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Bl AT R B i 55 ) A% s 1) A BB AR T
JER AL S . TEICRMIE O T | B AR 5
JIT B AL i 14 JBT s G it R (A T VA, T 23R
Pt G 0 TR IR 55 A AT PR o P i R A
TAEH— A BT 55 & 2 F 51 T3R5t R
RATH o HWK AR RN 55 B0 6] 01 T
N BRAT b AR R AL B AL 20N [ B 38 (social
identity theory) i & , #4% | 4 4L\ [A] (organization-
al identification) F1 ¢ & 1A [A] (relational identifica-
tion) 1 o A8 i, PEHEIR A8 1 1 i PR 2 i
TERIBIE 5T AR 2227 3 2 DU 55 R0 900 T 1) 1A 52 i)
JIR MR T AT AR HRCR . filan A2
2 > BRI K A BE D1 T Al 55 AU 405 i ANFEA T i
FPREE B, H IR EE AR I 55 B3 %)
TR PN AESE I [R5 JE SR PN T A T A S
FEFRTE D3 TR LU A RN, 51 T
AL % 2H U D[] ) 8 A 4 2 A il HL = A
RAFAY TAEREE AT R, 5 m APk #E 1T
A BB 5 B S A8 BTG 5 IR 3 ok 7 5 O il 55
RS F A R 7 AR BSR4 I A i A
1) SCA IR B AR 12—, A B 5 A v [ A A B
B A B gz R Y R iR H
() AR AN 1 7 o

T JZ T (Group level)

ik 55 750 451 BT BE 25 2
Servant Power distance
Leadership

climate

AR €T
(Individual level) T e . A AT
Brand citizenship
behavior

KFRINA]
Relational
identification

E1 {RigEs
Fig. 1 Hypothesized model
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55 TR T AR BORZ DA T I 55 N, X R4
5 T B FIAL 2 o 78 H B AR IR 55 B 4
FAMEISCTE AT R AL, A TR L 2 i i
S B SUM 5 TR S AL 2 TR R, iR 55
TG AT A i mT IS5 B 7 1 - — 7 T2
Xf G AN ST AR B TR 55 B A A T AR R
HRJE TR A F i, TR AR R B 5285 75—

75 T2 M 55 B4 ANMBELSC T Al i 22 55 4 L i HL
KA IR R 25T, BRI S5 B4
FIH A G50 T KUAS A AE — SE RS 1 S [R] A5, 451 4an AR
#5455 (transformational leadership) . f& FH U 451 5
(ethical leadership) .45 57— J& 32 #t (leader-member
exchange ) , {HJ2& IR 55 U400 S HE AU AZ D RRIE AR LR
H AR R P RIS P X BT i 1 A% R 7R
A Ak AR M 55 1) B AT A A0 Il 55 Y 4 1R —
PR ) T KA Y, BT E R R, A58 AT
Wi T — 26 iz 55 78 90 Y SC BE AR 5 - 1) 1 J@ 4 AL
(empowering subordinates) , #if Bl T J& il < (helping
subordinate grow and succeed), % T J& B F) #5 CLE SR
— i (putting subordinates first), [F] T J& #4 £ R &Y
K & (forming relationships with subordinates ), i f&17
4 (behaving ethically ), #1213 /1 {E ( creating value
for the community ) , #2145 15 (conceptual skills )™,
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PRI, B 1) A ll (139 S 4 ) AR Aol 1 i
R Ao BT 5 (R 4P ) 388 B2 A A A 37 Al 1) i
G0 M5 TG H AL B H 2SO R T T
VE 1 P o B £ €535 (role model) o AR A 232% 2]
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WA AR RIS R BB 52 ToeEHAT . B,
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2 ZUIN R R 03 T R T S A A A R SOk I
H O BT, 83 [ R, SCRINFEE G T
X LA T 22 1] T AR A €018 O 2R 1) PHLARE AR 132
H LN RVR G AR AR 01 T AR T AR 50
H H R IEATI T 2 X (make sense) YR B, 1%
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R B3 T AR 4 T o7 A A BT B A S b 4 4R ok
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2, 5T A B E SN DL R R A s i < R e AR
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BT 2% A NAER A H PRiE TR, 85
[ ZH 2L A (E AT H AR DR — 2, ZH 2L A R gkl
btz 2Tt

JIKe 55 750 451 T A o A~ AT B & #4552 W) g () ] B
2% B3 A= A (A5 o 3R B4 ml L o
ST 1B OV (spillover effect) SRR, 24k
55 BUG T R A COBEAE I, 5T TONMB S H
1T I 20 MR 55 TG00 () A A UG Ak A B 3R
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REE R —&B 7o TRl iR 95 Y400 S By SR B0 4 A7y
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(A AE SR ZN A [ 0, Xl AT T =[] 8 DG R A ) el
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SERHATR 25 0 5, 78 TAE A A T8 it 25 32
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ist perspective) , $iF ] AR LSS T RE A S
BT R PG AN i ) 7 A AL
AR T E A N AT R, & A W] P
FALEEH LR AR . R 5 T 405 ) Y [l
N (5 4n 53 T TAER D) , DA RS BRAE B b iy S fb
IR 22 i B 91T 7 o AU BE S AE y —Fh s 2
55 R 2R 2 (e i s 3 BELAS A5 3L (A v AL
T8RRI Y R — At S s B AU 3 A
G BRI Z R . RIAE D AN BT RZ
[ AAY ) R R B LB E . S ME B A S
AL T BE BRI 23 IA R H O 5 22 €515 1 o
TRAMAE R, AR, AR EAT BAREUT ) BB N A 25
INR KRGS EA SRR ek, IR A 2R B0
OO — IR N 324 R AT R A SRy i
AR SO R A AR 2 T B2 A2
BUZT2 AR TR FE B B E D A2
T 119 728 £ % R 55 TR 400 S R A T, B AR ) s AT
A B3 XA 7 43 Be FA)— A 3 [R] f4AA % ( common per-
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ST TAE, BVEA B AR R B 4 L AT
23 M IR 55 U400 ALK, , TN 237 [ O A4 R
Z (B R A R B B X RE L TR IA AT
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PRIRW TR B AU BE B AT, 0 T XS5 )
CEUTTEN AN ESR A G TN R4S TR S B A
B FIAT AR, T2 SR [ A0S 3 A8 A o 9 R
7o PRI, AT B A T 23 ATl 55 L 0 e 4 B
TR AR A5 . A, #5  TAU T B A
AR BB 2500 ok [ O e A v (%) A5z A 40 5
FHIE AT BN ROC R AX A, B AN
B H RN S X B IR 55 750 4005 R 8 B IE 52 )
BUTXF A i m A R R 55 AU 0T 2 X6t D
TR B A5 0, I BB 76 TAE T RE6E HR 2]
W20 EIE, R, RO BE AU T,
BT RN R a7 30 il 45 700 4305 52 i) P 2850 20 B Ay A
o LA LR AW R AT

Héa K7 8E 25 450 5 IR 55 B 405 6 2H 4L [
(R IE Ml SEMA o Y EEA ELA AR AU B 25 4 R A
Jile 55 B 51 X LH AU R R e i G 0 . ez, ik 55 7Y
R LN (] ) 52 I 55 o

H4b A7 BE B 450 LI 7 ik 95 28 905 % OC R A
[F] P9 1 T 52 o S A ELAT AR A AR 7 B 4
B, AR 55 A8 T 0 O RN R Y sE 3G 0 . e =2, Ik
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2 MIRAE

2.1 WRE5AEER

AHE SR A H AR e TR RN R I T
12 1AL DU RGO i —2& 53 T (AN 5 55 01
BIPRS00 I BRSBTS TR
XPREAA 7 3, 44 53 TR 1A B & 405 X6 o
TFH VAL TR 0 A RAT AR, Bkt A
TAFH IS N AL - H B R 05 i ik 55 28 45 KL
K& A2 BT ZERR TN AL 7 BB B A B, XA 2L
IATRVEE, ARG [ O R L 45 22 18] TAE G R IIA
(] 9 A Jg FRATT AN 7 W U5 1Y) £ 55 A A T
P VLA B 0 H A 2 . Z 5 A
JIGEWEFET T T AT AR G N IR & )4, I
BERZI IS B TSNS . BT &R B
HREL B TG, AR I A 5 R R AR
W AR I NN . SR E 2
Sy GRS RS s AN S WO
i, IR SR MG B AR . DR & T s
TR B, PR E G — I, e R R4 Bk
RE SRS M E R . AR LA T 125
1y 4515 1] 5 11 500 43 51 T 18] 345 , % (1A 14 1) 45 464
07 376 B K AN A 5 T X A A s o DL R TS 38 ) 4 5
BRo IZRIFA T T 1040y, A % RN
83.2% . A AL O Tl 4 372 1y, A AR K
74.4%,

22 BRI A

AR B I R AR R S A m R AT O 5
A3 EXT TS RN “ 1= B AN A 3 S=AE R TRl

IR 55 AU45 S ) 45 % ] Liden 2%, %
AL TAYEFE 281255 H o filan: “Femy b wl ok T 1
N7“Fomy b w BERS 4 IR AR 19 B AR Ay

K BB 5 57 FEI 22k ] T Dofman A1 Howell
RAEECT PR e TARME S rh R BB+ , 2k
6 NI, tn: “FEFRATER T B, REZEIEH T
WOR AR B TR,

FELHZLIN ] B A4 Male Fl Ashforth™ () &
S o e B B 1 | PR P S NE | i R R D T
(A0 P, 3R AR Z 2] TR ARHE 57,

BT C RN R A K 38 Sluss SE YR, A2
T A Fn CFRANTR 1) B AT 2 [A]  5 FR
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R AR A AR

i AL BT A B8 £ SR H Burmann 559 & 19
RN 3AYEREE I 14N I, SRy T e R
M 2% (common method bias) , A< Al 5% 3 i 3 4 %)
HEHE T & 0 A RAT N R AT o 1]
s %R JE B A W P T i R w Y
7, 2T TR 2N BN b R T AR, T
i [ TPG i P AL 5 2 G i Ry [ 5 B DL

g PR AL AR AN B TR TS AR PR
85 IR S AR AR R il AR R AL R

3.1 fEEBE S M e ta X AT

i FH LISRELS.71 X Jifes 0] A% & 1 47 X 43 250 &
(discriminant validity ) ¥ 55 , ¥ 5 48 S 317 X 55
M TR AU 2 |, $ I Little 55 A O Y
FE DX R0 R B AR i IR 55 B 401 R 1Y) 7 4k BE kA T
T 4743 (parceling) , fT4L)5 H1 7 14845 (indicator ) 41
o HARERCRH TN TR AL, AR A
B3 EARA A . 3R 1 s 1 0 Johe S i A A
(baseline model) F1 H: il 4 4~ £ & 5% % (alternative
model) IXT LA R . WIS TR KA , FEUEBIALY
P4 B B i, Hr RMSEA 47 0.08 /8 T-0.1, CFIFI
NNFI F{ETE 0.90 L) I o FIFEAERLTY (baseline mod-
el)FH LAy 4 A8 PR B R 7 fE8G hn, ig ELAL G
FE bR AL AERE AL LR BRAR . 36T Bk a]
DU A AR 2 (B AT BT I IX A3 30

22 2 R 45 AL F5 45 A8 /1) Cronbach s ofi

BEAH , A5 B BT (CR) 25 5, 73 0y 25 il B
(AVE), Hrr Cronbach’s afll CR BI{EEN KT 0.70,
UL R BB SR . AVE EHR T 0.5, 1t
& ERARITHRERE . HHXESS LR R
5 R A ZUA A SRR A RIT N Z
() A7 k35 1Y 1EAH O 5 2V A L OC R A [R] 4 il A
A RAT M 2R E N EML, fFETAEE
o 9 A HIT B 2547

3.2 EBAHH

ARHIF G K Bl 55 2 450 A0 O A 2 T 114 A
PRI Ay 401 AU 2 5 M AR T 04 B3 T2, AT LAy
Sk F TAEFREE 33 (ambient stimulus) . il
55 RV AT N RRAE 23 1) A 1 B2 TR B, i B2 T
X240 T 2 10 KU R 1 A AR SR ™2, e,
AHIFSE AR AL T B B AR S B 2 i AR i, AR
& Lebreton I Senter $2 1 ) 75" ZEE TR T rugos
ICC(1) and ICC(2) A A 56 AR 55 AU T AT i #5458
FIRES RABIBHAZ m . 4553 BoR IR 5 R4S 4
PN — S50 B A7 BB 7y=0.83 , I HLZH B LA i
EEF (103, 268) = 5.37,p < 0.01,ICC (1)FI1ICC (2)
FIE S5 R 0.46 F110.79. A7 HE 15 45 FRIAG 5645 SR Ry
Fuep=0.80, F (103, 268) = 4.81,p < 0.01, ICC (1) Fll
ICC Q)BYMEr31 0 0.43 F10.77, LiRgs R RBIn]
W5 1R 55 R4 S RN I B SR A BB 2 T

3.3 AR
& H Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) X fiff
FERBHEAT R S o A A g R T AR P 4

®1 MERBZ EMLLERLER

Tab.1 Comparison of measurement models

HiAY AN

Tl

FIRE JERR2ESTT WEAS SRR AL

Model Factors 7 AL df M RMSEA #5%k CFI $5%( NNFI
FEUERTRY 5 :SL;PD;OI;RI; BCB 392.75 142 0.08 0.93 0.92
Baseline model Five-factor model: SL;PD;OI;RI;BCB
i 1 4 :SL+PD; OI;RI; BCB 619.53 226.78** 146 0.13 0.86 0.84
Model 1 Four-factor model: SL and PD combined
iR 2 3[HF:SL+PD;OI+RI; BCB 852.62 459.87+* 149 0.16 0.78 0.77
Model 2 Three-factor model: SL and PD

combined; OI and RI combined
i3 2 [HF:SL+PD; OI+RI+BCB 1031.28 638.53%* 151 0.18 0.74 0.72
Model 3 Two-factor model: SL and PD

combined; OI, RI and BCB combined
5L 4 1 K- : SL+PD+OI+RI+BCB 1128.46 735.71%%* 152 0.20 0.71 0.70
Model 4 One-factor model: All variables are

combined in one factor

VE SLAR RIS AT T PD AR EA A 9B 8 5LE ; OLR KL LA RIK A £ RAR

BCBARA N T dm M RAT s+ KA F65F  # R A p<0.01,

.40 .
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(raw score) 1 A #4704k (centering ) 4b # i HR A G 6 25 SR e B2 2O [R) 7 Al 55 280 401 S R ot
TR AR S A IR R A Z I E TS ARIT N ZERE B A (AL R) s KRN
Y404k (grand-mean centering ) b FH“ ) Xif [5) 7 AR 55 700 401 S 0l L AT M 1) 5 R HP 43 1 58
BRI FEE R R T Kenny 09 4 N8R T 2P A AR 9) . thabh, B8 2 Fisinl 4 158
KRB bR TR SS TSR R RO BE B R BN RER AU HE B 4R iR 55 U 4 R 2L [R] L 56 R[]
JZ 1 (group level ) ZE f Ab B2 Ab  HARARAAE Sy ZMIM KRR KEMTIER . T P Uul ey

AMAEJZ i (individual level )03 BN ZE R PR Aiken ) 7 21 TR R K 2
K3,

3.4 Rk
FIEZPEMBRIE ISR, MsRAST 4 Ziv5itie
XL AU [R] 5% ZR DA R i LA RAT Ry A B 35 1Y)
IEmEEN (A 1.3.5) . HEAUAEFICRINE 0 41 BALRLER ST
XF it R BAT SRy 7 A I 3 A AE s (B 6.7 ) o AHIEFE B A 00 I A7 i R 55 750 45 %o

R2 BREENHEGEEZ FESMRBXSNER

Tab.2 Means, standard deviations, reliability and correlations

7% H Variable X8 Mean FRif 2 Standard deviation 1 2 3 4 5 Cronbach’s a CR AVE
i
L . 3.53 0.58 — 0.94 0.95 0.83
Servant leadership
AT
2 ﬂjjm.irkjm[ﬁ . 3.00 0.84 0.11 — 0.89 0.90 0.76
Power distance climate
i OING
3 'E'”?U\H S 3.86 0.49 0.51%*% 0.18* — 0.82 0.84 0.72
Organizational identification
43&’%”\@ . . 3.67 0.50 0.49** 0.23**  0.16%* — 0.80 0.82 0.69
Relational identification
i /s
5 AR ATy 3.79 0.49 0.65** 0.03 0.43%*%  0.52%* — 0.85 0.86 0.74

Brand citizenship behavior
7 N=372; R4 BAR - F2A% 71 3B 8 AUE 2 i+ 5L 48 5] 3 HUS B R B) Rk Ay of
*%TJ’T]KO.OS; **ﬁ"ﬁp<0.01 ; CR= Composite Reliability (éﬂé\’ﬁ?/ﬁ) ;AVE= Average Variance Extracted (-F b2 iiﬁ?ﬂy\’%)o

R3 BEREAMRBGIHER

Tab.3 Hierarchical linear modeling results for hypotheses

HEEAONE| e VNE| RN RAT R
Organizational identification Relational identification Brand citizenship behavior

JEYANTI AR e A 1 BRI LS i1 4 Bofls  miile  ROl7  fEAMS BRI
Level and predictors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8  Model 9

291

Level 1

R voo 2.49%* 4.16%  3.32%* 5.66%* 3.08%*  3.74%*  359%x 775k 2.18%*

Intercept oo

HLUN yio, 0.46** 0.28%*

Organizational identification yio.

KA yi 0.50%* 0.26**

Relational identificationyio

JZ42

Level 2
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Can Servant Leadership Influence Hotel Employees’ Brand Citizenship Behavior?
Framing and Examining a Cross-level Model
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School of Business, Macau University of Science and Technology, Macau 999078, China; 2. School of Management, Xiamen
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Abstract: Against the backdrop of growing economic globalization, leadership study has received
increased attention. With the development of leadership study, scholars have demonstrated the
complexity and consequences of leadership. Especially in the hotel industry, managers have realized
that with the globalization of competition, “when price competition is out, service competition is in.” In
this environment, both leaders and service employees play pivotal organizational roles. Researchers
have been investigating which leadership styles can not only motivate service employees to achieve
organizational goals effectively and efficiently, but also serve the needs of service employees and
communities both within and outside of organizations. Servant leadership is one of the most idealized
leadership styles, because it enhances collaboration and creativity among followers and cultivates
morality- centered self- reflection by leaders more than other leadership styles in the hotel industry.
Following this trend, servant leadership has been verified to positively affect employees’ attitudes and
behaviors. However, research on servant leadership is in its preliminary stage and requires further
exploration. Furthermore, few studies have analyzed the influence of cultural context on the
effectiveness of servant leadership. Hence, it is necessary to determine whether the contextual variable
of power distance climate can moderate the effects of servant leadership in Chinese culture. To address
this gap in the research, we conceptualized the relationships between servant leadership, organizational
identification, and relational identification according to social learning theory and social identity
theory; in turn, we drew relationships to brand citizenship behavior. We also proposed that the
relationships of servant leadership to organizational identification and relational identification are both
moderated by power distance climate.

To test the hypotheses, dyadic data were collected from first- line supervisors and their
subordinates from nine four- and five-star hotels in Macau, Zhuhai, and Xiamen. The outcomes of
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hierarchical linear modeling indicated that servant leadership positively affects employees’
organizational and relational identification. Further, strong identification is associated with a higher
frequency of employees’ demonstration of brand citizenship behavior. Power distance climate
moderated the impact of servant leadership on identification.

This study’ s results contribute to the literature on servant leadership. First, it provides empirical
verification of the effectiveness of servant leadership through the perspective of social learning and
social identity. Second, we analyzed the influence of power distance climate on the effectiveness of
servant leadership, providing information to understand the generalization of servant leadership in
Chinese culture. Third, we performed group- level examinations of servant leadership and power
distance climate, which lends the conclusions additional validity. Our results also offer important
practical implications for the hotel industry. First, they imply that servant leadership effectively helps
followers to increase their level of brand citizenship behavior. Hence, those with a servant leadership
style are the best candidates for hotel managerial roles; such leaders can best help the employees to
identify with their organizations and build social bonds with their leaders. Second, the results of the
moderating effect suggest the importance of hotel managers knowing that group power distance climate
can influence employees’ responses to leadership style.

Finally, according to the limitations of this study, we give suggestions for future research. First,
future research should employ longitudinal designs that can provide more insightful conclusions about
servant leaders, organizational identification, relational identification, and brand citizenship behaviors.
Second, this study did not consider service employees’ individual differences (e.g., personality), which
can also influence their reactions to leadership. Thus, further research should integrate servant
leadership, group climate, and individual differences to examine the effects of servant leadership in
complex group contexts.

Keywords: servant leadership; brand citizenship behavior; organizational identification; relational

identification; power distance climate
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