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ABSTRACT 

Today's society demands ethical and people-oriented management from companies. In this 

context, servant leadership represents a key element due to its influence on the organization's 

well-being and proper functioning, both at the individual level (employees) and the global level 

(team). This research analyzes servant leadership's influence on organizational citizenship 

behavior (OCB) and how it promotes its efficiency through its two dimensions (OCB towards 

the employees and OCB towards the organization). Thus, data has been collected from both 

managers and employees of 53 fitness centers belonging to four chains in Spain. The results 

reveal a significant direct influence of servant leadership on OCB and direct and indirect effects 

through employee's self-efficacy and job satisfaction. A set of managerial implications and 

future research lines are suggested after discussing the results, while an endogeneity test is 

illustrated. 

Keywords: Servant Leadership, Organizational Citizenship Behavior, Endogeneity, Sports, 

PLS-SEM. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Work plays a crucial role in the health and well-being of employees. From a positive 

psychology perspective (Seligman, 2002), a healthy organization has several factors to address 

at different levels – individual, group, and the company itself (Di Fabio, 2017). Employees can 

benefit when job design provides motivation, participation, and feedback regarding their 

performance at the individual level. Such jobs will enhance positive personal resources, such 

as emotional intelligence and resilience, which will promote their well-being within the 

organization.  

 

Yet, few jobs are carried out in isolation. Thus, a healthy team is a working group that respects 

its members, takes time to listen, tolerates different views, and focuses on team-building. 

Indeed, the sense of belonging to a group is essential to most people's well-being. At the 

organizational level, healthy organizations develop efficient and competitive ways to work by 

promoting an organizational climate that supports positive relations and leadership styles to 

empower employees through autonomy and self-organization (Di Fabio et al., 2017). 

 

Traditional leadership models place the leader at the top of the pyramid and ask subordinates 

to follow the leader's guidelines. However, servant leaders explicitly emphasize followers' 

needs and reverse the pyramid, placing themselves at the end of the hierarchy (Coetzer et al., 

2017; Keets and Abaldo, 2017; Liden et al., 2008). In this context of reasoning, servant 

leadership can be considered an organizational virtue that encourages positive feelings and 

behaviors on the part of employees within the organization, and that even leads them to act 

beyond what is deemed to be mandatory, given their genuine commitment to both the 

organization and their peers (Organizational Citizenship Behavior, OCB) (Koning and Van 

Kleef, 2015). OCB, in turn, will improve collective performance (Chiniara and Bentein, 2018). 
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We conduct our research in the context of sports centers – health and sport are top priorities 

for many people – to analyze the possible influence of the sports center's servant leaders on the 

behavior, feelings, and attitudes of the employees who work for them. More precisely, this 

research incorporates the variables employee's self-efficacy and job satisfaction, intending to 

clarify its role in servant leadership's influence on Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB). 

OCB is that employee behavior is not explicitly recognized by the organization's formal reward 

system, promoting efficient and effective functioning (Khalili, 2017; LePine et al., 2002; Teng 

et al., 2020). 

 

This research addresses these elements and their possible relationships in a sports environment, 

allowing us to develop a set of hypotheses, propose a conceptual model, and draw some 

managerial implications. 

 

Our study aims to explain how the relationships between these variables are. Since the purpose 

of this research is explanatory (and/or confirmatory) and it is using methods based on 

regression analyses (i.e., PLS-SEM), endogeneity is an issue that is worth addressing. The 

present work is based on the precedent model to illustrate with a real application how to 

perform an endogeneity test based on the seminal works from Hult et al. (2018) and Park and 

Gupta (2018). We found that currently, 44 PLS-SEM papers have cited this endogeneity test 

to date; however, very few (less than five articles) have carried out this test. Given we perceive 

a barrier to implement this test, we decided to show an illustrative example about how to 

address endogeneity in a PLS-SEM study following the Hult et al. (2018) suggestions. 

 

 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

 

Our research draws upon positive psychology and is rooted on the job demands-resources 

(JD-R) theory (Bakker and Demerouti, 2016), 

 

Hypothesized Model 

 

As indicated above, this study follows an interest in analyzing the extent to which servant 

leadership can favor organizations' functioning. This influence takes place both at the level of 

their internal results (fulfillment of objectives, the effectiveness of their employees) and at the 

external level, i.e., taking as a reference their positive impact on social welfare, in line with the 

principles of Social Corporate Responsibility (Hsieh, 2020; Jarvis et al., 2016). Next, we 

provide a conceptual analysis of the variables incorporated in our model. 

 

Job satisfaction refers to employees' state of mind within their job, which directly impacts their 

performance and attitudes in the work environment, just like their emotional well-being 

(Geetha and Sripirabaa, 2017; Türkoğlu et al., 2017). More precisely, job motivation generates 

positive emotions that shape commitments to and compliance with organizational needs and 

objectives (Moisander et al., 2016; Sungu et al., 2019), as suggested by the social 

constructionist theory on emotions in organizations (Callahan, 2002). Job satisfaction is 

considered a crucial element in human resources management and work psychology. 

 

Satisfaction in the workplace can be influenced by numerous factors, such as monetary rewards, 

recognition of effort, professional and social relations with co-workers and leaders, working 

conditions, and motivation (Ouedraogo and Leclerc, 2013; Singh and Singh, 2019). 
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Servant leadership has been proposed as an antecedent of several work-related attitudinal 

results such as employees' commitment and job satisfaction (Coetzer et al., 2017; Van 

Dierendonck et al., 2014). Employees will respond to the way in which the leader treats them. 

Hence, if the leader is concerned about them and is committed to the organization (a servant 

leader), employees will imitate this behavior (Trong Tuan, 2017), fostering the emergence of 

organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB). 

 

Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) involves those behaviors that benefit an 

organization but fall outside formal job requirements and reward structures. Given the 

importance of OCB, organizations should motivate their employees to perform these behaviors 

(Koning and Van Kleef, 2015; Chiniara and Bentein, 2018). Hence, it is of paramount 

importance for organizations to encourage their employees to be good citizens. Servant 

leadership could play a vital role in this matter. Indeed, a considerable amount of research has 

been dedicated to addressing the questions of when employees will engage in OCB and how 

OCB can be promoted among employees (Chiniara & Bentein, 2018; Mustamil & Najam, 

2020).  

 

Much of the research on OCB arises as a response to Organ's (1977) interest in analyzing the 

influence of job satisfaction on organizational performance through employees' behaviors that 

managers expect but cannot require (Motowidlo, 2000; Khalili, 2017). Several authors 

suggested that employees' actions directed to individuals should be distinguished from those 

aimed at the organization (Lee and Allen, 2002). Following those authors, we include OCBi 

and OCBo. On the one hand, OCBo consists of those behaviors more directly intended to benefit 

the organization. On the other hand, OCBi refers to those behaviors aimed at other employees 

in the organization. 

 

These approaches lead to the following hypothesis: 

 

H1: Servant Leadership positively influences Job Satisfaction. 

 

H2: Servant Leadership positively influences OCB. 

 

H3: Job Satisfaction positively influences OCB. 

 

Self-efficacy is defined as "belief in one's capabilities to mobilize the motivation, cognitive 

resources, and courses of action needed to meet given situational demands" (Wood and 

Bandura, 1989, p.408). Self-efficacy produces attainments in certain areas of human life, such 

as diagnosing tasks, evaluating alternative actions, administering efforts to achieve a goal, and 

creating self-incentives to generate and maintain engagement and motivation (Bandura, 2006). 

 

Self-efficacy influences job attitudes, training proficiency, and job performance (Türkoğlu et 

al., 2017; Chen et al., 2001), as well as in goals and aspirations, outcome expectations, affective 

proclivities, or perceptions of the environment's constraints and opportunities (Fast et al., 2014), 

levels of commitment, levels of outcomes produced by their efforts (Karabiyik and Korumaz, 

2014), resilience to adversity and, in an overall way, in having an optimistic or pessimistic 

perspective in life in general, and within the job context in particular, where job satisfaction is 

a specific issue (Geetha and Sripirabaa, 2017). 

 

The influence of self-efficacy on people's quality of life makes the study of this variable 

particularly important. In our case, this analysis is carried out in the working context. It states 
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that the attitudes and organizational management of servant leadership can drive employees' 

self-efficacy, which in turn enhances job satisfaction and OCB behavior in its two dimensions, 

that is, towards the individuals (OCBi) and towards the organization (OCBo). 

 

Following this argument, this research incorporates the variable self-efficacy to analyze its role 

in servant leadership's influence on the OCB. Thus, the following hypotheses are proposed: 

 

H4: Servant Leadership positively influences Self-Efficacy. 

 

H5: Self-Efficacy positively influences Job Satisfaction. 

 

H6: Self-Efficacy positively influences OCB. 

 
 

 

Figure 1. Illustrative Model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

RESEARCH METHOD 

Context 

The fitness industry was selected to test our model because it is a sport co-participant service, 

with a medium-high level of interaction between employees and customers. Their firms offer 

their customers an opportunity to meet their pleasure and fitness needs through any skill 

development, the pursuit of excellence, sustenance, and healing/restoration. In this sense, some 

managerial studies in the fitness industry aim to improve their employee's performance at the 

job.  

 

The fitness industry in Europe exhibits the highest level of profitability worldwide (IHRSA, 

2017). During 2017, the number of active members rose 4%, up to 60 million customers, 

yielding an income of 2,9 billion euros.  The number of fitness centers has also increased by 

3,2%, reaching more than 59,000.  In terms of customers, Germany is the leading country in 

the fitness penetration rate, followed by the U.K., France, Italy, and Spain. This study was 

carried out in Spain, the fifth country, achieving 8% of market share in Europe (Life Fitness, 

2017), where low-cost private centers have driven this growth. According to Deloitte (2018), 

5.2 million members exercise at one of 4,520 fitness clubs, equivalent to a penetration rate of 

11.2% of Spain's total population.  

 

Servant 

Leadership 

Job 

Satisfaction 

Self 
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OCB 

H1 

H4 

H2 

H3 

H5 

H6 



 

 

Constructs Measurement 

The scales used to measure the study variables are presented next (see Appendix), and all of 

them were operationalized as composites.  

 

Servant Leadership Scale 

We chose the executive servant leadership scale proposed by Reed, Vidaver-Cohen, and 

Colwell (2011) to target top executive behavior. Several existing tools are available to measure 

Servant leadership (Eva et al., 2019; Gocen and Sen, 2020). Nevertheless, this scale is explicitly 

focused on the conduct of top executives. This scale includes 25 items nested into five factors 

that address the five essential servant leadership attributes identified by Greenleaf (1970): 

interpersonal support, building community, altruism, egalitarianism, and moral integrity. 

 

OCB Scale 

We used the 16-item scale of Lee and Allen (2002) to measure OCB. We have chosen this scale 

due to its consideration of two groups of items: eight items to capture the interpersonal 

dimension of OCB (i.e., OCBi) and eight items to capture its organizational dimension (i.e., 

OCBo). Lee and Allen (2002) supported the empirical distinction between OCBi and OCBo. 

 

Job Satisfaction Scale  

We chose the short version of the Minnesota Questionnaire (1967), designed to measure the 

employee's satisfaction in the job context, used in numerous studies, and highly recognized in 

the field of research (Geetha and Sripirabaa, 2017). This scale provides more detailed 

information than other general measures of job satisfaction. It comes from an extended version 

of the scale, which incorporates 100 items, grouped into 20 job satisfaction dimensions. The 

short-form consists of 20 items from the long-form that best represents each of the 20 scales. 

Factor analysis of the 20 items resulted in two factors: intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction, which 

in our study correspond to the two dimensions of job satisfaction identified. 

 

Self-Efficacy Scale 

We used the one-dimensional 8-item scale proposed by Chen, Gully, and Eden (2001)  to 

measure this variable. This scale has the advantage of being shorter and more general than the 

one proposed by Bandura (2006) and its high adaptability to be applicable in different contexts 

(Fast, Burris, and Bartel, 2014). The validation of the scale for our study has confirmed the 

one-dimensional character of this variable and the permanence of all the original scale items. 

 

Data Collection 

We initially contacted fifteen major fitness chains in Spain by email (Valcarce, López, and 

García-Fernández, 2018). We explained the purpose of the research, providing detailed 

objectives and the duties for the center's manager, employees, and customers in case they 

decide to participate in the study. Four fitness chains remained in the study after describing this 

process, leaving 53 centers as our final sample. 

 

Sample 

Next, we provide a descriptive analysis of the composition of the sample of managers and 

employees relevant to this piece of the study. Table 1 describes the sample of center managers. 

There are 53 center managers, where the standard profile is male (71,7%), aged between 31-

50 years old (94,3%), with a college degree (79,2%). There is no statistically significant 

difference among fitness companies.  

 



 

 

Table 1 describes the sample of employees. We gathered information from 480 employees, 

where the typical profile is female (56,7%), aged between 20-40 years old (78,1%), with a 

college degree (70,6%). Again, there is no statistically significant difference among fitness 

companies. 

 

Table 1: Employees Sample 

 
Data analysis 

All model measures are operationalized as composites; therefore, we decide to use PLS-SEM 

to test our hypotheses (Cepeda et al., 2019). PLS-SEM permits modeling latent variables based 

on behavioral research, composite constructs, and different measurement scales. The aim of 

PLS-SEM is, therefore, to investigate the relations between directly non-observable variables 

(i.e., latent variables), which are, in turn, measured by indicators (i.e., manifest variables), 

provided by scales (Hair at al., 2019; Machitella et al., 2020; Signore at al., 2019). PLS-SEM 

election is that we have assessed some composites in a reflective manner when the indicators 

that compound the latent variable are correlated, and some composites in a formative manner 

where the indicators form an index (Sarstedt et al., 2017). Our study has an explanatory purpose 

following Henseler's (2018) and Cepeda et al.'s (2019) classification of PLS-SEM objectives; 

it implies the hypothesis testing of a particular research model. Therefore, endogeneity is an 

issue to be considered.  

 

A two-step procedure has been established to assess a confirmatory model with PLS (Hair et 

al., 2019): (1) assessment of the measurement model and (2) assessment of the structural model. 

We followed a bootstrap procedure to find the significance of indices (Chin, 1998). 

Bootstrapping is a resampling procedure that allows assessing the significance of fit indices, 

path coefficients, weights, and loadings of each composite's indicators (i.e., latent variable). 

We employed the SmartPLS 3.3.2. (Ringle et al., 2015), and followed the procedure described 

by Cepeda-Carrión et al. (2017). 

 

RESULTS 

 

Measurement model 

Hair et al. (2019) describe the process to assess the measurement model. Results evidence that 

the measurement model meets all of the commonly designated requirements. First, the 

individual items are reliable because all standardized loadings are larger than 0,7 in those 

constructs which are modeled reflectively, except for four items (Seff7, Ocb9, Ocb10, Ocb13). 

Second, because all consistent measures are larger than 0,8, the model satisfies the prerequisite 

of construct reliability. The scores for average variance extracted (AVE) exceed the threshold 

 

Fitness Company TOTAL 

Homes BeOne Lowfit Yo10 N % 

Gender Female 67 59,3% 171 56,3% 30 53,6% 4 57,1% 272 56,7% 

Male 46 40,7% 133 43,8% 26 46,4% 3 42,9% 208 43,3% 

Total 113 100,0% 304 100,0% 56 100,0% 7 100,0% 480 100,0% 

Age 20-30 years 37 32,7% 99 32,6% 20 35,7% 5 71,4% 161 33,5% 

31-40 years 49 43,4% 138 45,4% 25 44,6% 2 28,6% 214 44,6% 

41-50 years 25 22,1% 59 19,4% 10 17,9% 0 0,0% 94 19,6% 

50+ years 2 1,8% 8 2,6% 1 1,8% 0 0,0% 11 2,3% 

Total 113 100,0% 304 100,0% 56 100,0% 7 100,0% 480 100,0% 

Education None 0 0,0% 1 0,3% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 1 0,2% 

Elementary 1 0,9% 19 6,3% 8 14,3% 0 0,0% 28 5,8% 

High School 22 19,5% 74 24,3% 10 17,9% 0 0,0% 106 22,1% 

College 89 78,8% 206 67,8% 38 67,9% 6 85,7% 339 70,6% 

Ph.D. 1 0,9% 4 1,3% 0 0,0% 1 14,3% 6 1,3% 

Total 113 100,0% 304 100,0% 56 100,0% 7 100,0% 480 100,0% 

 



 

 

of 0,5 for composite dimensionality, and these latent variables, therefore, achieve convergent 

validity. Finally, all the variables attain discriminant validity since all HTMT is below 0,85 

(Table 2). 

 

Two of the constructs above are second-order, modeled as formative – Servant leadership and 

job satisfaction. The servant leadership construct comprises five components – altruism, 

interpersonal support, community building, egalitarianism, and integrity. Afterward, we 

calculated the scores for each center and linked them to the employee's database. As can be 

seen, the manager's community building (COMM) is the most substantial contributor to the 

index (0,445), whereas the manager's altruism (ALTR) is a non-significant contributor to the 

index (-0,078). 
 

Table 2. Measurement Model 

Construct Indicator Loadingsa/ 

Weightsb 

Composite 

reliability 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Rho_A AVE 

Servant Leadershipb 

(formative) 

ALTR -0,078 0,850 0,807 0,830 0,568 

INTER 0,365 0,762 0,748 0,759 0,582 

COMM 0,445 0,804 0,707 0,790 0,653 

EQUAL 0,221 0,835 0,781 0,804 0, 565 

INTEGR 0,312 0,855 0.713 0,816 0,622 

Self-Efficacya Seff1 0,743 0,939 0,925 0,932 0,660 

Seff2 0,834  

Seff3 0,865  

Seff4 0,895  

 Seff5 0,887     

 Seff6 0,772     

 Seff7 0,640     

 Seff8 0,829     

Job Satisfactionb JSAT1 0,090     

(formative) JSAT2 0,947     

OCB Individualsa  Ocb1 0,709 0,907 0,882 0,887 0,549 

 Ocb2 0,805     

 Ocb3 0,733     

 Ocb4 0,734     

 Ocb5 0,746     

 Ocb6 0,750     

 Ocb7 0,782     

 Ocb8 0,663     

OCB Organizationa Ocb9 0,642 0,922 0,902 0,91 0,598 

 Ocb10 0,721     

 Ocb11 0,786     

 Ocb12 0,808     

 Ocb13 0,689     

 Ocb14 0,828     

 Ocb15 0,849     

 Ocb16 0,837     



 

 

 

The remaining constructs are drawn from the employee's information – self-efficacy, job 

satisfaction, and organizational citizenship behavior towards the individuals and towards the 

organization. Again, the job satisfaction scale yielded two dimensions, which are modeled as 

a second-order formative – (i) working conditions and environment (JSAT1), and (ii) 

employee's personal realization (JSAT2). JSAT2 weights are much more than JSAT1 in the 

completion of the job satisfaction index. Finally, self-efficacy and OCBs constructs are 

modeled as first-order reflective scales. As Table 2 exhibits, they display good measurement 

properties. 

 

Table 3a and Table 3b examine the discriminant validity of reflective constructs. According to 

both criteria – the Fornell and Larcker's (1981) and the heterotrait-monotrait ratio of 

correlations – there is evidence of discriminant validity (Henseler et al., 2015). 

 
Table 3a. Discriminant validity (HTMTa ratio) 

Construct Self-

Efficacy 

OCB 

Individuals 

OCB 

Organization 

Self-Efficacy    

OCB Individuals 0,502   

OCB Organization 0,504 0,663  

a. Threshold value should be below 0.9 (Henseler et al., 2015)  
 
Table 3b. Discriminant validity (Fornell and Larkera) 

Construct Servant 

Leadership 

Self-

Efficacy 

Job 

Satisfaction 

OCB 

Individuals 

OCB 

Organization 

Servant Leadership -     

Self-Efficacy 0,114 0,812    

Job Satisfaction 0,081 0,388 -   

OCB Individuals 0,124 0,463 0,446 0,771  

OCB Organization 0,147 0,464 0,637 0,589 0,773 

a. Diagonal values (square root of AVE) should be higher than off-diagonal values (correlations) 

 

Also, after ensuring content validity, we must address the issue of multicollinearity for 

formative indexes. According to the VIF values, all formative items range from 1,225 to 2,493, 

which means there is no problem with this matter.  

 

Structural Model 

The path coefficients are the most important result of the structural model. They indicate a 

change in a dependent variable resulting from a unit change in an independent variable when 

all other independent variables remain constant. As Hair et al. (2019) comment, the use of 

bootstrapping (5,000 resamples) produces standard errors and t-statistics to assess the statistical 

significance of the path coefficients. Thus, the consideration of bootstrap percentile confidence 

intervals provides greater assurance than merely relying on null hypothesis significance testing. 

Besides, the assessment of direct and indirect joint effects provides evidence for mediation 

(Nitzl et al., 2016). 

 
Table 4. Structural Model (bootstrapping)  



 

 

Path Original 

sample 

Average 

simple 

5% 95% t-Value p-Value 

Servant Leadership → Self-Efficacy 0,114 0,125 0,045 0,199 2,365 0,009 

Servant Leadership → Job Satisfaction 0,038 0,048 -0,026 0,116 0,880 0,190 

Servant Leadership → OCB Individual 0,061 0,064 -0,005 0,130 1,481 0,069 

Servant Leadership → OCB Org. 0,076 0,078 0,025 0,130 2,348 0,009 

Self-Efficacy → Job Satisfaction 0,384 0,386 0,308 0,461 8,411 0,000 

Self-Efficacy → OCB Individual 0,335 0,337 0,258 0,412 7,276 0,000 

Self-Efficacy → OCB Organization 0,248 0,249 0,171 0,326 5,236 0,000 

Job Satisfaction → OCB Individual 0,311 0,313 0,240 0,383 7,276 0,000 

Job Satisfaction → OCB Org. 0,534 0,534 0,467 0,600 13,249 0,000 

 

 

All the direct effects in the model are supported, except for Servant Leadership to Job 

Satisfaction. The percentile bootstraps at the 95% confidence interval have this outcome (Table 

4).  

 

According to Hair et al. (2019), the first step in assessing the structural model is examining 

collinearity among the latent constructs. No VIF value is above the suggested threshold value 

of 3.0; we have found no collinearity issues. Next, we must assess the significance and 

relevance of the structural model relationships. As Table 5 shows, the results demonstrate that 

every relationship is significant except for servant leadership's direct path to Job Satisfaction. 

Also, the Servant Leadership path to OCBi is significant at the 10% level. After examining the 

significance of relationships, it is essential to evaluate the relevance of such relationships. Table 

5 displays the direct, indirect, and total effects of the relationships. In Figure 2, it is shown a 

graphical representation of the results of the model 

 
Table 5a. Path Coefficients  

Construct Self-

Efficacy 

Job 

Satisfaction 

OCB 

Individual 

OCB 

Organization 

Servant Leadership 0,114 0,038a 0,061 0,038 

Self-Efficacy  0,384 0,335 0,248 

Job Satisfaction   0,311 0,534 

OCB Individual     

OCB Organization     

a. Not significant 

 

Table 5b. Indirect Effects 

Construct Self-

Efficacy 

Job 

Satisfaction 

OCB 

Individual 

OCB 

Organization 

Servant Leadership  0,044 0,063 0,072 

Self-Efficacy   0,119 0,205 

Job Satisfaction     

 

 

 

 



 

 

Table 5c. Total Effects  

Construct Self-

Efficacy 

Job 

Satisfaction 

OCB 

Individual 

OCB 

Organization 

Servant Leadership 0,114 0,081 0,124 0,147 

Self-Efficacy  0,384 0,455 0,454 

Job Satisfaction   0,311 0,534 

OCB Individual     

OCB Organization     

 
 

 

Figure 2. Structural model results (direct path coeficients) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: The first figure is related to OCBindividual and the second one to OCBorganization 

 

These results enable us to draw some interesting conclusions. Our dependent variables – the 

OCBi, and the OCBo – are explained by two employee-related variables – self-efficacy and job 

satisfaction – and the manager's servant leadership. In this regard, the employee's self-efficacy 

is the primary driver when predicting OCBi (0,455), while job satisfaction exerts a significant 

impact (0,534) over OCBo. The manager's servant leadership also contributes to both of them 

(0,124 to 0,147) and employee self-efficacy. Still, it does not make a significant contribution 

to the job satisfaction of the employee.  

The model's predictive power is examined by the coefficient of determination (R2 value). 

However, the adjusted R2 can be used as a better criterion to avoid bias towards complex 

models since the more paths pointing at the target construct, the higher the R2. This criterion is 

modified according to the number of exogenous constructs relative to sample size. Both are 

reported in Table 7. Also, the effect size f2 shows the change in R2 if a specified construct is 

omitted from the model. A guideline of 0,02, 0,15, and 0,35 represent respectively, small, 

medium, and large effects (Cohen,1988). According to the results displayed in Table 6, we can 

predict a fair portion of our dependent variables, OCBi (0,30) and OCBo (0,46). 
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Table 6. R2, Adjusted R2, and effect size f2 

Construct R2 Adj R2 
Self-

Efficacy 

Job 

Satisfaction 
OCBi OCBo 

Servant Leadership - - 0,013 0,002 0,005 0,011 

Self-Efficacy 0,013 0,011  0,171 0,136 0,098 

Job Satisfaction 0,152 0,148   0,117 0,454 

OCB Individuals 0,302 0,297     

OCB Organization 0,467 0,464     

 

Endogeneity 

All these results are final, and most of the PLS-SEM works are done in this way. However, 

considering endogeneity is a critical issue in explanatory studies using OLS algorithms. 

Traditionally, most methodological authors have stated that PLS-SEM studies are not able to 

manage endogeneity. In fact, there are already ways to address the endogeneity bias in 

explanatory studies in PLS-SEM literature. This section of the paper is dedicated to offering 

an illustrative example of an endogeneity test suggested by Hult et al. (2018). We aim to help 

other researchers with their endogeneity analysis. It is considered in PLS-SEM paper using a 

confirmatory and/or explanatory purpose. 

 

Endogeneity is an issue in PLS-SEM explanatory papers because it is necessary to 

demonstrate that PLS-SEM results are robust. Endogeneity arises when non-random samples 

are selected, and in research models where it is not very clear the direction of the 

relationships between variables and/or some important variables which are not present in the 

model (Antonakis et al., 2010). If all of it is not considered, the OLS estimations generated by 

PLS-SEM are biased, and therefore the soundness of results is ultimately questioned. The 

main question related to endogeneity is whether all variables have been fixed and/or 

considered; these would the estimated parameters. When the answer is no, the endogeneity 

suspicions grow. 

 

Our endogeneity test is based on Hult et al. (2018). We included instrumental variables (e.g., 

control variables) in our model, pointing to dependent variables of OCB and the Gaussian 

copula estimated proposed by Park and Gupta (2012) and described by Hult et al. (2018). 

 

Three control variables were used to measure endogeneity potential: gender, center, and 

chain. We take all three variables, and all three were linked to the dependent variable (OCB). 

All estimations of path coefficients were close to zero and non-significant after running the 

bootstrap procedure of 5.000 repetitions. 

 

Next, we ran the Gaussian copula procedure: 

 

1) Check the requirements before running the analysis with the Gaussian copula. 

 

First, we check if the variables, which potentially have endogeneity, are distributed in a non-

normal way. We did this by running the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test with Lilliefors correction 

(Sarstedt and Mooi 2014) on the standardized composite scores of SE, SL, and JSAT, which 

provides the estimation of the PLS-SEM model. If the p-value is less than 0.05, the variable 

does not follow a normal distribution. The results indicate (p= 0.0002) that none of the 



 

 

constructs have normal-distributed scores, which allows us to analyze endogeneity with 

Gaussian copulation analysis. 

 

2) Run Gaussian copula analysis adding a copula for each independent variable for each 

dependent variable.  

 

There are three independent variables (i.e., SE, SL, and JSAT) and two dependent variables 

(OCBo and OCBi). Therefore, we need to run two Gaussian copula analyses, one for each 

dependent variable. 

 

The next tables exhibit the results for the first dependent variable (i.e., OCBo): 

 
Table 7. Gaussian copula results on OCBo (I) 

  Original 

Model 

Gaussian Copula 

Model 1  (added 

copula:  SE) 

Gaussian Copula 

Model 2  (added 

copula: SL) 

Gaussian Copula Model 

3  (added copula: JS) 

Variable Value p-value Value p-value Value p-value Value p-value 

Self-efficacy 0,268 0,00 0,268 0,00 0,248 0,00 0,247 0,00 

Servant 

Leadership 

0,076 0,02 0,076 0,02 0,039ns 0,481 0,075 0,02 

Job satisfaction 0.536 0,00 0,536 0,00 0,533 0,00 0,512 0,00 

cSE     -0,017ns 0,666         

cSL         0,036ns 0,401     

cJS             0,021ns 0,544 

  

Table 8. Gaussian copula results on OCBo (II) 

  Gaussian Copula 

Model 4  (added 

copula: SE, SL) 

Gaussian Copula 

Model 5 (added 

copula: SL, JS) 

Gaussian Copula 

Model 6  (added 

copula: SE, JS) 

Gaussian Copula 

Model 7  (added 

copula: SE, SL, y 

JS) 

Variable Value p-value Value p-value Value p-value Value p-value 

Self-efficacy 0,270 0,00 0,247 0,00 0,270 0,00 0,273 0,00 

Servant Leadership 0,036ns 0,514 0,039ns 0,514 0,076 0,02 0,036 0,512 

Job satisfaction 0,535 0,00 0,511 0,00 0,504 0,00 0,502 0,00 

cSE -0,016ns 0,632 
  

-0,017ns 0,627 -0,018ns 0,584 

cSL 0,039ns 0,374 0,036ns 0,401 
  

0,039ns 0,365 

cJS     0,021ns 0,563 0,031ns 0,470 0,032ns 0,449 

  

According to table 7 and 8, the results show that none of the copulas introduced in our model 

were significant. Although the Gaussian copula of Servant Leadership is always non-

significant, its addition modifies Servant Leadership's parameter from being slightly 

significant in the models where its copula is not to be significant in the models where its 

copula is. When we introduce SL's copula, the SL's impact on OCBo goes from 0,076* to 

0,039ns. It changes by 0.037 (model 2). The parameter value is so small, and the f2 is less 



 

 

than 0.02, so its impact on the model is minimal. Therefore, endogeneity is not an issue for 

the estimation of the relationship pointing at OCBo. 

 

The next tables exhibit the second dependent variable (i.e., OCBi): 

 
Table 9. Gaussian copula results on OCBi (I) 

  Original Model Gaussian Copula 

Model 1  (added 

copula:  SE) 

Gaussian Copula 

Model 2  (added 

copula: SL) 

Gaussian Copula Model 3  

(added copula: JS) 

Variable Value p-value Value p-value Value p-value Value p-value 

Self-efficacy 0,335 0,00 0,311 0,00 0,336 0,00 0,327 0,00 

Servant Leadership 0,076ns 0,114 0,060ns 0,104 -0,051ns 0,444 0,061ns 0,10 

Job satisfaction 0.311 0,00 0,309 0,00 0,308 0,00 0,192 0,00 

cSE     -0,016ns 0,609         

cSL         0,112 0,04     

cJS             0,116 0,00 

 
 

Table 10. Gaussian copula results on OCBi (II) 

  Gaussian 

Copula Model 4  

(added copula: 

SE, SL) 

Gaussian Copula 

Model 5 (added 

copula: SL, JS) 

Gaussian Copula 

Model 6  (added 

copula: SE, JS) 

Gaussian Copula 

Model 7  (added 

copula: SE, SL, y JS) 

Variable Value p-value Value p-value Value p-value Value p-value 

Self-efficacy 0,319 0,00 0,329 0,00 0,319 0,00 0,327 0,00 

Servant 

Leadership 

-0,049ns 0,453 -0,050ns 0,448 0,061ns 0,101 -0,050ns 0,505 

Job satisfaction 0,307 0,00 0,190 0,01 0,195 0,009 0,191 0,04 

cSE -0,012ns 0,713 
  

0,006ns 0,855 0,002ns 0,968 

cSL 0,110 0,04 0,112 0,039 
  

0,112ns 0,090 

cJS     0,117ns 0,009 0,113 0,019 0,116ns 0,175 

 

Concerning the other dependent variable, things are different. Now, Gaussian copulas of LS 

and JSAT are all significant except in model 7. The variation of the servant leadership 

parameter is minimal. The variation in JSAT goes from 0,31 to 0,19 in OCBi in all models 

where their copula is added. However, in model 7, the copulas are made non-significant. We 

can conclude that JSAT presents an endogeneity problem in its relationship with OCBi. 

Model 3 is the best to isolate endogeneity, giving values of the least biased relationships for 

JSAT. Therefore, there are omitted variables that explain better the relationship between 

JSAT and OCBi. 

 

 



 

 

DISCUSSION  

 

In our illustrative example, servant leadership is characterized by a particular focus on service 

and care for others, which leads to the development of an ethical work climate (Teng et al., 

2020). The effectiveness of this type of leadership tends to increase when leaders are competent 

both personally and socially, demonstrating integrity, trust, respect, empathy, and fairness 

(Coetzer et al., 2017). In this way, servant leadership represents a way to create emotional links 

between organizations and their internal and external stakeholders, which makes it more likely 

that these stakeholders will achieve satisfaction (Zahra et al., 2019). 

 

The dynamics described above leads organizations to improve their results, not only at the level 

of achieving operational objectives but also at the level of quality of life for their members. 

This, in turn, enhances differentiation from competitors and the possibility of developing 

competitive advantages (Adiguzel et al., 2020; Nayak, 2016). Also, it must be acknowledged 

the importance of knowing how to lead with wisdom and ethical principles, of knowing how 

to motivate individuals, promote their creativity, and unite the team (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 

2011; Zahra et al., 2019). This will reduce the well-being behavior of employees and contribute 

to the well-being and profitability of the organization (Mindy et al., 2016; McLeod et al., 2018). 

 

In this regard, the results obtained in this study highlights the importance of promoting a 

servant leadership attitude and behavior among the managers of organizations, due to its 

positive effect on employees, which in turn greater tendency to develop self-efficiency, 

autonomy, competence, and motivation, as stated in the Self-Determination Theory (Lumpkin 

and Achen, 2018).  This provides them with greater job satisfaction, an emotional element that 

also strengthens OCB towards the members of the organization, and towards external clients. 

Finally, servant leadership also promotes OCB towards the organization (Chiniara and Bentein, 

2018). 

 

All these contributions would hold if we have no consideration for the endogeneity test. After 

our endogeneity assessment, we can now better qualify our findings. Thus, while our 

contributions are the same for the links to OCB towards the organization, however, they are 

not completely accurate to the relationships pointing at OCBi. Our results assessing 

endogeneity showed that parameter estimation of those relationships are biased (that is to say, 

they are not fixed) because some variables have been omitted, and they are determinants to 

explain the antecedents of OCBi. Therefore, our findings related to OCBi have to be considered 

with caution, and more studies are necessary to explain those relationships. Thus, the next 

paragraph is quite useful because we can find clues of potential variables that could be those 

former omitted variables. 

 

First, we might include some other variables such are the emotional intelligence of the leader 

or its own self-efficacy into the model since emotionally intelligent leaders are self-aware and 

self-regulating, boost motivation, and demonstrate empathy and social skills (Lumpkin and 

Achen, 2018). Hence the interest in seeing to what extent they can promote satisfaction, self-

efficacy, and OCB in followers, which is especially important in the context of sports 

organizations (Burton et al., 2017), given the nature of this type of service, its direct 

implications on the physical and mental well-being of clients, and the high degree of interaction 

between employees and clients that its provision requires. These are paths leading to further 

research from this study. 

 



 

 

The present paper provides an illustrative example of how endogeneity can change the 

interpretation of the results obtained. In our example, we bring a research model tested by PLS-

SEM, given the algorithm is based on (i.e., OLS). The potential of bias in results is 

exceptionally high when you test a research model with explanatory purposes (testing 

hypothesis mainly). Therefore, following the recommendations of Hult et al. (2018) and more 

recently Sarstedt et al. (2020), researchers using PLS-SEM testing hypotheses should run an 

endogeneity test to make sure that the parameter estimations are correct. Thus, our illustrative 

example offers some interesting contributions that can help researchers. First, the paper shows 

a way of reporting an endogeneity test. Second, our example offers an illustration of Gaussian 

copula endogeneity analysis. Third, we present one example where endogeneity is not an issue 

and another situation with endogeneity problems. Additionally, we provide an example in our 

discussion section about how findings interpretations change when endogeneity exists. 

 

Limitations and Further Research 

 

We acknowledge our work has certain limitations. The main one is the self-reported nature of 

servant leadership measurement. Despite the practical difficulties, we should have gathered 

the followers' evaluation of their leaders to balance the servant leadership scale. Therefore, 

leadership measures are likely to be self-concept biased. Also, this is the first wave of data 

collection, so the study's design is cross-sectional. Indeed, we plan to gather a second wave of 

data to check on a coaching program's effect on managers and employees. We speculate that 

a long-term analysis will provide interesting insights on the matter.  

 

 

REFERENCES   
 

Adiguzel, Z.; Ozcinar, M.F.; Karadal, H. (2020). Does servant leadership moderate the link between 

strategic human resource management on rule-breaking and job satisfaction? European Research 

on Management and Business Economics, 26(2), 103-110. 

Antonakis, John, Samuel Bendahan, Philippe Jacquart, and Rafael Lalive (2010), On Making Causal 

Claims: A Review and Recommendations, Leadership Quarterly, 21 (6), 1086–120. 

Bandura, A. (2006). Guide for constructing self-efficacy scales. In F. Pajares & T. Urdan (Eds.). Self-

efficacy beliefs of adolescents, 5, 307-337. Greenwich, CT: Information Age Publishing. 

Callahan, J.L. (2002). Masking the need for cultural change: The effects of emotion structuration. 

Organization Studies, 23, 281-297. 

Cepeda-Carrion, G., Cegarra-Navarro, J.-G. and Cillo, V. (2019), "Tips to use partial least squares 

structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) in knowledge management", Journal of Knowledge 

Management, Vol. 23 No. 1, pp. 67-89. https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-05-2018-0322 

Cepeda Carrión, G., Nitzl, C. and Roldán, J.L. (2017), "Mediation Analyses in Partial Least Squares 

Structural Equation Modeling Guidelines and Empirical Examples", in Latan, H. and Noonan, R. 

(Eds), Partial Least Squares Path Modeling: Basic Concepts, Methodological Issues and 

Applications, Springer International Publishing, Cham, pp.173-195.  

Chen, G., Gully, S.M., and Eden, D. (2001). Validation of a New General Self-Efficacy Scale. 

Organizational Research Methods, 4(1), 62-83. 

Chin, W. W. (1998). The partial least squares approach to structural equation modeling. In G. A. 

Marcoulides (Ed.), Modern methods for business research (pp. 295–358). Mahwah, NJ: 

Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Chiniara, M.; Bentein, K. (2018). The servant leadership advantage: When perceiving low 

differentiation in leader-member relationship quality influences team cohesion, team task 

performance and service OCB. The Leardership Quarterly, 29(2), 333-345.    

Coetzer, M.F.; Bussin, M.; Geldenhuys, M. (2017). The functions of Servant Leadership. 

Administrative Sciences, 7(1),  https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci7010005  

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2444883419302359#!
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2444883419302359#!
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2444883419302359#!
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/24448834
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/24448834
https://www.uky.edu/~eushe2/Bandura/BanduraGuide2006.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci7010005


 

 

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence 

Erlbaum. 

Deloitte, E. A. (2018). An Overview of European Health & Fitness Market Report 2018. 

Di Fabio, A. (2017). Positive Healthy Organizations: Promoting well-being, meaningfulness, and 

sustainability in organizations. Frontiers in psychology, 8, 1938. 

Eva, N., Robin, M., Sendjaya, S., Van Dierendonck, D., & Liden, R. C. (2019). Servant leadership: A 

systematic review and call for future research. The Leadership Quarterly, 30(1), 111-132. 

Fast, N.J., Burris, E.R., and Bartel, C.A. (2014). Managing to Stay in the Dark: Managerial Self-

Efficacy, Ego Defensiveness, and the Aversion to Employee Voice. Academy of Management 

Journal, 57(4), 1013-1034. 

Fornell, C.G., and Larcker, D.F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable 

variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, vol.18 (1), 39-50. 

Geetha, M. & Sripirabaa, B. (2017). A study to access the Impact of Emotional Intelligence and Self-

Efficacy on Job Satisfaction among the B-school Faculties in Coimbatore. Asian Journal of 

Business and Management, 5(1). 

Greenleaf, R.K. (1970). The Servant as Leader. Indianapolis: The Robert K. Greenleaf Center. 

Gocen, A.; Sen, S. (2020). A Validation of Servant Leadership Scale on Multinational Sample. 

Psychological Reports. https://doi.org/10.1177/0033294120957246. 

Hair, J.F., Jr.; Hult, G.T.M.; Ringle, C.M.; Sarstedt, M.; Castillo Apraiz, J.; Cepeda Carrión, G.A.; 

Roldán, J.L. Manual de Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) 

(Segunda Edición); OmniaScience (Sage Publications): Barcelona, Spain, 2019; ISBN: 978-84-

947996-2-4. 

Henseler, J. (2018). Partial least squares path modeling: Quo vadis? Quality & Quantity. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-018-0689-6 

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new criterion for assessing discriminant validity 

in variance-based structural equation modeling. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 

43, 115–135. 

Hsieh, M. Y. (2020). The Most Sustainable Niche Principles of Social Media Education in A Higher 

Education Contracting Era. Sustainability, 12(1), 399.  https://doi.org/10.3390/su12010399. 

Hult, G. T. M., Hair, J. F., Proksch, D., Sarstedt, M., Pinkwart, A., & Ringle, C. M. (2018). Addressing 

endogeneity in international marketing applications of partial least squares structural equation 

modeling. Journal of International Marketing, 26(3), 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1509/jim.17.0151 

International Health, Racquet & Sportsclub Association, IHRSA (2017). The IHRSA Global Report 

2016, IHRSA, Boston. 

Jarvis, D., Stoeckl, N., & Liu, H.-B. (2016). The impact of economic, social and environmental factors 

on trip satisfaction and the likelihood of visitors returning. Tourism Management, 52, 1–18. 

Khalili, A. (2017). Transformational leadership and organizational citizenship behavior: The 

moderating role of emotional intelligence. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 

38(7), 1004-1015. 

Karabiyik, B.; Korumaz, M. (2014). Relationship Between Teachers'Self-Efficacy Perceptions and Job 

Satisfaction Level. Social and Behavioral Sciences, 116, 826 – 830. 

Keets, J.; Abaldo, A. (2017). Servant Leadership: Learning from Servant Leaders of the Past and Their 

Impact to the Future. International Journal of Management Sciences and Business Research, 6(1), 

53-57. 

Koning, L. F., & Van Kleef, G. A. (2015). How leaders' emotional displays shape followers' 

organizational citizenship behavior. The Leadership Quarterly, 26(4), 489-501. 

Lee, K., & Allen, N. J. (2002). Organizational citizenship behavior and workplace deviance: The role 

of affect and cognitions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(1), 131-142. 

LePine, J. A., Erez, A., & Johnson, D. E. (2002). The nature and dimensionality of organizational 

citizenship behavior: a critical review and meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(1), 

52-65. 

Liden, R. C., Wayne, S.J., Zhao, H., & Henderson, D. (2008). Servant Leadership: Development of a 

Multidimensional Measure and Multi-Level Assessment. Leadership Quarterly, 19(2), 161–177. 

Life Fitness (2017). El mercado del fitness en España. Retrieved from www.lifefitness.es 

Lumpkin, A.; Achen, R.M. (2018). Explicating the Synergies of Self‐Determination Theory, Ethical 

https://journals.aom.org/doi/full/10.5465/amj.2012.0393
https://journals.aom.org/doi/full/10.5465/amj.2012.0393
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0033294120957246
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12010399
https://www.emerald.com/insight/publication/issn/0143-7739
http://www.lifefitness.es/


 

 

Leadership, Servant Leadership, and Emotional Intelligence. Journal of Leadership Studies, 12(1), 

6-20. 

Macchitella, L., Marinelli, C. V., Signore, F., Ciavolino, E., & Angelelli, P. (2020). Sleepiness, 

Neuropsychological Skills, and Scholastic Learning in Children. Brain Sciences, 10(8), 529 

McLeod, M.S.; Moore, C.B.; Payne, G.T.; Sexton, J.C.; Evert, R.E. (2018). Organizational Virtue and 

Stakeholder Interdependence: An Empirical Examination of Financial Intermediaries and IPO 

Firms. Journal of Business Ethics, 149, 785-798. 

Mindy K., Shoss, M.K., Jundt, D.K., Kobler, A., & Reynolds, C. (2016). Doing Bad to Feel Better? An 

Investigation of Within- and Between-Person Perceptions of Counterproductive Work Behavior 

as a Coping Tactic. Journal of Business Ethics, 137, 571-587. 

Moisander, J.K., Hirsto, H., & Fahy, K.M. (2016). Emotions in Institutional Work: A Discursive 

Perspective. Organization Studies, 37(7), 963-990. 

Motowidlo, S. J. (2000). Some basic issues related to contextual performance and organizational 

citizenship behavior in human resource management. Human Resource Management Review, 10, 

115–126. 

Mustamil, N., Najam, U. (2020). Servant Leadership: A bibliometric Review. International Journal of 

Organizational Leadership, 9(3), 138-155.  

Nayak, A. (2016): "Wisdom and the Tragic Question: Moral Learning and Emotional Perception in 

Leadership and Organizations". Journal of Business Ethics, 137, 1-13.  

Nitzl, C., Roldán, J.L., and Cepeda Carrión, G. (2016). Mediation analysis in partial least squares path 

modeling: helping researchers discuss more sophisticated models, Industrial Management and 

Data Systems, Vol.119 (9), 1849-1864. 

Nonaka, I., Takeuchi, H. (2011). The Wise Leader. Harvard Business Review, 89(5), 59-67. 

Organ, D. W. (1977). A reappraisal and reinterpretation of the satisfaction causes performance 

hypothesis. Academy of Management Review, 2, 46–53. 

Ouedraogo, A., & Leclerc, A. (2013). Job Satisfaction and Organizational Performance: Evidence from 

Canadian Credit Union. Journal of Organizational Culture, Communications and Conflict, 17(1), 

35-50. 

Park, Sungho, and Sachin Gupta (2012), "Handling Endogenous Regressors by Joint Estimation Using 

Copulas," Marketing Science, 31 (4), 567–86. 

Reed, L., Vidaver-Cohen, D., and Colwell, S. (2011). A New Scale to Measure Executive Servant 

Leadership: Development, Analysis, and Implications for Research. Journal of Business 

Ethics,101(3), 415-434. 

Ringle, C. M., Wende, S., & Becker, J.-M. (2015). SmartPLS 3 [Computer software]. Retrieved from 

http://www.smartpls.com 

Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C.M., and Hair J.F. (2017). Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling, 

in Homburg, C., Klarmann, M., and Vomberg, A. (Eds), Handbook of Market Research, Springer. 

Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C. M., Cheah, J. H., Ting, H., Moisescu, O. I., & Radomir, L. (2019). Structural 

model robustness checks in PLS-SEM. Tourism Economics. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1354816618823921 

Seligman, M. E. (2002). Positive psychology, positive prevention, and positive therapy. Handbook of 

positive psychology, 2(2002), 3-12. 

Signore, F., Catalano, A., De Carlo, E., Madaro, A., & Ingusci, E. (2019). The role of employability in 

students during academic experience: a preliminary study through PLS-PM technique. Electronic 

Journal of Applied Statistical Analysis, 12(4), 720-747). 

Singh, S.K.; Singh, A.P. (2019). Interplay of organizational justice, psychological empowerment, 

organizational citizenship behavior, and job satisfaction in the context of circular economy. 

Management Decision, 57(4), 937-952. 

Sungu, L.J.; Weng, K.; Xu, X. (2019). Organizational commitment and job performance: Examining 

the moderating roles of occupational commitment and transformational leadership. International 

Journal of Selection and Assessment, 27(3), 280-290. 

Teng, C.-C., Lu, A.C.C., Huang, Z.-Y. and Fang, C.-H. (2020), "Ethical work climate, organizational 

identification, leader-member-exchange (LMX) and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB): A 

http://0-search.proquest.com.fama.us.es/abicomplete/indexinglinkhandler/sng/au/Nonaka,+Ikujiro/$N?accountid=14744
http://0-search.proquest.com.fama.us.es/abicomplete/indexinglinkhandler/sng/au/Takeuchi,+Hirotaka/$N?accountid=14744
http://0-search.proquest.com.fama.us.es/abicomplete/pubidlinkhandler/sng/pubtitle/Harvard+Business+Review/$N/40634/DocView/868418356/abstract/CE1F0DF9A65F431EPQ/7?accountid=14744
https://www.emerald.com/insight/publication/issn/0025-1747
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorStored=Sungu%2C+Lincoln+Jisuvei
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorStored=Xu%2C+Xiaohong


 

 

study of three-star hotels in Taiwan", International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 

Vol. 32 No. 1, pp. 212-229. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-07-2018-0563 

Trong Tuan, L. (2017). Knowledge sharing in public organizations: The roles of servant leadership and 

organizational citizenship behavior. International Journal of Public Administration, 40, 361-373. 

Türkoğlu, T.M.; Cansoy, R.; Parlar, H. (2017). Examining Relationship between Teachers' Self-efficacy 

and Job Satisfaction. Universal Journal of Educational Research, 5(5), 765-772. 

Valcarce, M., López, F., & García, J. (2018). 6th Gyms low-cost report in Spain. Recuperado de 

https://valgo.es/6to-informe-gimnasios-low-cost-espana-2018/ 

Van Dierendonck, D., Stam, D., Boersma, P., De Windt, N., & Alkema, J. (2014). Same difference? 

Exploring the differential mechanisms linking servant leadership and transformational leadership 

to follower outcomes. The Leadership Quarterly, 25, 544–562. 

Wood, R., & Bandura, A. (1989). Impact of conceptions of ability on self-regulatory mechanisms and 

complex decision making. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 56, 407-415. 

Zahra, F; Atieh, B.; Fahimeh, Y. (2019). Measuring the Effect of Organizational Virtue on 

Metacognitive Creativity.  Innovation & Creativity in Human Science, 9(2), 133-164. 

 

Acknowledgments 
The authors are thankful to the Spanish Ministry of Economy and Competitiveness for the financial 

support provided through the project ECO2017-88499-P (MINECO/AEI/FEDER, UE). In addition, the 

project is co-funded by the IDIPE group, an EFIC's (School of Integral Training on Coaching) 

collaboration project with the University. 

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Muhammet_Tuerkoglu2
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/2332-3205_Universal_Journal_of_Educational_Research
https://www.sid.ir/en/Journal/JournalList.aspx?ID=16859
https://www.sid.ir/en/Journal/JournalList.aspx?ID=16859

