[bookmark: OLE_LINK12]How other-oriented Leadership Motivate other-oriented Behavior: The Relationship between Servant Leadership and Taking Charge
[bookmark: OLE_LINK18]ABSTRACT Based on the social exchange theory and conservation of resource theory, we propose that subordinates are inclined to practice taking charge behavior in return for servant leadership. In addition, a theoretical model is presented to examine the mediation mechanism  underlying this relationship. A statistical analysis of 295 two-wave, multi-source data revealed that (i) Servant leadership positively impacts employees’ taking charge. (ii) Psychological availability plays a mediated role between servant leadership and taking charge. 
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INTRODUCTION
[bookmark: OLE_LINK27][bookmark: OLE_LINK24][bookmark: OLE_LINK20]Technological revolution and new socioeconomic challenges in the context of globalization have brought dramatic and profound changes in the form and structure of modern organizations. In a highly dynamic and uncertain environment, especially when an extremely unpredictable “Black Swan” event such as the pandemic arises, the survival and development of an enterprise are largely dependent on whether its backbone, namely, those people it employs, can respond proactively and launch meaningful reforms to address challenges (Crant, 2000).Therefore, taking charge, a proactive behavior referring to the “voluntary and constructive efforts, by individual employees, to effect organizationally functional change with respect to how work is executed within the contexts of their jobs, work units, or organizations” (Morrison & Phelps, 1999), is being paid greater attention by leaders.The most researched aspect of taking charge is its proactive nature:self-initiated, future-oriented and change-oriented (Fuller et al., 2015; Kim et al., 2015; Parker & Collins, 2010). In addition, rooted in the desire to make the organization continuous improved, taking charge places greater emphasis on helping the organization become more competitive and robust than on the employee’s personal gain((Moon et al., 2008). It is basically an other-oriented behavior focused more on others and us than self-centered behavior on me and me alone (Xu, 2021).
[bookmark: OLE_LINK23] Scholars are interested in investigating leaders’ direct impact on taking charge (Fu et al., 2022; Li et al., 2015; Li et al., 2016). Among several typical leadership approaches (Dinh et al., 2014), the servant leader may be viewed as the impetus for taking charge behavior. When mentioned servant leadership, Greenleaf (1977) stated that “it begins with the natural feeling that one wants to serve, to serve first.” He emphasized that “going beyond self-interest” is the defining characteristic of servant leaders. Servant leadership is conceptually different from other dominant or self-centered leadership in that it seeks to provide subordinates with need-based support to assist them in achieving their goals and caring for their professional development (Greenleaf, 1977). Thus, the central opinion of the research is that subordinates prefer to reciprocate the other-oriented leader (servant leader) by engaging in the other-oriented behavior (taking charge) to help the organization function effectively, which is consistent with social exchange theory (Blau, 1964).
It has been shown by research (Van Dierendonck, 2012) that servant leadership can encourage taking charge behavior, but only in a western context. Taking charge aims to bring about constructive change to the status quo while initiators risk being perceived as “troublemakers” (Burnett et al., 2015). Asian cultures such as China value “harmony, tolerance, and face,” which may impede employees’ taking charge behavior. Consequently, can servant leadership promote taking charge in the Chinese context? Unfortunately, little research has been conducted on this subject. Therefore, the first objective of our research is to determine whether servant leadership effectively promotes taking charge in China. The answer to the question is also practical in that it demonstrates what leaders can do to inspire taking charge behavior in Asian cultures.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK25][bookmark: OLE_LINK28] According to my knowledge, no previous research has examined the indirect effect of servant leadership on subordinates’ taking charge behavior. The second objective of this research is to identify the underlying mechanism of servant leadership’s influence on taking charge. According to the conservation of resource theory (Hobfoll, 1989), psychological availability may serve as a potential mediator. Servant leadership is concerned with the needs of employees, as well as their personal growth and professional development, offering emotional comfort to subordinates and providing necessary resources to facilitate their task completion (Liden et al. 2008). This leadership style can improve the psychological availability of employees by enhancing their availability perception of physical, emotional, cognitive resources. According to the conservation of resource theory, resources possessed by individuals may affect their resource investment. Individuals possessing higher resources tend to invest in more resources so that may demonstrate more proactive behaviors which eventually enhance their resource level. Scholars have confirmed that taking charge can enhance employees’ resources level (Cangiano et al. 2019). Therefore, employees with greater psychological availability are likelier to engage taking charge behavior than those with lower psychological availability. So the research examines the mediated role played by psychological availability between the servant leadership-taking charge relationships.
  In conclusion, we make the following theoretical contributions in the study. In the first place, in response to leadership scholars’ call to examine western leadership theories in other cultural contexts (Lam et al., 2012), our research establishes the precedent for examining the relationship between servant leadership and taking charge in the Chinese context. The outcome confirmed the positive relationship between the two, therefore enriching research literature on the effectiveness of servant leadership in different contexts, and providing inspiration for organizational leadership management and stimulating the proactive behaviors of employees in the Chinese context. Secondly, the research represents the first attempt to reveal the underlying process of servant leadership on taking charge from a resource perspective by identifying psychological availability as a key mediator. 
2.THEORY AND HYPOTHESIS
2.1 Servant leadership and Taking charge
[bookmark: OLE_LINK4]Taking charge refers to the voluntary and constructive efforts for improving organizations’ policy or procedure by employees (Morrison & Phelps, 1999). Taking charge plays a crucial role in bringing new perspectives to an organization by fostering innovation and bolstering its sustainability (Parker & Collins, 2010). Because of its promising potential to benefit organization and members, scholars are aware of the importance to explore the antecedents of taking charge. In the current research, we pay attention to leaders’ influence on subordinates taking charge because immediate leaders play a key role in influencing followers’ behavior decision in work place (Cheng, 1999).
We suggest that the more servant leadership behaviors leaders demonstrate, the greater the likelihood that subordinates will engaged in taking charge. Unlike the influencing process of the traditional bottom-up leadership with emphasis on the overall organizational goal, servant leadership features “service” essentially, putting subordinates first and valuing their personal needs and growth (Greenleaf, 1977). Existing research has suggested that servant leadership plays a significant role in promoting the positive attitudes (Donia et al., 2016), positive behaviors (Sun, J. et al., 2019), and job performance (Chiniara & Bentein, 2016) of employees. Besides, several studies have confirmed that servant leadership can be conceptually distinguished from other leadership approaches, which has a more robust predictive effect on individual, team and organization outcomes (Lee et al., 2020; Hoch, J. E. et al., 2018). In summary, all these certificate that “servant leadership is of great uniqueness in all leadership approach which expand leaders understanding towards leadership process and outcomes” (Walumbawa, et al., 2010).
[bookmark: OLE_LINK22]The positive role of servant leadership in promoting employees’ taking charge is derived from the core principle of social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), which proposed that individuals would like to reciprocate when benefit from social interaction. In the belief of servant leadership, leading others means turning away from self-orientation. While fulfilling leadership responsibilities, servant leaders do not sacrifice the interests of subordinates (Eva et al., 2019). On the contrary, they pay attention to what subordinates need at work and leverage their own professional experience and skills to lift subordinates out of trouble (Liden et al., 2008; Coetzer et al., 2017). Servant leaders believe they have the role of a steward (Van Dierendonck, 2011), viewing subordinates as individuals that they hold in trust and therefore caring deeply about their professional growth (Ehrhart et al., 2004; Stone et al., 2004). They expect subordinates to constantly make progress and improvements and to achieve professional goals. Servant leaders are open to the advice of subordinates, encourage their involvement in decision-making (Hunter et al., 2013), and provide an empowering and encouraging work environment (Eva et al., 2019) to enable subordinates to reach their full potential. Not only do they respect subordinates and acknowledge their contributions, they also shape the vision that can effectively motivate subordinates (Spears, 2010), and offer specific guidance and feedback that give subordinates a sense of self-worth. To sum up, during interactions with servant leaders, employees can perceive the other-oriented leadership style, which bases decisions and behaviors upon the interests of subordinates. According to the social exchange theory, in appreciation of the attention and assistance of leaders, employees will be more devoted to the organization and be able to timely discover those existing procedures or methods that hinder the development of the organization or reduce its operational efficiency, which lead to taking charge behaviors to bring constructive revolutionary changes in the organization.To sum up, the following hypothesis is proposed:
Hypothesis 1 Servant leadership is positively related to subordinates’ taking charge behavior.
2.2 Servant leadership, psychological availability and taking charge
[bookmark: OLE_LINK5]Psychological availability is defined as individuals’ perceptions of having the physical, emotional, or cognitive resources to personally engaged in what he or she is doing (Kahn, 1990). It is a positive mental state that reflects the individuals’ confidence to be fully prepared for what they do (Kahn, 1990). As an important personal psychological resource, it is easily accessible when working with a servant leader. Above all, servant leaders, who value the interests of employees (Sun, J et al., 2019), do not seek organizational development at the expense of employees (Eva et al., 2019). Instead, they make sure that employees work in a healthy state by meeting their basic needs for stamina and strength to accomplish tasks (Cai et al., 2018) and enhancing their perception of the availability of physical resources. Second, servant leaders consider the feelings of subordinates (Donia et al., 2016) and provide appropriate opportunities for their development (Chiniara & Bentein, 2016). When subordinates encounter difficulties at work, they are willing to offer guidance with their knowledge and skills (Liden, 2014), so that subordinates can make improvement immediately and effectively. One-to-one interactions with leaders help improve the professional competence of subordinates, increase their work experience, and add to their cognitive resources. Moreover, servant leaders encourage subordinates to get involved in the decision-making process (Donia et al., 2016) and let them decide when and how to complete tasks (Liden, 2008), which motivates subordinates, trains their problem-solving skills, and likewise increases their in cognitive resources. Finally, servant leaders believe in the uniqueness of each subordinate and have a knowledge of the personality, interests and value proposition of each subordinate (Eva et al., 2019), making subordinates feel respected and emotional satisfied, and therefore increasing their emotional resources. Furthermore, servant leaders pay close attention to the moods of subordinates, when subordinates experience anxiety in work or family life, servant leaders extend emotional support to facilitate their recovery (Tang et al., 2016). Supportive leaders’ give employees the impression of being compassionate and obliging. When problems arise afterwards, employees will feel free to turn to leaders for help, which enhances their availability perception of emotional resources. Psychological availability is also related to employees’ perception of security in the course of work (Kahn, 1990). Insecurity could distract and preoccupy people, leaving them little energy and space to engage in the work (May, 2004). Through their behaviors, servant leaders create a mutually supportive team environment that lets employees experience the assistance and warmth from other individuals and feel a sense of security in the professional setting (Walumbwa et al., 2010; Chughtai, A. A. 2016), which gives employees a higher perception of available psychological resources. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK21][bookmark: OLE_LINK29]According to the conservation of resource theory, individuals are invariably inclined to attempt to acquire, maintain, cultivate, and protect the value resources they possess. When individuals possess a considerable amount of resources or highly value their own resources, they tend to invest more in resources and engage in risk-taking behaviors that may translate into more resources to enrich their resource conservation (Hobfoll, 1989). Scholars have shown that taking charge can indeed enhance employees’ resources level (Cangiano,et al.2019). Psychological availability is an important sort of psychological resource. Employees with higher psychological availability have higher levels of perception for the physical, emotional, and cognitive resources available to them. Therefore, within organizations, employees with higher psychological availability are more likely to invest in high-yielding activities(Vinarski-Peretz & Carmeli, 2011) and demonstrate taking charge behaviors. In contrast, employees with lower psychological availability, who perceive a rather limited amount of resources, tend to adopt the strategy of resource reservation and thus minimize proactive behaviors. Besides, Morrison(1999) noted that there are two preconditions for taking charge behavior: first, employees expect the behavior to be successful; second, the consequence of failure is affordable to them. Only when both preconditions are met, will they actually practice the behavior. Psychological availability, by its nature, reflects the state of individuals’ preparedness and confidence for their job (Kahn, 1990). Employees with higher psychological availability have a higher confidence level that often results in more positive expectations for the outcome of taking charge. They believe they can avoid the risks associated with the behavior of taking charge and reduce the impacts of uncertainties, hence focusing more on addressing practical issues at work. Finally, taking charge is really a special proactive behavior which need considerable resources (i.e.,time,energy,attention) during the implement process (Cangiano, 2021), as it seeks to bring changes to the organization through constructive actions. For example, if an employee aims to streamline the work procedure, he or she will have to spend extra time and effort redesigning and testing the work procedure, which involves a process that consumes substantial individual resources. Obviously, the resource-intensive nature of taking charge requires higher for individual resources than other proactive behaviors such as voice. Therefore, an important precondition for the behavior is that the employee has a high perception of resource availability. Accordingly, we argue that employees who are high in psychological availability are more likely to practice taking charge behavior. This allows us to drive the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 2a Servant leadership is positively related to psychological availability.
Hypothesis 2b Psychological availability is positively related to taking charge.
We therefore propose that psychological availability is a potential mediator in the relations of servant leadership and taking charge.Servant leadership will enhance followers psychological availability, which in turn is likely to inspire taking charge.We then develop the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 3 Psychological availability will mediate the effect of servant leadership on taking charge.
3. [bookmark: OLE_LINK6]METHODS
3.1 Participants and procedure
[bookmark: OLE_LINK13][bookmark: OLE_LINK10][bookmark: OLE_LINK11]The research samples were collected from a state-owned enterprise and a private enterprise in Jining, Shandong Province. The core value of servant leadership (i.e., serving others) is entirely consistent with the concept of Ren in Confucian culture (Zhang et al., 2012). Moreover, Jining is the birthplace of Confucius (Qufu City is a district of Jining), which is acknowledged to be the most influenced place by Confucian culture. Consequently, these participants are representative of our research.
To reduce common method variance bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003), we collected data in two waves separated by approximately two weeks, with the assistance of the HR supervisor, who coded employees according to the department in advance. We collected the data on-site during paid work hours using a paper-and-pencil questionnaire. Before completing the questionnaire, we ensured that the data would only be used for academic research and that only the research team would have access to the survey data. As a result, 39 leaders and 342 direct subordinates voluntarily responded to the survey.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]At time 1, we collected employee data regarding the measurement of servant leadership,  and demographic information. At time 2, two weeks after the initial data collection, employees reported their psychological availability, while leaders completed an evaluation of followers taking charge. To ensure the authenticity of the responses, we provided each respondent with an envelope and sealed it on the spot.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Finally, questionnaires with too many gaps and too consistent response tendencies were eliminated. Effective questionnaires were obtained from 295 employees (survey response rate = 86.2%) and 36 leaders (survey response rate = 92.3%), each leader is matched with 8.19 employees. Of the total samples collected, 169(57.3%) were female, 126(42.7%) were male. The mean age of employees was 31.23 years while the mean organizational tenure was 4.67 years. In terms of employees’ education, 62(21.0%) had an associate degree or below, 142(48.1%) had a bachelor degree, 91(30.9%) had a master degree or above. As for leaders, 22(61.1%) were males, 14(38.9%) were females. The mean age of leaders was 43.22 years while the mean organizational tenure was 17.25 years. As for education, 7(19.4%) had an associate degree, 24(66.7%) had a bachelor degree, 5(13.9%) had a mater degree.
3.2 Measures
The measures we used in the research were originally developed in English.We translated them to Chinese by following the translation-back translation procedure. We used a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) for all measures.
Servant leadership: Servant leadership was measured by the 7-item scale from Liden et al. (2015). Items include “My manager makes my career development a priority” (ɑ = .80).
Psychological availability:We measured psychological availability with the 7-item scale from Byrne et al. (2016) . Items include “I am emotionally ready to deal with the demands of my work” (ɑ = .81).
Taking charge:We measured taking charge with the 7-item scale from Spencer et al.(2011).The scale is adapted from the original scale by Morrison and Phelps (1999).The adaption can better fit the sample.Items include “ This person often tries to correct a faulty procedure or practice.” (ɑ = .89)
Control variables:We controlled for employees’ gender, education and organizational tenure (years) in our research.
4. RESULTS
4.1 Confirmatory factor analysis
Before testing specific hypotheses, we conducted confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) with Mplus to establish discriminant validity between the research variables. The result of CFA is presented in Table 1.
As we can see from the result, the hypothesized three-factor model (i.e., servant leadership, psychological availability, and taking charge) is an acceptable fit to the data ( 2(df=293)=1146.201; TLI=.782; CFI=.082; RMSEA=.095; SRMR=.094
So the hypothesized model was a better fit than any other alternative models, proved the acceptance of construct validity as well as discriminant validity of the measures used in this study. 
4.2 Descriptive Statistics
The means, standard deviations, and correlations among the research variables are shown in Table 2. From the result we can get that servant leadership was positively associated with both psychological availability (r=.244, p<.01) and taking charge (r=.268, p<.01). Further more, the result also presented the positive effect of psychological availability on taking charge (r=.609, p<.01).
4.3 Hypothesis testing
Hierarchical regression and bias-corrected bootstrapping techniques were conducted to test hypotheses.
First, Hypothesis 1 stated that servant leadership was positively linked with taking charge. Result in Table 3 showed the significant positive effect of servant leadership on taking charge (β=0.204, p<0.001, Model 4), supporting Hypothesis 1.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK15][bookmark: OLE_LINK16]Moreover, hypothesis 2a proposed that servant leadership is positively related to psychological availability, the result in Table 3 showed that servant leadership was positively associated with psychological availability (β=0.165, p<0.001, Model 2). Similarly, hypothesis 2b, which predicted psychological availability was positive related to taking charge, was also substantiated (β=0.653, p<0.001, Model 5) .
Hypothesis 3 proposed that psychological availability mediated the relationship between servant leadership and taking charge. Table 3 showed that (1) servant leadership was significantly related to psychological availability; (2) servant leadership was significantly related to taking charge; (3) psychological availability was significantly related to taking charge; (4) when the psychological availability was present, the positive effect of servant leadership on taking charge decreased from .204 (p<0.001) to .104 (p<0.1). The above meet the four conditions of partially mediation proposed by Baron and Kenny (1986). Thus, hypothesis 3 was supported. Besides, we used the mediated regression analyses with bias-corrected bootstrapping (Hayes, 2013) for the indirect effect. The output in Table 4 showed that the indirect effect of servant leadership on taking charge through psychological availability was .10 and the 95% bias corrected CI for this indirect effect was [.039, .164]. Because zero is not contained in the 95% CI for the indirect effect, Hypothesis 3 was supported. Table 4 also showed servant leadership had a direct positive influence on taking charge (β=0.101, p<0.01) , proved partially mediation of psychological availability between the relationship once again.
5. DISCUSSION
Drawing on social exchange theory and resource conversation theory, we developed a theoretical model to examine the effect of servant leadership on followers’ taking charge behavior and test the mediating role of psychological availability between the two. The model was evaluated within a Chinese setting. Results showed that servant leadership was positively related to taking charge while psychological availability partially mediated the relationship. Moreover, political skill not only moderated the direct effect of psychological availability on taking charge but also moderated the underlying mediated mechanism. Both the relationship and the mediating process were strengthened when subordinates possessed high political skills.
5.1 Theoretical implications
[bookmark: OLE_LINK17][bookmark: OLE_LINK31]First, this is the first study that examined the relationship between servant leadership and taking charge in Chinese context. Because of the dramatic technological and economic changes,as well as the impact of the pandemic, Chinese organizations are currently confronted with a highly dynamic and uncertain external environment, requiring employees to be more change-oriented and proactive. China is well-known for its high power distance, but servant leadership is widely believed to be more effective in societies with low power distance (Van Dierendonck, 2011). The present research findings demonstrated that servant leadership could stimulate positive outcomes, even contrary to the values promoted by the culture of a high-power distance society, providing evidence that servant leadership is effective across multiple cultures. 
Second, by explicitly proposing and empirically examining psychological availability’s mediated role in servant leadership and taking charge relationship, our research provided a novel theoretical perspective to explain why servant leaders can positively promote followers’ taking charge behavior. Hence, it contributes to the elucidation of servant leadership to taking charge transmission mechanism. Our research indicated that servant leaders’ genuine concern for their followers, together with their provision of professional guidance, played a crucial role in enhancing followers’ psychological availability, which in turn lead them to the taking charge behavior.
5.2 Practical implications
Our research findings offer several practical implications for organizations. First, we discuss how servant leadership can be used to motivate followers taking charge. It is of significant meaningfulness for the modern organization because of their increasingly dependence for employees proactivity to gain competitive advantages. Therefore, we recommend leaders to demonstrate more servant leadership behaviors, such as showing concern and respect for their followers, investing in their development, and providing opportunities for them. As the leader-follower reciprocal relationship grows, employees would firmly choose to practice taking charge which is beneficial for organizations long-term development. 
Second, the establishment of the effective selection and promotion system for servant leaders is essential for the organization. Moreover, it also make sense to provide leadership training program, by which leaders can understand the potential positive influence servant leaders may provide for employees and organizations. 
5.3 Limitations and future research
Our research also has several limitations. First, the research in this paper is based on sample data from the same province. While it can effectively control the impacts of the regional factor on research results and increase internal validity, the sampling method causes situational limitations for research findings, it is recommended that future studies may consider collecting sample data from a wider region to increase the external validity of research results.
Second, cross-sectional data is employed in this paper for exploring the relationship between variables. The data of employees and that of leaders were collected at two points in time, which helps avoid the influence of common method bias. Nonetheless, the findings of this research do not prove a causal relationship between servant leadership and subordinates’ taking charge behavior (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Therefore, future studies may employ research approaches such as experimental, quasi-experimental, or longitudinal design to draw more persuasive inferences that indicate a casual relationship between the two.
Third, the result revealed that psychological availability partially mediated the relationship of servant leadership and taking charge, demonstrating the existence of other mediation mechanisms in the indirect servant leadership-taking charge relationship. Future research should explore other mediated mechanism from different perspective. For example, from the motivational perspective the competence need satisfaction may serve as a potential mediator linked servant leadership and taking charge.
CONCLUSION
[bookmark: OLE_LINK32]Our research clarify the role of servant leadership in promoting employees taking charge in Chinese context. Results showed that servant leaders can inspire the proactive challenged behavior by heightening employees’ availability perception of resources. We hope our findings could encourage more future research into what organizations and leaders can do to promote employees taking charge behavior.
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Table 1 Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis
	Variables
	2
	df
	2/df
	TLI
	CFI
	RMSEA
	SRMR

	Three-factor model
	1146.201
	296
	3.872
	.782
	.802
	.095
	.094

	Two-factor loading(SL,PA  combined)
	1766.381
	298
	5.927
	.626
	.657
	.125
	.121

	One -factor loading
	2315.170
	299
	7.743
	.489
	.523
	.146
	.138


Notes:SL=Servant Leadership;PA=Psychological Availability;
Abbreviations: df, degrees of freedom; TLI, Tucker–Lewis index;CFI, comparative fit index;RMSEA, root-mean-square error of approximation; SRMR, standardized root-mean-square residual; 

Table 2 Means, standard deviations, and correlations among the study variables.
	Variable
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	1.Servant Leadership
	3.41
	0.78
	.80
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.Psychological Availability
	4.03
	0.58
	.244**
	.81
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.Taking Charge
	3.88
	0.62
	.268**
	.609**
	.89
	
	
	
	
	

	5.Gender
	1.57
	0.50
	-.118*
	-.143*
	-.039*
	-.252**
	NA
	
	
	

	6.Organizational Tenure
	4.67
	4.93
	.040
	.104
	.046*
	.069
	.08
	NA
	
	

	7.Age
	31.23
	7.33
	-.028
	-.057
	.067
	-.159*
	.305
	.183*
	NA
	

	8.Education
	2.06
	0.72
	.105
	.081
	.091*
	.060
	.082
	.288*
	-.060
	NA


Note: N = 315. Reliability coefficients are reported in bold on the diagonal. Gender: 1 = male,2 =female. Education: 1= Associate's degree or below, 2= Bachelor's degree, 3 = Master's degree or above. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. 

1

Table 3 Results of Hierarchical Regression Analyses
	
	Psychological Availability
	Taking Charge

	
	M1
	M2
	M3
	M4
	M5
	M6

	Gender
	-.168*
	-.133
	-.094
	-.050
	.016
	.032

	Age
	.005
	.007
	.125
	.119
	.122*
	.119*

	Education
	.050
	.032
	.069
	.047
	.037
	.027

	Organizational Tenure
	.008
	.008
	.004
	.004
	-.002
	-.001

	Servant Leadership
	
	.165***
	
	.204***
	
	.104*

	Psychological Availability
	
	
	
	
	.653***
	.622***

	R2
	.033
	.081
	.020
	.084
	.083
	.399

	ΔR2
	
	.067
	
	.070
	.073
	.387

	F
	2.674*
	5.483***
	1.553
	5.696***
	38.424***
	34.009***


Note: N = 315 *p < .05. **p < .01.***p < .001
Table 4 Results of Mediation and Mediated Analysis
	Mediation

	SL→TC
	Direct Effect
	p
	LLCI
	ULCI

	
	.101
	.006
	.029
	.172

	SL→PA→TC
	Indirect Effect
	BootSE
	Boot
LLCI
	Boot
ULCI

	
	.100
	.032
	.039
	.164


Note:N=315 *p < .05. **p < .01.***p < .001
Servant Leadership
Psychological Availability
Taking Charge


 
FIGURE 1 Hypothesized Model




