers (OCB).   

In order to match follower responses to those of the servant leader, followers were asked to 

write down their initials on the survey so that we could match the follower to servant leader 

questionnaires. Followers and servant leaders were informed verbally and with written 

instructions that the completed surveys should be returned in a sealed envelope directly to the 

researcher. After the surveys were received and matched to the responses, the follower’s initials 

(as written by the follower) were blacked out in order to maintain confidentiality.  

The final sample consisted of 39 followers and four servant leaders from seven different 

facilities from the greater Stockholm area. The response rate is 97,5 percent. One hundred (100) 

percent (4) of the leaders rated all followers to with whom answered the follower surveys, and 

97,5 percent (36) followers completed the survey.  Of the 39 followers, 35 provided valid age 

responses with the mean age of 45.9 years and the SD of 14.53. The mean tenure at the facilities 

was 7.69 years with an SD of 7.62. Forty-five percent of followers have worked less than five 

years, 32.2 percent have worked between five and ten years and the remaining 19,4 percent 

worked 10-28 years at the same facility. Twenty (20) percent of respondents are male and 80 

percent female. In terms of tenure with the leader, 41.4 percent of followers have worked with 
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their supervisors for less than one year, 39.9 percent for one to three years, and 16. 4 percent 

for three or more years. The mean length of time with the current leader is 2.8 years with an SD  

1.65.   

The educational background of respondents are:   

● 42.9 percent with the equivalent to high school education,   

● 28.6 percent with some form of vocational training,   

● 5.7 percent with 3 years or less of university, and   

● 22.9 percent with four or more years at university.   

The servant leader statistics for each facility:  

● 1-3 represents 50 percent of the dyad pairs.   

● 4 represents 8.3 percent of the dyad pairs.  ● 5-6 represents 27.8 percent of the dyad 

pairs ● 7 represents 11,1 percent of the dyad pairs.   

Materials  

All materials and the research cover letter were given to the respondents in Swedish. Swedish 

is the common work language of the facilities. However, this research did not take into account 

if Swedish language was the respondent’s native language.  The original questions were 

translated by the author to Swedish, then those questions reviewed and edited by a native 

Swedish speaker. The translated questions were then translated back into English by the author 

to confirm the reliability of the question format as suggested by ISPOR Principles of Good 

Practice: the cross-cultural adaptations process (Wild et al., 2005).   

Measure of Servant Leadership (Follower self-report survey):   

Seven servant leadership behavior variables are measured:   

● forming relationships with subordinates,  

● empowering subordinates,  

● helping employees grow and succeed,  

● ethical behavior,  

● conceptual skills,  

● putting subordinates first, and  

● creating value or those outside the organization (community service or stakeholders); 

(Ehrhart, Mark, 2004).    
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This scale was validated by Ehrhart (2004). The validation studies have shown to demonstrate 

that the servant leadership measure was distinct from measures of transformational leadership 

and leader-member exchange (LMX) (Dennis & Bocarnea, 2005). This scale was chosen for its 

length and validity studies. The more intensive measures of servant leadership behavior were 

dismissed due to the possibility of answer fatigue by the respondents, and compliance with 

completing the survey because of its length (Credé et al., 2012). The servant leadership scale 

had high reliability, all Cronbach’s α = .92. Factor analysis (principal components analysis with 

a varimax rotation): looking for seven factors of servant leader total variance two components 

explain 70.43 percent of the variance between constructs. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of 

Sampling Adequacy .771 showing that we had adequate sample size. Bartlett's Test of 

Sphericity  Approx. Chi-Square  407.803 , df 91  Sig. p < .001.  

Affect-based and Cognition-based Trust (follower self-report survey)  

Adapted from McAlister's (1995) study to measure affect-based trust five items were used (“I 

can talk freely to this individual about difficulties I am having at work and know that (s)he will 

want to listen.,  If I shared my problems with this person, I know (s)he would respond 

constructively and caringly”). Followers responded on a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging 

from 1= strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree.  The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the 

sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO = .76. (Kaiser H, 1974) Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

χ² (10) = 73.14, p < .001, indicated that correlations between items were sufficiently large for 

factor analysis for further analysis of the data. The affect-based trust scale showed, all 

Chronbach’s α = .88.  These items were not correlating well with each other.   

Five questions were used to measure cognition-based trust (e.g. “Given this person’s track 

record, I see no reason to doubt his/her competence and preparation for the job”. “Most people, 

even those who aren’t close friends of this individual, trust and respect him/her as a coworker”.) 

As per McAllister’s (1995) original scale A five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = 

strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree was implemented on these variables. The cognition-

based trust scale showed high reliability, all Chronbach’s α = .78.  

The results of a CFA on the ten items combined. When bivariate correlation was assessed 

between affect-based trust and cognition-based trust r2 = 0.46 accounting for 46 percent of the 

variation when combined scores = 36, p < .001. showing that as affect-based trust increases so 

will cognition-based trust.   
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Prosocial Motivation (Follower self-report survey)  

Prosocial motivation scales were adapted from Grant and Sumanth’s (2009) scale. Four items 

were used to assess followers’ prosocial motivation (e.g.” Because I care about benefiting 

others through my work”.  “Because I want to help others through my work”.). Followers 

answers were based on a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1= strongly disagree to 7= 

strongly agree. The prosocial motivation scale had high reliability, all Cronbach’s α = .804.  

Organizational Citizenship behavior scale: Helping Behavior (Leadership survey)  

OCB factor was based on 13 variables form the original survey tool developed by Podsakoff 

and MacKenzie (Podsakoff, Abearne, & MacKenzie, 1997). This scale was developed to look 

at followers OCB in relation to their coworkers.  Each direct manager was asked to comply with 

the terms of the survey and respond according to the specific follower they were providing 

feedback on. Example questions were Help each other out if someone falls behind in their work, 

willingly share their expertise with other members of the team/group and are willing to risk 

disapproval to express their beliefs about what is best for the team. The scale for organizational 

citizenship behavior had high reliability, all Cronbach’s α = .877.  

Control Variables:  

Possible confounding effects of an employee’s age, gender, education, and tenure with the 

leader on trust and helping behavior were analyzed. see table 3. The demographic variables will 

be included further in the analysis. Bivariate correlations analysis confirmed little to no 

variation in outcomes due to effects of the control variables, refer to table 3. Therefore, the 

demographic variables are excluded from the further hypothesis testing.  

Results  

KMO and Bartlett’s test was run to see if the sample size was acceptable.  KMO values between 

0.8 and 1 indicate the sampling is adequate. Factor analysis was conducted for the individual 

servant leadership variables testing for Bartlett’s test of sphericity, anti-image was then 

provided with MSA for covariance. The original study implemented a multigroup CFA on all 

four self-report scales in the study to show construct differences (distinctiveness) sample 

size(Zhu & Akhtar, 2014a).  N= 36 , (table #) The predictive factors of the model are servant 

leadership, bivariate trust (affect-based trust, cognition-based trust) and prosocial motivation 

which are the predictive effects for OCB.   
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Control Variables:  

Possible confounding effects of an employee’s age, gender, education, and tenure with the 

leader on trust and helping behavior were analyzed and no significant correlations were found 

with level of education, gender, tenure, facility, or a particular servant leader. However,  

significant correlations were found between the servant leader and age of the follower (-.473,  

p < .05) We found that in our sample years at age correlated with several control variables such 

as years at the facility (r2 =.41 p = < .05), years with current manager (r2 = .42, p < .05) and of 

course Tenure (.41, p = < .05) ( None of the demographic variables will be further analyzed in 

correlation with the main model summary. The variables had no significant correlation on trust 

and organizational citizenship behaviors. Therefore, the demographic variables are excluded 

from the further analysis in hypothesis testing.   

  

Hypotheses testing  

Confirmatory analysis hypothesis testing follows much of the recommendations by the original 

article by Zhu et al. (2013). No significance was found in the regression analysis (table 3) we 

can see as the predictive variables indicate some variation on the OCB.  Looking at the 

assumptions we found no multicollinearity. Affect-based trust 3.50, cognition-based trust 2.08, 

servant leadership 3.81, and prosocial motivation 1.25 all scare well less than 10. Correlations 

between the predictor variables are within the accepted range refer to Table 1. While looking 

into the confirmatory analysis of cognition-based trust and servant leadership assumptions for 

additivity are high correlation .721, but none are 1. Testing for outliers mahalanobis chi square 

18.47. cooks = .129 and leverage = .278 one outlier was found and excluded from the regression 

analysis.  

  

Table 1.  Correlation between predictor variables  

Predictive variables  1  2  3  4  

1.  Servant Leadership  1.00        

2.  Affect-based trust  .83  1.00      

3.  Cognition-based trust  .69  .69  1.00    

4.  Prosocial motivation  .48  .35  .36  1.00  
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Table 2. Means, standard deviations and correlations.  

   

Variabels  M  SD  1  2   3   4   5   

1. OCB  5.14  0.99  (.92)   
      

2. PSM  6.12  0.85  .210  (.88)   
    

3. AB trust  5.61  1.39  .332  .417*  (.88)   
  

4. SL  5.17  1.13  .266  .58**  .847**  (.92)   

5. CB Trust  3.95  0.72  .011  .418*  .696**  .721**  (.78)  

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  
N = 28 Internal consistency reliabilities appear in parentheses along the diagonal.  

  

  

Means, standard deviations, and correlations for demographic and predictor variables are shown 

in Table (2). The followers in the study were partially nested within leadership (Hayes, 2013). 

The group levels were collected for matching followers-leaders-facilities but were not used in 

the hypothesis testing because servant leadership was rated individually by each follower (Zhu 

& Akhtar, 2014a).  

  

Table 3. Results of hierarchical linear model for mediation on helping behavior    

  

Predictor variables  

Criterion Variables   

Affect-based  

trust  

Cognition-based 

trust  Organizational citizenship behavior  

Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  Model 4  

Controls  

  Gender  

  

  

  

-0.081  

  

0.155  

  

-0.026  

  Age  -0.342  -0.084  -0.149  0.003  

  Workplace  0.040  0.120  -0.025  -0.056  

  Education  -0.161  -0.105  -0.082  0.006  

  tenure with leader  0.151  0.098  -0.245  -0.006  

  Manager  -0.006  -0.070  .420*  0.081  

Direct effects:  

  Servant leadership  
0.851**  .456**  0.245  0.054  

Mediating effects  

Affect-based trust  
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

0.330  

  Cognition-based trust        0.466  

Note: N = 36, coefficients are presented, **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. 

Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
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Mediation Hypotheses  

Analysis of the mediation effect of affect-based trust and cognition-based trust hypothesis 1a. 

& 1b were tested for indirect effects via, model 4 of the Andrew Hayes process for mediation 

per recommendation of Zhu et al. (2014) which followed Baron and Kenn’s (1986) procedures 

to test the mediating effects of affect-based and cognition-based trust in the relationship 

between servant leadership and followers OCB.  Servant leadership significantly predicts  p < 

.05 outcomes of affect-based trust f(1,34) = 76.45, p < .05, r2 = .83 and servant leader  predicts  

a positive relation to affect-based trust, b = 1. 05, t(34)=8.74, p  <. 05 which is Model 1. Servant 

leadership significantly predicts p < .05 outcomes of cognition-based trust f(1,26,) =28.19 , p  

< .01, r2 = .52  in Model 2.  

Direct effect model is significant as p < .01 for affect-based trust predicting OCB (b = 

0.48.f(1,34) = 76.5, p < .01, r2 = .69 (effect size). Field (2009) recommends looking at the 

indirect effect offers an alternative that will not impose distributional assumptions (Field, 2009; 

Hayes, 2018; MacKinnon, Fairchild, & Fritz, 2006). The effect of affect-based trust when 

combined with servant leader was nonsignificant (OCB f(2,33) = 2.21, ns, r2 = .83) in this study.  

There were no mediation (indirect effect) of affect-based trust on OCB (f(1,34)= 2,17 , p = .15, 

r2 = .06,  ns,  b = .25. Servant leader variable does not predict OCB, t(34) = 1.47, p = .147 in the 

mediation model.  As affect-based trust increases in this model the outcome of OCB decreases 

(b = - .118, t(33)= -.39, ns). Although the results were not significant, they are implications for 

this sample that will be discussed in the discussion section.  

Direct effect of cognition-based trust F (2,25) = 2,02, p = .15 ns , r2 = .14 (effect size). 

Cognition-based trust does not predict OCB (b = .47, t(25)= 2.00 , p = .055 ns ) in this study. 

When cognition-based trust is together with servant leadership, servant leadership no longer 

predicts OCB (b = -.52, t(25) = -1.41, p = .17 ns ). Bootstrapping indirect effect indicates no 

indirect effect on OCB via cognition-based trust. 46 percent of variance can be explained by 

cognition-based trust effect on OCB. In the original study the Sobel test was determined as the 

best test that provides a direct test for the indirect effect of an independent variable on the 

dependent variable through the mediator, because this test is only recommended for large 

samples, which this project does not have this step was omitted. Therefor we looked at Field 

recommendations of observing the upper and lower confidence values and check to see if they 

go across 0 to check for mediation effects. Which in our case the do go across 0. Cognition-

based trust does not mediate servant leadership. Hypothesis 1b is not accepted.   
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Moderation Hypothesis 2a & 2b  

  

The original study used hierarchical linear modeling for testing moderation and mediation (Hui, 

et al. 2007;Zhu & Akhtar, 2014). The moderator represents the concept of how a third 

descriptive variable might affect the relationship for two other descriptive variables. Lapointe  

(2018) recommends Vandenberghes’ model to rate the nested data of the managers on multiple 

followers. This treats the data like they are non-independent, and it is recommended to use 

random coefficient modeling (Zhu et al., 2014). To keep consistency in data analysis, 

hypothesis 2a and 2b were tested by implementing model 14 of Andrew Hayes’s process V3.3 

moderation mediation.  High and low measures are calculated by 1 SD below and above the 

mean. Plots of simple slopes are added to examine the interaction effect. The mediation model 

excluding moderation was not significant as p = .06.  

Hypothesis 2a hypothesized that the positive relationship between affect-based trust and 

OCB is stronger among the followers with high prosocial motivation. Prosocial motivation 

moderates the relationship between affect-based trust and OCB. Affect-based trust predict the 

outcome of OCB (3,32) = 4,56, p < .05, r2 = 0.30. The predictor values of affect-based trust b= 

0.37, t(32) = 2.75, p < .05- significant for every unit of increase in OCB we get an effect size of 

.356.  

There is a positive relationship between affect-based trust and OCB is stronger for high 

prosocial motivation b = 0.65, t(32) = 3.51, p < .05- for high prosocial motivation there is a 

stronger effect on OCB,  showing that prosocial motivation significantly moderates the 

relationship between affect-based trust and OCB. Affect-based trust examination of the direct 

effect of servant leadership on OCB (.121) and compared to the moderated effects of prosocial 

motivation on OCB there is a change in effect (-1sd=-.488), M= .809, +1sd= .809). 
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Table 4. Moderated mediation results for affect-based and cognition-based trust across levels of 

prosocial motivation.  

   Moderator:        
 

OCB     
 

Mediator  
Prosocial 

motivation  

Conditional 

indirect effect  

SE  Z  P  

Affect-based trust Normal 

distribution  

  

Low (-1 SD)  

  

-0.14  

  

0.41  

  

-0.34  

  

0.74  

   High (+1 SD)  1.05  0.35  2.88  0.01  

Affect-based trust Bootstrap 

method  

  

Low (-1 SD)  

  

-0.14  

  

0.45  

  

-0.34  

  

0.74  

   High (+1 SD)  1.05  0.39  2,88  0.01  

Cognition-based trust Normal 

distribution  

  

Low (-1 SD)  

  

-0.41  

  

0.45  

  

1,40  

  

0.17  

  High (+1SD)  -0.22  0.21  -0.65  0.52  

Cognition-based trust  Low (-1 SD)  -0.41  0.45  1.40  0.17  

Bootstrap method  High (+1 SD)  -0.22  0.21  -0.65  0.52  

Note: bootstrap sample size = 5000  

Hypothesis 2b. There were no significant data to support that positive relationship between 

cognition-based trust and will be stronger among followers with low prosocial motivation.  For 

low prosocial motivation moderation on cognition-based trust b = 0.06, t(32) = .456, ns, for low 

prosocial motivation there was no significant relationship between low prosocial motivation 

and OCB. The direct effect of cognitive-based trust on OCB was  

f(3,32) = 0.91, ns, r2 = 0.09. The predictor values of cognition-based trust b = -0.04, t(32) = 

0.14, ns.  Prosocial motivation b = 0.31, t(32) = 1.35, ns. Cognition-based trust modified by 

prosocial motivation b = 0.37, t(32) = 1.35, ns. There is no moderation effect of cognition-based 

trust on OCB via prosocial motivation. We can by 95% confident that there is no true difference 

between these is CI = ( 1.28 , -.240 ) Hypothesis 2b is not supported.   
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Moderation mediation Hypothesis  

Continuing with consistency of the data processing Preacher, Rocker and Hayes (2007) process 

model 15 in V3.3 was implemented to the further analysis of the proposed moderation mediation 

modeling. Consistent with the recommendations of Zhu (2013), we operationalized high and 

low prosocial motivation as one standard deviation above and below the mean score. (see Table 

4 for relevant statistics). Building on the analysis of understanding that Hypotheses 1a and 1b 

did not express a mediation relationship in the proposed model we proceed with caution in this 

hypothesis testing (Preacher, Rucker & Hayes, 2007; Zhu et al. 2013). The addition of increased 

parameters of descriptive variables do have varied across levels of prosocial motivation. effect 

on the interaction of moderation and mediation variables.  

  

  

  

Scale 2. Hypothesis 3a X axis Affect-based trust: y organization citizenship behavior relation 
ot high and low values of prosocial motivation (-1SD low, 1SD high).  

  
  

Hypothesis 3a: What was discovered was that, for affect-based trust, the conditional mediating 

effects of servant leadership on OCB were stronger and significant for followers with high 

prosocial motivation (normal distribution  = 1.05- p <.05; bootstrap method = 1.05, p < .05) but 

were not significant for followers with low prosocial motivation (normal distribution = -0.14, p 

= ns; bootstrap methods = -.14, ns). p = ns; bootstrap methods = -.14, ns).   
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Scale 2. Hypothisis 3b X axis Cognition-based trust: y organization citizenship behavior relation 
ot high and low values of prosocial motivation (-1SD low, 1SD high).  

  

  
  

  

Hypothesis 3b. The conditional indirect effects of servant leadership on OCB were stronger yet 

not significant for followers with low prosocial motivation (normal distribution = -.44, ns). 

bootstrap method = -41, ns) but were not significant for followers with high prosocial 

motivation (normal distribution = -.22, ns; bootstrap = -22, ns). We were not able to support 

hypotheses  3b.  

  

Discussion  

The results of this study found that affect-based trust and cognition-based trust have 

differentiated roles in the interaction effects between servant leadership influence on the 

follower’s OCB. The role of affect-based trust in this study was to significantly predict 

follower’s OCB when these two variables are isolated. We found in our groups that cognition-

based was not able to significantly predict follower OCB.  In this sample we found that as affect-

based trust increases within the follower, the outcome of OCB decreases (b = - .118, t(33)= -

.39, ns). This result is unexpected given that prior studies show that there is a positive effect of 

affect-based trust in relation to the followers’ positive relationship with perceived servant 

leadership. (Lazauskaite-Zabielske et al., 2015). This could be due to the nature of the types of 

organizations that were represented in this sample.  Given that there is no mediation effect 
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between the servant leader and the follower’s OCB in this sample, the constraints around the 

follower’s affect-based/cognition-based trust was not as clear as expected. The relationship 

between affect-based trust and OCB was found to be stronger among followers in these groups 

with high prosocial motivation. Servant leadership and affect-based trust had a shared variance 

of .83 in the dyadic pairs.  

The effects of affect-based trust on OCB were both positive and negative across different 

levels of associations with helping behavior, something that was expected based on previous 

research (Zhu & Akhtar, 2014).  

  

As a comparison to the replication study and the individual expected hypothesis, it was 

expected to find that indirect or mediation effects of servant leadership on OCB through both 

affect-based/cognition-based trust (hypothesis 1 & 2)(Zhu & Akhtar, 2014).  What was found 

in this sample was that there was a direct effect of affect-based trust on the relationship between 

servant leadership and the followers OCB but no direct effect on each other. Though, when 

adding affect-based trust and servant leadership together as servant leadership this no longer 

was able to predict OCB, demonstrating that the relationship between a follower’s OCB and 

affect-based trust is not determined specifically by the relationship to the leaders in the 

participating facilities. Due to lack of reliability to leaderships skills and predictability on OCB 

we would instead benefit on focusing on the follower’s perception of trust and helping behaviors 

in this sample. As for cognition-based trust there was no significance in the relationship between 

a follower’s cognition-based trust and OCB, and servant leadership was not able to predict 

cognition-based trust. If we look at the changes in variance and the relationship of the followers 

cognition-based trust we see that servant leaders behaviors potentially can decrease OCB.  

relationship of the followers cognition-based trust. That is those followers who perceive servant 

leadership interaction increases will be more cautious with OCB.  We went from a positive 

effect of servant leadership of predicting OCB but when added cognitive-based trust as a 

variable, shifts to a negative effect. Cognitive-based trust has a positive relation to OCB. When 

we consider the relationship of the servant leader, we got the expected negative relationship of 

servant leadership relationship effect on the OCB through the follower’s cognitive-based trust. 

Supporting theories from Zhu & Akhtar (2014) that there was a negative relationship between 

OCB-trust and servant leadership.   
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Moderated mediation hypotheses  

What we expected to find for hypotheses 3a was that there would be a positive 

relationship between affect-based trust and OCB, and that this would be stronger for followers 

with high prosocial motivation (Zhu & Akhtar, 2014). Our results were as expected with respect 

to the follower’s prosocial motivation being a predictor of OCB, which strengthens the previous 

findings by Zhu and Akhtar (2014) as well as other researchers. We found that the relationship 

was strongest for those followers with high prosocial motivation than for those with low 

prosocial motivation, which was not significant. Hypothesis 3b found that the relationship 

between cognition-based trust and OCB was stronger for those with low prosocial motivation 

than those with high prosocial motivation in which they had no significant results. In this study, 

it was not possible to predict the relationship between low prosocial motivation and OCB as 

well as no significance was found in the relationship between those with high prosocial 

motivation.  

 Hypotheses 3a. Zhu and Akhtar (2014) found that affect-based trusts indirect effects of 

leadership (transformational leadership) on helping behavior (OCB) were stronger for followers 

with high prosocial motivation and was not significant for followers with low prosocial 

motivation. This study confirmed the previous findings that indirect effect of leadership (servant 

leadership) on OCB were stronger for the followers with high prosocial motivation and non-

significant for those with low prosocial motivation. It was expected in the relationship of 

cognitive-based trust that the conditional indirect effect of leadership (servant leadership) on 

helping behavior (OCB) would be stronger and significant for followers with low prosocial 

motivation and non-significant for high prosocial motivation. Although this study could not 

provide any significant results and was not able to confirm the previous hypothesis, it is still 

clear that there is a connection between low prosocial motivation and negative distribution 

effect for low prosocial motivation (refer to scale 1 & 2).  

Affect-based trust and Cognition-based trust have different effects on OCB. However, 

each display unique patterns depending on the indirect effects of prosocial motivation. 

Individuals with high prosocial motivation rely on the relationship of affect-based trust in 

prediction of OCB. Correlation between affect-based trust and cognition-based trust could 

account for 83 percent of the variation when both factors are added together, which is equal to 

that of the effect of servant leader and affect-based trust factors combined. However, when 

comparing those interactions to cognition-based trust in combination with servant leadership 

we see only 69 percent of variance. This lower explanation of variance is difficult to explain as 
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are many emotional and cognitive based correlations based in human interaction studies (Hayes, 

2018).   

 

 

Theoretical implications  

We found that the strength of affect-based trust indicates the strength of the relationship 

our groups have with the qualities of the servant leader (Hernandez, Long, & Sitkin, 2014). The 

relationship a follower has with their direct supervisor might not predict the followers’ OCB, 

however there is evidence to support that the emotional elements that were involved in this 

survey process (Lipshitz & Cohen, 2005). As the barriers around the trust values changed, so 

did the effect of affect-based trust contra cognition-based trust fluctuate. That is we found that 

affect-based trust predictably effects on followers OCB when the effects of servant leadership 

and prosocial motivation are included in the analysis. However, when we look at the direct 

effect of affect-based trust on OCB we could not predict outcomes of OCB.  What this study 

has shown was that in order to understand how followers in this study affect-based trust effects 

their OCB we need to take into consideration their motivators and relationship with their direct 

leadership. However, cognition-based trust does not express the same sensitivity to the 

increasing barriers. Showing that there are differences between affect-based trust and cognition-

based trust and these differences should be considered when looking at this connection. These 

results are similar to those found in the original study (Zhu et al., 2014).  

Moderated Mediation  

  If we use age as a covariate, we can see in our study that as the age of the follower increased 

the effect of the perceived servant leader decreased. The servant leader who provides training 

for the aging population may be providing a leadership behavior that could be perceived as a 

threat as opposed to a support. Eva et al. (2019), stated that a key component in a servant 

leadership and follower dyad is that the follower must perceive that the leader is a 

servant.(Joseph & Winston, 2005b). So as the age increases the perception of he servant leader 

decreased as did the effect of the servant leader on the followers multilevels of trust. Our 

populations mean average was over 49 years of age.  Therefor in this situation we should 

consider how age effects the followers affect-based trust and cognition-based trust as it relates 

in this model. What we found in these pairings are that that the role of the leader did not have 

as strong of effect on OCB as did the followers own motivation. In our case this strengthens the 

argument that it is important to look at the follower in trust building theories(Yang & 
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Mossholder, 2010; Zhu & Akhtar, 2014b). By missing the follower, we are missing the 

opportunity to strengthen leadership theories. The need for these organizations to concentrate 

on the trust of the follower is pinnacle in the success of the organization and not as strong on 

the focus of the type of leadership that is “needed” it is the need of the individual a well as what 

type of leadership that person needs that is key for success. Not to mention confirming the 

emotional connection with the servant leadership is of importance. The shared variance between 

servant leader and cognition-based trust was much weaker .69 (van Dierendonck, 2011). This 

was not as expected; however, we see that in our population the effects of cognition-based did 

not mediate the effects of servant leaderships behavior on the outcome of OCB. 

From previous research on the effect of bivariate levels of trust we would expect that 

cognition-based trust would thrive in a servant leadership model (van Dierendonck, 2011) due 

to the nature of the variables that drive cognition-based trust, then needs to the leaders to exhibit 

such behaviors as placing others first, lifting the qualities of others (Joseph & Winston, 2005).  

Community based outreach extending from the parameters of the organization would motivate 

the follower to increase the expression of OCB. Although the hypothesis testing did not produce 

statistically significant results for cognition-based trust, through analysis of the observation of 

the trends we can deduce conclusions for further research (Hayes, 2018). For example, a lot of 

information can be derived from scatterplots, the trends in the analysis of the predictor variables 

and of course significant values. We are able to conclude that the are some effects of the 

moderation mediation model on the predictions of organizational citizenship behaviors.   

This study answers the call of previous research in developing our understanding of the 

development of trust, the impact specific leadership qualities, and prosocial motivation can have 

on specific outcome measures within an organization. In particular this research attempted to 

strengthen the moderated mediation model previously introduced by Zhu et al (2014). It was 

the intention of this study to replicate the moderating mediation model by Zhu et al. with some 

modifications. The intentions of this paper were to not only strengthen that prosocial motivation 

impacts bivariate levels of trust in alternative forms, but to also show that the servant leader 

theory would be a stronger boundary variable that strengthens affect-based trust and cognition-

based trust.   

Practical implications from previous research along with our own findings are of 

particular importance. From the idea of leadership training and effectiveness of leadership skills 

programs that include the strengths of affect-based as well as cognition-based trust can promote 

trust and increases OCB. Skills that lead to both levels of trust are important strategies and 
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would benefit the organization by knowing when to implement these strategies. If for say, 

leaders set clear goals and are transparent with the followers, they will have greater impact on 

the cognition-based trust. With that said, those followers in this study with high prosocial 

motivation are more sensitive to leaders that share personal experiences with their followers 

(Zhu & Akhtar, 2014b).  

Study limitations and further research ideas  

Some limitations were that the results were based on self-report data which poses as a 

type of bias as well as a threat to this study’s results (Podsakoff et. al., 2003). In order to lessen 

the potential effects of bias under the data, collection and formation of the data steps were made 

to ensure participant confidentiality. The participants were ensured both verbally and with 

written instruction that their personal information will be confidential.  It should be mentioned 

that 50 percent of the dyadic pairs were represented by one leader, this could possible skew the 

effects of the mediation between affect/cognition-based trust and perceived servant leadership. 

Comparisons between facilities can be limited due to overrepresentation of one leader. We did 

look at differences between facilities and the perceived servant leadership and found N= 36, 

covariance -.010, na. These results indicated that in this study that there is independence 

between the facilities and individuals’ perceptions of servant leader behavior.  

If the population that participated in this study did not perceive both cognitively and 

emotionally that they were being served, this could perhaps account for the lack of significance 

in this model. The weakness could potentially be in the formulation of the survey items being 

to subtle (Reardon & Raudenbush, 2006) or translation issues from English to Swedish(Wild et 

al., 2005). and the weakness in implementing servant leadership as a theoretical model. 

However, a larger sample with a wider spread of age and occupation might provide the strength 

that was needed for this model given the fact that age is the only significant covariate in this 

study(MacKinnon, Fairchild, & Fritz, 2006). It has been argued that a trust relationship at early 

stages may be more cognitively-based, whereas at later stages it may become more affectively-

based. Young and Daniel's (2003) study revealed that at early stages of relationship building, 

trust tended to be more cognitively determined by levels of competence and goal congruence, 

whereas in later stages it depended more on personal feelings (Yang & Mossholder, 2010; 

Young & Daniel, 2003). As our population was limited in age and variation of occupations 

might have limited our ability to find clear indications on length of the relationship between the 

leader and follower has any effect in the work relationship. The interplay of these two bases in 

an evolving work relationship would be an interesting avenue for future research 
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Significance related to feedback evaluations and organizational citizenship behaviors 

results based on the modifying effects of prosocial motivation have been difficult to evaluate 

due to variation in psychological motivational dimensions (Grant, 2008; Konovsky, Freeman, 

& Organ, 1996). The day to day motivations of the follower vary as do the function of the 

behaviors that they exhibit. Within a person the prosocial motivation at a particular organization 

can be greatly influenced by a plethora of factors. However, this should not discourage research 

in this area.    

Following the indications from previous research (Zhu & Akhtar, 2014), it was expected 

to find stronger effects of the follower’s with low cognition-based trust and prosocial motivation 

relationship. For example, the lower the need for prosocial motivation the higher the risk for 

reducing the effect of cognition-based trust. We were unable to draw such conclusions. This 

could be to our low sample size for our survey in cognition-based trust.  However, in previous 

research this the theoretical implications have been those who are lack in social motivation are 

more self interested and rational in their thinking and are less likely to need to express OCB 

(Lazauskaite-Zabielske et al., 2015). The power of motivation is an important factor and 

deserves to be further investigated. 

Although some results were found to be non-significant, this study contributes to the 

research world through means outside of significant psychological testing. The drawbacks in 

psychological testing is that it is difficult to find mathematical significance in moderation 

mediation studies (Hayes, 2018), this is the nature of human psychological studies.  These 

psychological barriers or mathematical power issues that lie behind the research and are part of 

the process. Although significance testing is difficult it does not mean that all data are lost. 

Inferences based on trends in the data and previous research can still provide conclusions on 

this population that was studied (Hayes, 2018). Given that the effects of cognition-based/ affect-

based trust effects fluctuated through the various levels of prosocial motivation and with the 

interactions between the servant leader we are able to draw logical conclusions on the direct 

behaviors of follower and servant leader interaction in this study.   

The focus of this research was on the follower; however, we must not forget that the 

follower is part of a team. The team is part of an organization, the organization is part of the 

community and this is why the (Stollberger, Las Heras, Rofcanin, & Bosch, 2019) values of and 

understanding of Servant leadership is of particular importance. A servant lead organization is 

one that has a culture that understands that family and community are  just as important as the 
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individuals in the organization(Crippen, 2017; Ozyilmaz & Cicek, 2015; Stollberger et al., 

2019).  Servant leadership principles are used in many industries with enormous success and 

with the power of understanding the strengths and weaknesses of the servant leadership 

behaviors we will be able to formulate connections to behaviors on how we can maintain trust 

and build trusting relationships. Organizations such as Starbucks, Southwest Airlines, Ritz 

Carlton, ServiceMaster, SAS, and Intel are just a few of the organizations that have been 

successful in guiding their leadership to implement servant leadership (Nathan Eva, Robin, 

Sendjaya, van Dierendonck, & Liden, 2019)  

Although in the demographic variables did not indicate significance in the statistical 

analysis, we cannot ignore that a person’s history has implications on followers trust (Rodriguez 

& Galvez-Kiser, 2015). There is a need to look at are education level as well as the influence 

that it has on affect-based trust and cognition-based trust and servant leadership (Ahmadi et al., 

2010). Although the data did not indicate influence of education level, it is this researcher’s idea 

that when looking at other organizational demographics that have a higher frequency of persons 

who are highly educated(Eva et al., 2019) as compared to those who are no that there would be 

a significant discrepancy between affect-based trust and cognition-based trust. That there would 

be significant effects from high cognition-based trust and low prosocial motivation.   

Leaders should have multiple strategies in their arsenal to stimulate and reinforce the occurrence  

of OCB. In theory, the servant leaders promote connections at the individual level with their  

followers as long as the follower feels they are connected (Lavelle, 2010). Errol and  

Winston (2005) discuss that the positive correlation between followers’ perceptions of servant 

 leadership behaviors and trust results in a higher level of trust than in other leadership styles. 

Although we cannot predict the outcomes of these connections, they are positive, and it 

is worth looking into in furthers studies. For example, cognition-based trust, prosocial 

motivation and turnover intentions (Joseph & Winston, 2005), Workplace intentions could 

possibly better fit outcome variables to discuss in connection to affect-based trust. The 

emotional bond toward the leadership does not seem to translate well to emotional ties to other 

followers and the helping behaviors that are tied to it (Goleman, 1998).Therefore, naturally the 

theoretical implications would be that strategies involved in servant leadership should focus on 

the servant leader’s ability to identify situations when and where the appropriate strategies 

toward the follower is appropriate (Hernandez, Long, & Sitkin, 2014). Different strategies of 

affect-based trust or cognition-based trust should be implemented when the focus is to increase 

the momentum of OCB.   
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