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[P two-factor model 1380.58 494 2.80 0.58 0.59 0.09
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Tab. 3 The hierarchical regression analysis

T AEHEA Work engagement FEhMEIIE R 55 5% Proactive customer service performance

M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8
HREET Intercept 3.09** 2.26** 1.39*%* 1.66** 3.50** 2.40** 1.70** 1.25**
175 5 Control variables
P51 Gender 0.07 0.07 0.04 0.07 -0.07 -0.06 -0.11 -0.10
% Age 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00 -0.03 -0.03
Z#H 7K F Education 0.10% 0.09* 0.08* 0.08* 0.04 0.03 -0.02 -0.02
Company 1 -0.21 -0.27* -0.28* -0.27* -0.09 -0.17 0.03 -0.03
Company 2 0.10 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.18 0.11 0.12 0.08
Company 3 0.07 -0.02 0.00 -0.04 -0.09 -0.21 -0.14 -0.20
Company 4 0.11 0.03 0.09 0.12 0.28 0.19 0.22 0.17
Company 5 0.55** 0.39* 0.39** 0.40** 0.13 -0.09 -0.19 -0.29
Company 6 0.36**  0.20 0.16 0.13 -0.01 -0.22 -0.22 -0.32
Company 7 -0.01 -0.17 -0.17 -0.14 0.42* 0.22 0.43* 0.30
Company 8 0.22 0.14 0.17 0.16 0.22 0.12 0.10 0.05
Company 9 0.09 -0.03 -0.05 -0.09 0.09 -0.06 0.04 -0.05
Company 10 -0.01 -0.01 0.08 0.04 0.22 0.21 0.22 0.22
IR 45 #4455 Servant leadership 0.25%* 0.26** 0.21** 0.33** 0.20%*
TAEREA Work engagement 0.58** 0.51**

IR I itivi

f}a\vﬁoTr:if iﬁt;:frssoenn;:llttlr\el):tyn::)nt 028" 0.20%*
JIR 55 T4 T A B At R
Servant leadershipxsensitivity to 0.11**
favorable interpersonal treatment
F 4.11** 5.59** 6.67** 7.01** 1.30 2.55%* 4.62** 4.89**
AF 4.11%*  19.99**  18.76** 8.44** 1.30 17.55%* 44,33** 32.18**
R? 0.20 0.27 0.32 0.35 0.08 0.15 0.24 0.26
AR’ 0.20 0.07 0.12 0.03 0.08 0.07 0.16 0.11
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Fig. 1 The moderating effect of sensitivity to favorable
interpersonal treatment to servant leadership and work

engagement
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Tab. 4 The results of moderating path analysis

55 BT (X) > TARRA (M) TSP IR 55 53 (Y)

Servant leadership(.X)—Work engagement(/M)—Proactive customer service performance(Y)

4505 Moderat B Phase BN Effect
P75 78 5 Moderator yo —— — — g
. B E Y LR A, R
The first phase  The second phase Direct effect Indirect effect Total effect
(P MX) (P YM) (P VX) (P YMP MX) (P X +P, YMP MX)
YNGH JEPE (-1 ARiEZE )L
1[&]\%7)21@_@5( M (~1451E2 ) Low sensitivity 0.01 0.48% 0.09% 001 0.30
to favorable interpersonal treatment (-1 S.D.)
B N AU AU (+ 1 R HEZS ) HI
i J}\F/T&!l?ﬁ';i PE(+1F51E2E ) High sensitivity 0.40%% 0.44%% 0.18 0.18% 036+
to favorable interpersonal treatment (+1 S.D.)
2 [7] 22 5% Group difference 0.39** -0.04 -0.11 0.17** 0.06
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7 Bias-corrected #9 Bootstrapping(1000).,
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Servant Leadership and Proactive Customer Service Performance: Based on Social
Exchange and Social Learning Theory

DONG Xia', GAO Yan', MA Jianfeng’

(1. Department of Tourism Management, School of Tourism, Lanzhou University of Arts and Science, Lanzhou 730000, China;

2. Department of Tourism and Hospitality Management, School of Management, Xiamen University, Xiamen 361005, China )

Abstract: The service industry is characterized by opening operation systems and face-to-face service
delivery, in which front-line service employees’attitudes and behaviors can make great influence on
customers’ satisfaction and loyalty. In addition, because of the unpredictable and rapidly changing
nature of customers’ needs and expectations, employees’ initiative and proactive behavior in service
delivery play an increasingly significant role for customers’evaluation of service encounters and service
organizations profitability and growth. Therefore, the topic of how to enhance front- line service
employees’initiative and proactive customer service behavior has becoming extremely meaningful, both
theoretically and practically. Given this and the significant impact of leadership styles on employees'
attitudes and behaviors, in our study, we examined the relationship between servant leadership and
hospitality service employees’proactive customer service performance. Meanwhile, drawing on social
exchange theory and social learning theory, we investigated the mediating effect of work engagement in
this relationship. Furthermore, we also examined the moderating role of sensitivity to favorable
interpersonal treatment in strengthening the direct relationship between servant leadership and work
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engagement and the indirect relationship between servant leadership and proactive customer service
performance via work engagement.

Data for this research was collected from full-service hotels located in the capital city (Lanzhou)
of Gansu province of China. Thirty-six hotels were randomly selected and invited to participate in this
study and eleven of them agreed. Then, three surveys were conducted with three waves of data
collection to reduce the concerns of common method bias. Using this time-lagged data, we found that
servant leadership positively influences service employees’ proactive customer service performance.
Employees’work engagement partially mediates the relationship between servant leadership and their
proactive customer service performance. Furthermore, our findings also indicated that sensitivity to
favorable interpersonal treatment strengthens the direct effect of servant leadership on work
engagement and the indirect effect of servant leadership on proactive customer service performance via
work engagement such that these relationships are stronger when sensitivity to favorable interpersonal
treatment is high than low.

Our study has several theoretical and managerial implications. On the one hand, our study extends
servant leadership literature by taking proactive customer service performance into consideration,
which also provides a new measure of how to enhance front- line employees’service performance.
Based on social exchange theory and social learning theory, we also find an effective mediator (i.e.,
work engagement) in the relationship between servant leadership and proactive customer service
performance. Meanwhile, the boundary condition for this relationship was also found. On the other
hand, to improve proactive customer service performance, hospitality organizations should pay more
attention to servant leadership management styles and employees’work engagement. Furthermore, the
characteristics of employees’sensitivity to favorable interpersonal treatment should also be improved to
enhance the positive effects of servant leadership on work engagement and proactive customer service
performance. Finally, several limitations of our research are discussed to provide meaningful directions
for future research.

Keywords: servant leadership; proactive customer service performance; work engagement; sensitivity
to favorable interpersonal treatment
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