

  ijerph-17-02544




ijerph-17-02544







Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17(7), 2544; doi:10.3390/ijerph17072544




Article



Leader Humility, and Subordinates’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior and Withdrawal Behavior: Exploring the Mediating Mechanisms of Subordinates’ Psychological Capital



Xiaoye Qian, Meijuan Zhang[image: Orcid] and Qiang Jiang *[image: Orcid]





Business School, Sichuan University, Chengdu 610065, China









*



Correspondence: jiang.qiang@outlook.com; Tel.:(+86)-1858-390-1920







Received: 6 March 2020 / Accepted: 6 April 2020 / Published: 8 April 2020



Abstract

:

As a bottom-up leadership style, leader humility has received considerable attention from researchers. Among the abundant studies revealing the positive impact of leader humility on employees’ work attitude and behaviors, there is less knowledge on how leader humility influences subordinates’ organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and withdrawal behavior. On the basis of the social information processing theory, this study proposed a cross-level mediation model and examined the direct impact of leader humility on subordinates’ OCB and withdrawal behavior. We also further explored the underlying psychological mechanism and examined the mediating effect of psychological capital on these relationships. Using a two-wave panel design and 274 employees’ questionnaire data, the empirical analysis found that: (1) leader humility was positively related to subordinates’ OCB and negatively related to subordinates’ withdrawal behavior; (2) leader humility was positively related to subordinates’ psychological capital; and (3) psychological capital played a cross-level mediating role in the leader humility-subordinates’ OCB relationship and the leader humility-subordinates’ withdrawal behavior relationship. Theoretical and practical implications, limitations, and suggestions for future research are also discussed.






Keywords:


leader humility; psychological capital; organizational citizenship behavior; withdrawal behavior; social information processing theory












1. Introduction


The world is becoming increasingly complex and dynamic, with rapid changes in the political, economic, market, and technological environment, and “new thinking and new approaches have become necessary for organizations to survive and to create sustainable growth and development” [1]. To achieve and maintain healthy development in such an environment, it is crucial for enterprises to have good leaders who can foster subordinates’ positive psychological strength, guide and motivate them to exhibit positive work behavior (such as organizational citizenship behavior, OCB), and reduce negative work behaviors (such as withdrawal behavior) [2]. The literature on leadership in recent years has been focusing on leader humility. According to the definition of leader humility proposed by Owens et al. [3,4], it is “(a) a manifested willingness to view oneself accurately, (b) an appreciation of others’ strengths and contributions, and (c) teachability or openness to new ideas and feedback” [3,4]. Leader humility may help foster subordinates’ positive psychological strength, as it is a bottom-up leadership style. This will ultimately influence the employees’ work behaviors. Drucker [5] pointed out that leaders should drop airs of omniscience and authority, avoid communicating in monologues, and stay humble and cautious. Owens and Hekman [4] also believe that humble leaders are better able to understand a situation and lead enterprises to create continuous and healthy development. In China, humility is highly valued by enterprises and managers, more so than in Western culture. This is because humility is considered a traditional virtue of the Chinese people [6]. Ancient proverbs such as “The humble receive benefit, while the conceited reap failure” and “Be humble” have been constantly repeated and praised by each generation, making humility an integral aspect of the Chinese culture. Jack Ma, founder of Alibaba Group, said that humility is a necessary quality for a successful manager [7]. Additionally, with the deepening of China’s reform and opening up and the rapid development of its economy, humble leaders can provide employees with opportunities to develop their strengths, promote their healthy development, and, as a result, help enterprises to better cope with the rapidly changing business environment. Therefore, leader humility is becoming increasingly important within the framework of a global economy that emphasizes sustainable growth and healthy development.



The important role of leader humility in management efficacy has drawn increasing attention in academic and business circles, and the effectiveness of leader humility in organizations has been verified. Recent studies find that the humble leader is able to set an example for employees’ positive work behavior, helping them to grow in a bottom-up manner [4] and improve individual psychological empowerment [8], job satisfaction [3,9], organizational identity [10], work engagement [11,12], creativity [13], team performance [14], and employee job performance by encouraging team members to establish harmonious interpersonal relationships [3,11]. Despite these advances, little research exists in terms of investigation of the direct impact of leader humility on subordinates’ extra-role behaviors, captured by the OCB [6]. A noticeable omission in the existing body of research is the relationship between leader humility and subordinates’ withdrawal behavior. In addition, although empirical evidence reveals a positive association between leader humility and employees’ OCB [6], the psychological mechanism underlying this relationship is still unclear.



To address these research gaps, we try to identify how leader humility affects subordinates’ OCB and withdrawal behavior. Research on social information processing theory [15] will provide a theoretical framework for this study. From the standpoint of this theory, individuals rely on social information cues to understand and judge their environment. Social context can not only directly help individuals to construct and interpret events, it can also indirectly draw individuals’ attention to certain kinds of information, and consequently shape their attitudes and psychological state. In the work environment, the humble leader serves as a key social information source whose attitude and behavior provide important social information clues to subordinates and influence their judgment of the work environment, consequently influencing their psychological state, captured by psychological capital (PsyCap) [14]. Thus, we suggest that subordinates’ PsyCap as a positive psychological state of development will play a mediating role in which leader humility relates to subordinates’ OCB and withdrawal behavior.



Rego et al.’s [14] study examined the above-mentioned mechanism. They found that team PsyCap plays a mediating role in the relationship between leader humility and team performance. Different from Rego’s work, our study focused on the social impact of the leader on individual employees’ PsyCap. We explored the cross-level mediating mechanism of subordinate’s PsyCap in the relationship between leader humility and subordinates’ OCB and withdrawal behavior.



The remainder of this study is organized as follows: in Section 2, we review the relevant theories, develop a theoretical model, and propose four hypotheses. In Section 3 and Section 4, the method and results of the empirical analysis are examined. The theoretical contributions and managerial suggestions are discussed in Section 5. In Section 6, we summarize the main achievements and research results.




2. Literature Review and Hypotheses


2.1. Leader Humility, OCB, and Withdrawal Behavior


The word humility derives from the Latin term humus, meaning “earth”, and humi, meaning “on the ground” [4]. Humility as a concept has been called “the fertile soil from which all other virtues grow” [14,16,17,18]. Accordingly, Owens and Hekman [4] defined leader humility behavior as “leading from the ground”. Different from “top-down” leadership (i.e., authoritarian leadership, paternalistic leadership, or transformational leadership), leader humility is a “bottom-up” leadership style [13,19] that is distinctly characterized in the following three aspects: (1) a willingness to see the self accurately—humble leaders have the courage to admit their own shortcomings and mistakes in front of their subordinates, pursue a more objective appraisal of strengths and limitations, and not feel ashamed to ask for help and learn from their subordinates; (2) a genuine appreciation of subordinates’ strengths and contributions—humble leaders often publicly express recognition and praise for their subordinates for their efforts, strengths, and excellent working abilities, without feeling threatened by them; and (3) modeling teachability—humble leaders show openness to new ideas and information, prefer to listen to and think carefully about subordinates’ opinions before speaking, and are very receptive to others’ feedback on their current course of action [3,4]. Although previous studies have confirmed the positive impact of leader humility on employees [3,4,8,9,10,11,12,13], there is little empirical understanding of how leader humility influences subordinates’ development of OCB and reduction of withdrawal behavior.



Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) refers to a series of constructive and voluntary behaviors in employees that are not explicitly stipulated by the job description and not included in the formal reward system in the organization, but can promote the effective functioning of the organization [20,21]. OCB is a typical extra-role behavior that is not included in the scope of reward and punishment standards of the organization. OCB can not only “serve as an effective means of coordinating activities between team members and across work groups”, but also “enhance the organization’s ability to attract and retain the best people by making it a more attractive place to work” and “enhance an organization’s ability to adapt to environmental changes” [22]. Previous research indicates that OCB is negatively related to employee turnover intention and plays a positive role in organizational performance [22,23]. Therefore, it is of great importance for the organization to understand how to effectively motivate employees to engage in more OCB. Prior studies have demonstrated that leaders’ ethical behavior and supportive leadership lead to more frequent OCB in employees [24,25]; yet, discussions of the effect of leader humility on OCB is rare [26]. This is the research gap our study tries to fill.



Withdrawal behaviors were defined by Hanisch and Hulin [27] as a set of negative behaviors that employees enact to avoid work tasks under dissatisfying organizational situations. Examples of employee withdrawal behaviors include withholding efforts at work, lateness, absenteeism, social loafing, and turnover [28,29,30]. Relevant studies show that such behaviors are widespread in organizations and have strong destructive effect on an enterprise’s healthy development. For example, Sagie et al. [28] used data from a middle-sized high-tech company in Israel to calculate that the economic loss due to employee withdrawal behavior was as high as USD 2.8 million (accounting for 16.5% of the company’s pre-tax income). Other recent empirical studies also showed the negative effect of employees’ withdrawal behaviors on their job performance [31,32]. Given that employee’s withdrawal behavior has such a negative impact on the organization, the way in which to effectively curb employee’s withdrawal behavior is exactly what we try to explore in this article.



According to social information processing theory, individuals tend to judge and understand their work environments by processing social information and then construct and interpret events in the workplace. Such interpretations will, in turn, shape their work attitudes and behaviors [14]. Previous studies suggest that leaders are crucial sources of social information because of their high status and direct interactions with their subordinates [33,34]. Subordinates tend to gather useful information from their leaders’ statements and behaviors to shape the perception of the work environment [13,35]. As such, when humble leaders express appreciation and respect toward their subordinates and encourage them to give full play to their own light, it will arouse strong gratitude and trust in subordinates [3]. In turn, this increases subordinates’ OCB. Moreover, as leader humility is a bottom-up leading approach, one of its features is that the leader pays more attention to employees’ welfare and satisfying their needs [19]. Such leaders’ behaviors can enhance employees’ willingness to exhibit more OCB by arousing a strong sense of reciprocity and social exchange [6].



Similar to the above mechanism, we propose that leader humility may attenuate subordinates’ withdrawal behaviors. Previous studies have revealed that employees tend to exhibit withdrawal behaviors when they experience less organizational support, feel unimportant, are not challenged in their job or are dissatisfied with the work conditions, or experience a lack of trust [27,36]. By contrast, leader humility can attenuate employees’ withdrawal behavior by creating a safe work environment [13]. Specifically, humble leaders admit their own shortcomings and mistakes in front of their subordinates, express appreciation toward their subordinates, and encourage subordinates to try new methods to fulfill tasks [3,4], which makes employees feel that their work is valued and important. Furthermore, humble leaders respect and trust their subordinates and show openness to new ideas and information [3,4,14], which makes employees feel psychologically safe when engaging in challenging work tasks [13]. In particular, humble leaders provide support and help when employees encounter difficulties [7], which will make subordinates less likely to exhibit withdrawal behaviors “because the perception of a safe climate allows them to overcome the anxiety and fear of failure” [13]. Therefore, leader humility may curb subordinates’ withdrawal behaviors.



On the basis of the above analysis, we proposed the following hypotheses:



 Hypothesis 1. 

Leader humility is positively related to subordinates’ OCB.





 Hypothesis 2. 

Leader humility is negatively related to subordinates’ withdrawal behavior.






2.2. Leader Humility and Subordinates’ PsyCap


PsyCap refers to “the general core psychological element of an individual’s positive psychological state of development (p.2)” [37]. It consists of the four dimensions of self-efficacy (having the confidence to take on and put in the necessary effort to succeed at challenging tasks), optimism (making a positive attribution about succeeding now and in the future), hope (persevering toward goals and, when necessary, redirecting paths to goals in order to succeed), and resilience (when beset by problems and adversity, sustaining and bouncing back and even beyond to attain success), emphasizing the strength and positive psychological power of the person [38]. Very simply, PsyCap can be viewed as “who you are” and “what you can become in terms of positive development” [39] and is differentiated from human capital (“what you know”), social capital (“who you know”), and financial capital (“what you have”) [1]. Some studies have confirmed that individual PsyCap has positive effects on individuals’ job attitudes [40,41], work behaviors [42], and performance [1,40]. In addition, PsyCap has been shown to predict satisfaction with work, health, relationships, and life in general [43,44]. As a role model in an organization or team, the leader plays an effective role in guiding their subordinates to develop their self-confidence, hope, optimism, and resilience [45].



We propose that leader humility encourages and promotes subordinates’ PsyCap. A humble leader can “provide positive feedback on team performance; encourage new ways of accomplishing the work; create a sense of validation of strengths; and foster a positive, growth-based, developmental paradigm about organizational life” [14], which contributes to the development of subordinates’ positive PsyCap. Specifically, humble leaders show several characteristics and behaviors that contribute to developing subordinates’ PsyCap: (1) humble leaders attach importance to the value and appeal of employees and are more willing to provide subordinates with work support and help, which can motivate employees to work hard and perform at their best [3,11,13]. Subordinates therefore have more confidence to put in the necessary effort to succeed at challenging tasks (self-efficacy) [1]; (2) humble leaders believe that individuals’ abilities can be shaped, and therefore they encourage subordinates to actively embrace challenges, explore new ways to solve problems, and persevere in their goals, and, when necessary, redirect paths to goals to succeed (hope); (3) humble leaders can sincerely appreciate others’ efforts, strengths, and contributions, and thus they are keen to give praise and rewards timeously when their subordinates perform well, which can help subordinates to develop a positive attribution (optimism) for succeeding now and in the future; (4) humble leaders not only tolerate their subordinates’ failures and mistakes, but also consider mistakes as a normal and even a beneficial part of learning [4], and therefore, when subordinates are beset by problems and adversity, the humble leader tends to share responsibility and encourage them to continue to try. Accordingly, subordinates can sustain their effort, bounce back, and reach success (resilience). In summary, leader humility has a significant impact on the four components of subordinates’ PsyCap: self-efficacy, optimism, hope, and resilience. Rego et al.’s [14] research has found that leader humility has a positive influence on team’s PsyCap. Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis:



 Hypothesis 3. 

Leader humility is positively related to subordinates’ PsyCap.






2.3. The Mediating Role of Subordinates’ PsyCap


We also propose that subordinates’ positive PsyCap has an important driving effect on their OCB and a significant attenuating effect on withdrawal behavior. This means that subordinates’ PsyCap may play a mediating role in the relationship between leader humility and subordinates’ OCB/withdrawal behavior. First, several previous studies support the promoting effect of positive PsyCap on employees’ extra-role behaviors [10,41,42,46,47,48]. For example, Qian et al. [46] found that employees with higher self-efficacy are less reluctant to speak up; Norman et al.’s [10] research demonstrated that positive PsyCap can promote employees to engage in more OCB and fewer deviance behaviors; and Avey et al.’s [48] meta-analysis supported the idea that PsyCap is positively related to desirable OCB behaviors, and negatively related to undesirable behaviors (turnover and deviance). Consistent with these arguments, we propose the idea that subordinates’ perceptions of leader humility may create positive work conditions necessary for subordinates’ PsyCap to flourish, which, in turn, will promote subordinates to engage in more OCB [10,48] and fewer withdrawal behaviors [48].



In summary, by providing support and help to their subordinates, trusting and appreciating their abilities and efforts, and tolerating their failures and mistakes, leader humility will be conducive to promoting and developing subordinates’ PsyCap, thereby causing subordinates to show more OCB and reduce withdrawal behavior. We therefore propose the following hypotheses:



 Hypothesis 4a.  

PsyCap mediates the relationship between leader humility and subordinates’ OCB.





 Hypothesis 4b. 

PsyCap mediates the relationship between leader humility and subordinates’ withdrawal behavior.





Figure 1 demonstrates our theoretical model, which includes hypotheses 1–4.





3. Materials and Methods


3.1. Group Reached and Procedure


The data used in this study were collected from four large state-owned medical institutions located in southeast China. We had initially received a list of 13 medical institutions from the municipal government. Using convenience sampling, we randomly contacted half of the organizations (six medical institutions) on that list, and finally reached an agreement with four of them. A total of 355 employees from 66 teams participated in the two-wave survey. The data collection phase lasted 2 months and was aimed at reducing potential estimation bias arising from common method biases. The data collection procedure was as follows: first, two weeks before the first survey—with the help of human resource (HR) managers—we obtained the participants’ demographic information, including age, gender, educational level, and work experience. During the first phase (time 1), we distributed questionnaires to participants in envelopes and asked them to return the completed questionnaires directly to our research assistant. In this wave, employees rated their manager’s leader humility and their own PsyCap, and shared their demographic information. We cross-checked the participants’ self-reported demographic information with information from their HR departments. During the second phase (time 2), the participants answered questions on OCB and withdrawal behavior. After excluding the invalid questionnaires such as those lacking demographic information and data and those from the two waves that could not be matched, the final sample consists of 274 effective observations (a return rate of 77.18%). Among the participants, 73% were female and 55% had at least a bachelor degree or higher. In terms of the average age and job tenure, the respondents were 37 years old and had been working at their organization for 11 years.




3.2. Measures


We used a five-point Likert scale (from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”) for all scales. Because the measurements were originally developed in English, we followed strict translation and back-translation procedures to ensure that the original scales can be used in a Chinese context.



3.2.1. Leader Humility


Leader humility was measured with an 11-item scale developed and validated by Owens et al. [11]. Example items are “My leader admits it when he or she doesn’t know how to do something”, “My leader acknowledges when others have more knowledge and skills than themselves”, “My leader shows a willingness to learn from others”, and “My leader admits it when he or she makes mistakes” (Cronbach’s α = 0.96).




3.2.2. PsyCap


PsyCap was measured with a 24-item scale developed by Luthans et al. [49]. Data were collected via participant self-reporting. The PsyCap scale consists of four dimensions: self-efficacy, hope, resilience, and optimism. Example items are (a) self-efficacy: “I feel confident in helping set targets/goals in my work area”; (b) hope: “I can come up with different ways to achieve my current goal”; (c) resilience: “When I have a setback at work, I can recover from it and move on”; and (d) optimism: “I always look on the bright side of things regarding my job”. The Cronbach’s alpha for PsyCap was 0.97. As for each dimension of the PsyCap, the Cronbach’s alpha was 0.91 for self-efficacy, 0.93 for hope, 0.93 for resilience, and 0.92 for optimism.




3.2.3. OCB


OCB was measured using Williams and Anderson’s [29] eight-item scale. Example items are “I do what my job does not require me to do, but is conducive to improving the image of my organization”, “I take the initiative to learn the development of my organization”, and “When others criticize my organization, I refute them” (Cronbach’s α = 0.92).




3.2.4. Withdrawal Behavior


Withdrawal behavior was measured with an eight-item scale developed by Roznwski and Hanisch [50]. Example items are “Using the work phone for personal calls”, “Making excuses to get of regular working meetings”, and “Letting others do your work for you” (Cronbach’s α = 0.88).




3.2.5. Control Variables


We controlled for gender, age, educational level, and job tenure at an individual level and for team type and team size (i.e., number of teams) at the team level because of their potential impact on employees’ attitudes and behaviors [11,13,20]. Gender was coded as “0” for male and “1” for female; age and job tenure were measured in years; and educational level was a categorical variable, going from 1 to 4 representing, respectively, “high school and below”, “technical secondary school”, “junior college”, and “college and above”. We also used the team type function as a team-level control variable going from 1 to 4, respectively indicating “outsourcing business unit”, “logistics department”, “administrative department”, and “business unit”.





3.3. Analytic Strategy


As our data were nested in teams (i.e., multiple subordinates in the same team share the same leader), a multi-level confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) [51] was used to examine the properties of our measures and hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) [52] was used to test hypotheses with Stata14 software. When testing the multilevel mediation hypothesis, we used a maximum likelihood estimation and robust standard errors.




3.4. Aggregation of Team-level Variable


It is necessary to check the viability of the team-level variable, which is leader humility. We calculated the mean rwg value for leader humility to be 0.97, which is higher than the conventionally acceptable rwg value of 0.70 [53,54], showing a satisfactory internal consistency. Additional evidence was obtained following the suggestions of Bliese [55], the interrater reliability index (ICC1), and the reliability of group mean index (ICC2). For leader humility, the ICC1 was 0.03 and the ICC2 was 0.90. Taken together, these results support the aggregation of leader humility.





4. Results


4.1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis and the Test of Common Method Variance


Before testing the proposed hypotheses, we conducted a CFA to examine the discriminant validity of the four latent variables: leader humility, PsyCap, OCB, and withdrawal behavior. The relevant statistical indicators of model goodness of fit are shown in Table 1, the hypothesized four-factor model fitted the data better (χ2 = 3423.988, RMSEA = 0.081, CFI = 0.818, TLI = 0.810). The factor loadings of all items were above 0.55. Taken together, these statistics supported the variables’ discriminant validity.



Additionally, we conducted a CFA analysis for each of the instruments to examine their reliability and validity. Generally, if average variance extracted (AVE) is greater than 0.5, and composite reliability (CR) is greater than 0.7, it means the instruments have good convergent validity and composite reliability [56,57]. In this study, the values of AVE for leader humility, PsyCap, OCB, and withdrawal behavior were all greater than 0.5, and the CR values and Cronbach’s alpha were all higher than 0.7, which meant that all the scales used in this study had good reliability and convergent validity.



Because the questionnaires were self-reported by employees, we tested potential common method variance by using Harman’s single factor test [58]. As shown in Table 1, the single factor model had a poor fit with the data (χ2 = 7459.023, RMSEA = 0.136, CFI = 0.486, TLI = 0.465). Furthermore, we performed an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) analysis of all four variables and found the first factor only explained 30.58% of the variance. Therefore, it can be concluded that common method bias was not an issue in this study.




4.2. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations


Table 2 presents a summary of the descriptive statistics and correlations among all the individual-level and team-level variables. As shown in Table 2, subordinates’ PsyCap was positively correlated with subordinates’ OCB (r = 0.66, p < 0.01) and negatively correlated with subordinates’ withdrawal behavior (r = −0.16, p < 0.01).




4.3. Hypothesis Testing


We use a hierarchical regression analysis to test hypotheses 1–4 and the results are shown in Table 3. To test the cross-level effect among variables, we followed the suggestion of Liao and Zhuang [59], and both individual-level and team-level variables were mean-centered before testing [60,61].



First, we examined the null model, which only included the control variables. The results are reported in Table 3, columns 2 and 5.



Hypothesis 1 predicted that leader humility would be positively related to subordinates’ OCB. As displayed in model 1 (Table 3), the relationship between leader humility and subordinates’ OCB was significantly positive (β = 0.51, p < 0.01). Therefore, hypothesis 1 was supported.



Hypothesis 2 predicted a negative relationship between leader humility and subordinates’ withdrawal behavior. As showed in model 4 (Table 3), leader humility was negatively related to subordinates’ withdrawal behavior (β = −0.27, p < 0.05). Therefore, hypothesis 2 was supported.



Hypothesis 3 predicted a positive relationship between leader humility and subordinates’ PsyCap. As shown in model 6 (Table 3), the relationship between leader humility and subordinates’ PsyCap was significantly positive (β = 0.47, p < 0.01). Therefore, hypothesis 3 was supported.



Hypotheses 4a and 4b predicted the cross-level mediating role of subordinates’ PsyCap on the relationship between leader humility and subordinates’ OCB/withdrawal behavior. We used HLM [52] in conjunction with the mediation testing procedure proposed by Baron and Kenny [62] to test this hypothesis. First, in testing hypotheses 1 and 2, the results showed that leader humility (independent variables as X) was significantly related to OCB and withdrawal behavior (dependent variable as Y). Next, in testing hypothesis 3, the results showed that the independent variable leader humility had a significant positive relationship with the mediator, subordinates’ PsyCap (as M). In short, the first two conditions of the mediation test (X→Y, X→M) were satisfied [62]. The final step for testing the mediating effect was to regress OCB/withdrawal behavior simultaneously on leader humility and subordinates’ PsyCap. The results in model 2 and model 5 (Table 3) showed that subordinates’ PsyCap was positively related to subordinates’ OCB (β = 0.66, p < 0.01) but negatively related to subordinates’ withdrawal behavior (β = −0.12, p < 0.1). At the same time, the effect of leader humility on subordinates’ OCB become weaker (β = 0.20, p < 0.05) when the subordinates’ PsyCap was included; the effect of leader humility on subordinates’ withdrawal behavior became insignificant (β = −0.21, ns) when the subordinates’ PsyCap was included. Therefore, subordinates’ PsyCap not only partially mediated the relationship between leader humility and subordinates’ OCB, but also completely mediated the relationship between leader humility and subordinates’ withdrawal behavior. Thus, hypotheses 4a and 4b were both supported.





5. Discussion


5.1. Theoretical Implications


This study focused on the underlying influence of leader humility on subordinates’ OCB and withdrawal behavior. Applying a two-phrase research design with a sample of 274 employees in 58 teams from four stated-owned medical institutions located in southeast China, our four hypotheses were all supported. In particular, we found that: (1) leader humility had a positive impact on subordinates’ OCB; (2) leader humility had a significant attenuating effect on subordinates’ withdrawal behavior; and (3) subordinates’ PsyCap played a cross mediating role in the relationships between leader humility–subordinates’ OCB and leader humility–subordinates’ withdrawal behavior, respectively.



The findings of this study expand the knowledge in the study area of leader humility and positive PsyCap in the following aspects:



First, this study represented the first attempt to integrate and test the influence of leader humility on subordinates’ positive work behaviors (OCB) and negative work behaviors (withdrawal behavior), which constitutes a notable contribution to literature on leader humility. By examining the impact of leader humility on subordinates’ positive and negative work behaviors, we proved that leader humility has a driving effect on subordinates’ OCB, meanwhile having an attenuating effect on subordinates’ withdrawal behavior. Studies on the impact of leader humility have produced some significant results, and point to increased psychological empowerment, job satisfaction, organizational identity, job involvement, job performance, and creativity [3,7,8,9,10,13]. In particular, from the perspective of interpersonal relationships, Mao et al. [6] indicated that leader humility could promote subordinates’ voice and helping behaviors by allowing the leader to build a close relationship with them. However, there are few studies that have focused on the impact of leader humility on subordinates’ extra-role behavior (OCB) within the Chinese context. Furthermore, to the best of our knowledge, there are no studies that have explored the influence of leader humility on subordinates’ withdrawal behaviors. Our research filled this gap and explored the driving effect of leader humility on subordinates’ OCB and its attenuating effect on withdrawal behavior, thereby enriching the research on the effectiveness of leader humility.



Second, this research found a new antecedent that affects employee PsyCap, which expands our understanding of the cultivating role that leadership plays in developing individuals’ PsyCap. Moreover, our research also contributes to occupational health psychology. Previous studies have shown that PsyCap facilitates positive cognitive appraisals of work and life, and plays a positive role in well-being, and in satisfaction with work, health, and life [43,44]. Hence, PsyCap, as an individual’s positive and healthy psychological state of development, is of great significance for employees [40,41,42]. Scholars have examined several different leadership types and how they influence subordinates’ PsyCap. For example, Wang et al. [13] found that transformational leadership could enhance employees’ PsyCap by influencing their cognitive processes, whereas Bouckenooghe’s research [45] demonstrated that ethical leadership has a positive effect on employees’ PsyCap via a role model effect. How leader humility—as a new “bottom-up” leadership style—affects subordinates’ psychological capital has not been fully discussed. Building on recent research that has documented the influence of leader humility on collective character strengths in the teams they lead [14], our research revealed that leader humility can effectively foster subordinates’ positive PsyCap, which provides a theoretical reference for further understanding the influential effect of leader humility. At the same time, the discovery of a positive relationship between leader humility and subordinate’s PsyCap enriches the literature on the occupational health psychology.



Finally, our research explored the underlying psychological mechanism of the relationships between leader humility and subordinates’ OCB and withdrawal behavior, on the basis of social informational processing theory. By reiterating the findings of Jeung and Yoon [8], who explored the psychological mechanisms between leader humility and employee attitudes and behavior, we proposed and tested an important psychological mechanism, this being the fact that the driving effect of leader humility on subordinates’ OCB and its attenuating effect on withdrawal behavior are both channeled by subordinates’ PsyCap. Specifically, leader humility can promote subordinates’ self-efficacy, hope, optimism, and resilience, which are four factors of their PsyCap, and then lead to higher OCB and less withdrawal behavior. The demonstration of the cross-level mediating effect of subordinates’ PsyCap enriches the literature on the potential influence of humble leadership on subordinates’ healthy work behaviors and makes a new contribution to the positive psychology literature.




5.2. Practical Implications


These findings may have several practical implications for managers and enterprises.



On one hand, our research showed that leader humility plays an important role in promoting subordinates’ positive work behavior (OCB), and that it has a significant attenuating effect on subordinates’ negative work behavior (withdrawal behavior). As a traditional virtue of the Chinese people, leader humility has been confirmed by our research as an important leadership trait that can be learned and developed [14]. Thus, it is of great significance to organizations, especially Chinese enterprises. Therefore, enterprises should focus on selecting and cultivating humble leaders. Moreover, leadership training and development programs should be provided to help leaders understand the importance of humility, to develop their humility, as well as to encourage them to practice humble behavior in their organizations.



On the other hand, this study revealed that leader humility can improve subordinates’ PsyCap, which, in turn, promotes subordinates’ extra-role behaviors. Therefore, leaders should strive to incorporate more humble behaviors in their daily work to promote subordinates’ PsyCap, such as lowering their postures; admitting their shortcomings and mistakes; paying attention to subordinates’ strengths; praising them for good work; giving support and assistance when subordinates are facing challenges; and showing trust, respect, and willingness to acquire new knowledge and skills. As a result, the subordinates feel supported, recognized, appreciated, rewarded, and treated fairly, and PsyCap is likely to thrive and yield desired outcomes [43]. In addition, organizations could adopt managerial interventions to improve employees’ PsyCap. For example, organizational managers should strive to create a positive and psychologically safe culture and implement relevant training for developing the PsyCap of employees [43]. These can foster and develop subordinates’ positive PsyCap, and, as a result, motivate employees to increase their OCB and reduce withdrawal behavior.




5.3. Limitations and Future Directions


Our study has several limitations that should be addressed in future research.



First, to avoid common method bias, we collected longitudinal data at two times, which could weaken the influence of common method bias. However, as the independent variable (leader humility) and the mediating variable (PsyCap) in our model were both self-evaluated by employees in the first stage, although the result showed that common method bias was not a major problem in this study, the theoretical model may still have been influenced by common method bias. Using objective data to measure team and individual variables or collecting multi-wave panel data will undoubtedly further enhance the persuasiveness and application value of our study. In the future, it would be better to collect multi-wave panel data from employee self-assessment and leaders or peer evaluation.



Second, although our research addresses the leader humility–subordinates’ PsyCap–subordinates’ OCB/withdrawal behavior relationship, we did not consider how contextual factors may change the relationship. In future studies, moderating factors such as team climates and group structure should be considered for a deeper understanding of the boundary conditions of the leader humility–subordinates’ PsyCap-subordinates’ OCB/withdrawal behavior relationship.



Third, although the sample of 58 teams and 274 employees in this study was obtained from four different medical organizations, these organizations still belong to the same industry. This research design helped us to eliminate interference due to industry differences and to improve the internal validity of the research by sacrificing the external validity of the research to some extent. However, the research design may cause difficulty in externalizing our research conclusion. Therefore, future studies should further test the proposed theoretical model in the context of other industries and different types of enterprises.



Last, the effect of variables such as years of professional experience (both in leadership positions and as a member of the work team) and gender (also in relation to both professional roles: leader/team member) were not sufficiently explored in this research. Future studies would benefit from considering these variables. Furthermore, qualitative studies are necessary to deepen research on leader humility and its results at the team level.





6. Conclusions


On the basis of social information processing theory, this study proposed a cross-level mediation model, and tested the importance of channeling the effect of subordinates’ PsyCap in the relationships between leader humility and subordinates’ OCB and withdrawal behavior. Our empirical analysis showed that leader humility has a driving effect on subordinates’ OCB, while having an attenuating effect on subordinates’ withdrawal behavior. In addition, our research also revealed that leader humility can effectively foster subordinates’ positive PsyCap. Moreover, subordinates’ PsyCap plays a mediating role in these relationships. We hope that this study will encourage future researchers to examine the PsyCap-based mechanisms by considering boundary conditions in which leader humility influences subordinates’ work outcomes.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, M.Z. and X.Q.; methodology, software, and validation, X.Q., Q.J., and M.Z.; formal analysis and visualization, Q.J.; project administration and funding acquisition, X.Q. and Q.J. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


This research was funded by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (grant no. 71872117), the Social Science Fund of Sichuan Province (grant no. SC19B079), Humanities and Social Sciences Program of the Ministry of Education (grant no. 14YJC790053), and Sichuan University Special Research Project under the “Double First-Class” Initiative (grant no. SKSYL201703).




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Luthans, F.; Norman, S.M.; Avolio, B.J.; Avey, J.B. The Mediating Role of Psychological Capital in the Supportive Organizational Climate—Employee Performance Relationship. J. Organ. Behav. 2008, 29, 219–238. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Shapira-Lishchinsky, O.; Tsemach, S. Psychological Empowerment as a Mediator Between Teachers’ Perceptions of Authentic Leadership and their Withdrawal and Citizenship Behaviors. Educ. Adm. Q. 2014, 50, 675–712. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Owens, B.P.; Johnson, M.D.; Mitchell, T.R. Expressed Humility in Organizations: Implications for Performance, Teams, and Leadership. Organ. Sci. 2013, 24, 1517–1538. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Owens, B.P.; Hekman, D.R. Modeling How to Grow: An Inductive Examination of Humble Leader Behaviors, Contingencies, and Outcomes. J. Acad. Manag. 2012, 55, 787–818. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Drucker, P.F. Managing for the Future: The 1990s and Beyond; Tuman Talley Books/Dutton: New York, NY, USA, 1992. [Google Scholar]

	



Mao, J.; Liao, J.; Han, Y. The Mechanism and Effect of Leader Humility: An Interpersonal Relationship Perspective. Acta Psychol. Sin. 2017, 49, 1219–1233. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhou, Q.; Li, Q.; Qian, X. An Empirical Study On the Impact of Humble Leader Behavior On Team Innovation. Sci. Sci. Manag. 2017, 38, 159–172. [Google Scholar]

	



Jeung, C.; Yoon, H.J. Leader Humility and Psychological Empowerment: Investigating Contingencies. J. Manag. Psychol. 2016, 31, 1122–1136. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ou, A.Y.; Seo, J.; Choi, D.; Hom, P.W. When Can Humble Top Executives Retain Middle Managers? The Moderating Role of Top Management Team Faultiness. Acad. Manag. J. 2017, 60, 1915–1931. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Norman, S.M.; Avey, J.B.; Nimnicht, J.L.; Graber Pigeon, N. The Interactive Effects of Psychological Capital and Organizational Identity On Employee Organizational Citizenship and Deviance Behaviors. J. Leadersh. Org. Stud. 2010, 17, 380–391. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Owens, B.P.; Wallace, A.S.; Waldman, D.A. Leader Narcissism and Follower Outcomes: The Counterbalancing Effect of Leader Humility. J. App. Psychol. 2015, 100, 1203–1213. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ou, A.Y.; Tsui, A.S.; Kinicki, A.J.; Waldman, D.A.; Xiao, Z.; Song, L.J. Humble Chief Executive Officers’ Connections to Top Management Team Integration and Middle Managers’ Responses. Adm. Sci. Q. 2014, 59, 34–72. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wang, Y.; Liu, J.; Zhu, Y. Humble Leadership, Psychological Safety, Knowledge Sharing, and Follower Creativity: A Cross-Level Investigation. Front. Psyhol. 2018, 9. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Rego, A.; Owens, B.; Yam, K.C.; Bluhm, D.; Cunha, M.P.E.; Silard, A.; Gonçalves, L.; Martins, M.; Simpson, A.V.; Liu, W. Leader Humility and Team Performance: Exploring the Mediating Mechanisms of Team PsyCap and Task Allocation Effectiveness. J. Manag. 2017, 45, 1009–1033. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Salancik, G.R.; Pfeffer, J. Social Information-Processing Approach to Job Attitudes and Task Design. Adm. Sci. Q. 1978, 23, 224–253. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Watts, R.E. Embracing Both a Constructivist Counseling Approach and a Specific Religious Tradition: Is It a Leap of Faith? Couns. Values 2011, 56, 3–9. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Awtry, M. River of Life: How to Live in the Flow; AuthorHouse: Bloomington, IN, USA, 2007. [Google Scholar]

	



Grenberg, J. Kant and the Ethics of Humility: A Story of Dependence, Corruption and Virtue; Cambridge University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2005. [Google Scholar]

	



Oc, B.; Bashshur, M.R.; Daniels, M.A.; Greguras, G.J.; Diefendorff, J.M. Leader Humility in Singapore. Leadersh. Q. 2015, 26, 68–80. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Van Dyne, L.; Ang, S. Organizational, Citizenship Behavior of Contingent Workers in Singapore. Acad. Sci. Q. 1998, 41, 692–703. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Organ, D.W. Organizational Citizenship Behavior: The Good Soldier Syndrome; Lexington Books: Lexington, KY, USA, 1988. [Google Scholar]

	



Podsakoff, P.M.; MacKenzie, S.B. Impact of Organizational Citizenship Behavior on Organizational Performance: A Review and Suggestion for Future Research. Hum. Perform. 1997, 10, 133–151. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Podsakoff, N.P.; Podsakoff, P.M.; MacKenzie, S.B.; Maynes, T.D.; Spoelma, T.M. Consequences of Unit-Level Organizational Citizenship Behaviors: A Review and Recommendations for Future Research. J. Organ. Behav. 2014, 35, S87–S119. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Organ, D.W.; Podsakoff, P.M.; MacKenzie, S.B. Organizational Citizenship Behavior: Its Nature, Antecedents, and Consequences; SAGE Publications: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2006. [Google Scholar]

	



Brown, M.E.; Trevino, L.K. Ethical Leadership: A Review and Future Directions. Leadersh. Q. 2006, 17, 595–616. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Li, X.; Li, M.; Fu, J.; Ullah, A. Leader Humility and Employee Voice: The Role of Employees’ Regulatory Focus and Voice-Role Conception. Soc. Behav. Pers. 2019, 47. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hanisch, K.A.; Hulin, C.L. Job-Attitudes and Organizational Withdrawal—An Examination of Retirement and Other Voluntary Withdrawal Behaviors. J. Vocat. Behav. 1990, 37, 60–78. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sagie, A.; Birati, A.; Tziner, A. Assessing the Costs of Behavioral and Psychological Withdrawal: A New Model and an Empirical Illustration. App. Psychol. 2002, 51, 67–89. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Williams, L.J.; Anderson, S.E. Job-Satisfaction and Organizational Commitment as Predictors of Organizational Citizenship and In-Role Behaviors. J. Manag. 1991, 17, 601–617. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hackett, R.D. Work Attitudes and Employee Absenteeism—A Synthesis of the Literature. J. Occ. Psychol. 1989, 62, 235–248. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Swider, B.W.; Zimmerman, R.D. Prior and Future Withdrawal and Performance: A Meta-Analysis of their Relations in Panel Studies. J. Vocat. Behav. 2014, 84, 225–236. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zimmerman, R.D.; Darnold, T.C. The Impact of Job Performance On Employee Turnover Intentions and the Voluntary Turnover Process a Meta-Analysis and Path Model. Pers. Rev. 2009, 38, 142–158. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chiu, C.C.; Owens, B.P.; Tesluk, P.E. Initiating and Utilizing Shared Leadership in Teams: The Role of Leader Humility, Team Proactive Personality, and Team Performance Capability. J. App. Psychol. 2016, 101, 1705–1720. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yaffe, T.; Kark, R. Leading by Example: The Case of Leader OCB. J. App. Psychol. 2011, 96, 806–826. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lu, J.; Zhang, Z.; Jia, M. Does Servant Leadership Affect Employees’ Emotional Labor? A Social Information-Processing Perspective. J. Bus. Ethics 2019, 159, 507–518. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Eder, P.; Eisenberger, R. Perceived Organizational Support: Reducing the Negative Influence of Coworker Withdrawal Behavior. J. Manag. 2007, 34, 55–68. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Luthans, F.; Youssef-Morgan, C.M.; Avolio, B. Psychological Capital and Beyond; Oxford University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2015. [Google Scholar]

	



Luthans, F.; Youssef, C.M. Human, Social and Now Positive Psychological Capital Management: Investing in People for Competitive Advantage. Organ. Dyn. 2004, 33, 143–160. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Avolio, B.J.; Luthans, F. The High Impact Leader: Moments Matter for Accelerating Authentic Leadership Development; McGraw-Hill: New York, NY, USA, 2006. [Google Scholar]

	



Alessandri, G.; Consiglio, C.; Luthans, F.; Borgogni, L. Testing a Dynamic Model of the Impact of Psychological Capital On Work Engagement and Job Performance. Career Dev. Int. 2018, 23, 33–47. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Newman, A.; Ucbasaran, D.; Zhu, F.; Hirst, G. Psychological Capital: A Review and Synthesis. J. Org. Behav. 2014, 351, S120–S138. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Shin, I.; Hur, W.; Kang, S. How and When Are Job Crafters Engaged at Work? Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2018, 15, 2138. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Luthans, F.; Youssef-Morgan, C.M. Psychological Capital: An Evidence-Based Positive Approach. Annu. Rev. Organ. Psych. 2017, 4, 339–366. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Luthans, F.; Youssef, C.M.; Sweetman, D.S.; Harms, P.D. Meeting the Leadership Challenge of Employee Well-Being through Relationship PsyCap and Health PsyCap. J. Leadersh. Org. Stud. 2013, 20, 118–133. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bouckenooghe, D.; Zafar, A.; Raja, U. How Ethical Leadership Shapes Employees’ Job Performance: The Mediating Roles of Goal Congruence and Psychological Capital. J. Bus. Ethics 2015, 129, 251–264. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Qian, X.; Li, Q.; Song, Y.; Wang, J. Temporary Employment and Voice Behavior: The Role of Self-Efficacy and Political Savvy. Asia Pacific J. Hum. Resour. 2019. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Han, M.; Hwang, P. How Leader Secure-Base Support Facilitates Hotel Employees’ Promotive and Prohibitive Voices Moderating Role of Regulatory Foci. Int. J. Contemp. Hosp. Manag. 2019, 31, 1666–1683. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Avey, J.B.; Reichard, R.J.; Luthans, F.; Mhatre, K.H. Meta-Analysis of the Impact of Positive Psychological Capital On Employee Attitudes, Behaviors, and Performance. Hum. Resour. Dev. Q. 2011, 22, 127–152. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Luthans, F.; Youssef, C.M.; Avolio, B.J. Psychological Capital: Developing the Human Competitive Edge; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2007. [Google Scholar]

	



Roznowski, M.; Hanisch, K.A. Building Systematic Heterogeneity Into Work Attitudes and Behavior Measures. J. Vocat. Behav. 1990, 36, 361–375. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Preacher, K.J.; Zyphur, M.J.; Zhang, Z. A General Multilevel SEM Framework for Assessing Multilevel Mediation. Psychol. Methods 2010, 15, 209–233. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Bryk, A.S.; Raudenbush, S.W. Hierarchical Linear Models: Applications and Data Analysis Methods, 2nd ed.; Sage Publications: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2002. [Google Scholar]

	



Bai, Y.; Lin, L.; Liu, J.T. Leveraging the Employee Voice: A Multi-Level Social Learning Perspective of Ethical Leadership. Int. J. Hum. Res. Manag. 2019, 30, 1869–1901. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



James, L.R.; Demaree, R.G.; Wolf, G. R(Wg)—An Assessment of Within-Group Interrater Agreement. J. App. Psychol. 1993, 78, 306–309. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bliese, P. Within-Group Agreement, Non-Independence, and Reliability: Implications for Data Aggregation and Analysis. In Multilevel Theory, Research, and Methods in Organizations: Foundations, Extensions, and New Developments; Klein, K., Kozlowski, S., Eds.; Jossey-Bass: San Francisco, USA, 2000. [Google Scholar]

	



Gim Chung, R.H.; Kim, B.S.K.; Abreu, J.M. Asian American Multidimensional Acculturation Scale: Development, Factor Analysis, Reliability, and Validity. Cult. Divers. Ethn. Minor. Psychol. 2004, 10, 66–80. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Malhotra, N.K.; Dash, S. Marketing Research an Applied Orientation; Pearson Publishing: London, UK, 2011. [Google Scholar]

	



Zhou, H.; Sheng, X.; He, Y.; Qian, X. Ethical Leadership as the Reliever of Frontline Service Employees’ Emotional Exhaustion: A Moderated Mediation Model. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 976. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Liao, H.; Zhuang, A.J. Empirical Methods in Organizational and Management Research, 2nd ed.; Peking University Press: Beijing, China, 2012; pp. 442–476. [Google Scholar]

	



Enders, C.K.; Tofighi, D. Centering Predictor Variables in Cross-Sectional Multilevel Models: A New Look at an Old Issue. Psychol. Methods 2007, 12, 121–138. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hofmann, D.A.; Gavin, M.B. Centering Decisions in Hierarchical Linear Models: Implications for Research in Organizations. J. Manag. 1998, 24, 623–641. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Baron, R.M.; Kenny, D.A. The Moderator Mediator Variable Distinction in Social Psychological-Research—Conceptual, Strategic, and Statistical Considerations. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 1986, 51, 1173–1182. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








[image: Ijerph 17 02544 g001 550] 





Figure 1. Theoretical model. 
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Table 1. Results of confirmatory factor analysis.






Table 1. Results of confirmatory factor analysis.





	Model
	χ2
	df
	χ2/df
	TLI
	RMSEA
	CFI





	1-factor model a
	7459.023
	1224
	6.094
	0.465
	0.136
	0.486



	2-factor model b
	5550.807
	1223
	4.537
	0.628
	0.114
	0.643



	3-factor model c
	4699.670
	1221
	3.849
	0.701
	0.102
	0.713



	4-factor model d
	3423.988
	1218
	2.811
	0.810
	0.081
	0.818







Notes: a leader humility + psychological capital (PsyCap) + organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) + withdrawal behavior; b leader humility + OCB + withdrawal behavior, PsyCap; c leader humility, OCB + withdrawal behavior, PsyCap; d leader humility, OCB, withdrawal behavior, PsyCap.













[image: Table] 





Table 2. Mean, standard deviation, and correlation coefficient.






Table 2. Mean, standard deviation, and correlation coefficient.

















	Variable
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7





	Individual-level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	1. Gender
	0.27
	0.44
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	



	2. Age
	37.05
	8.83
	0.20 ***
	—
	
	
	
	
	



	3. Educational level
	1.66
	0.87
	0.10
	0.33 ***
	—
	
	
	
	



	4. Job tenure
	11.35
	8.71
	0.03
	0.68 ***
	0.22 ***
	—
	
	
	



	5. PsyCap
	3.65
	0.61
	0.03
	0.02
	−0.04
	−0.00
	(0.97)
	
	



	6. OCB
	3.59
	0.65
	0.04
	−0.01
	−0.01
	−0.07
	0.66 ***
	(0.92)
	



	7. Withdrawal behavior
	1.76
	0.69
	0.13 **
	−0.04
	−0.05
	−0.06
	−0.16 ***
	−0.15 **
	(0.88)



	Team-level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	1. Team type
	2.06
	0.83
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	



	2. Team size
	8.12
	3.52
	0.26 ***
	—
	
	
	
	
	



	3. Leader humility
	3.38
	0.41
	−0.13 **
	−0.43 ***
	(0.96)
	
	
	
	







Notes: Nindividual = 274, Nteam = 58. *** p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05. OCB = organizational citizenship behavior, M refers to mean, SD refers to standard deviation. Cronbach’s alphas appear in parentheses within the diagonal.
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Table 3. Hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) results of the hypothesized relationships.
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Variable

	
OCB

	
Withdrawal Behavior

	
PsyCap




	
Null Model

	
Model 1

	
Model 2

	
Null Model

	
Model 4

	
Model 5

	
Model 6






	
Intercept

	
0.02

	
−0.02

	
0.13

	
−0.02

	
−0.12

	
−0.15

	
−0.24




	
Individual-level

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Gender

	

	
0.00

	
0.00

	

	
0.27 ***

	
0.26 ***

	
−0.00




	
Age

	

	
0.00

	
0.00

	

	
−0.00

	
–0.00

	
0.00




	
Education level

	

	
0.00

	
−0.01

	

	
0.03

	
0.03

	
0.02




	
Job tenure

	

	
−0.01

	
−0.01

	

	
−0.01

	
–0.01

	
−0.00




	
PsyCap

	

	

	
0.66 ***

	

	

	
–0.12 *

	




	
Team-level

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Type of team function

	

	
−0.01

	
0.01

	

	
−0.06

	
–0.06

	
−0.03




	
Team size

	

	
−0.01

	
−0.02

	

	
0.02

	
0.02

	
0.01




	
Leader humility

	

	
0.51 ***

	
0.20 **

	

	
−0.27 **

	
–0.21

	
0.47 ***




	
Variance within group (σ2)

	
0.40

	
0.37

	
0.22

	
0.40

	
0.38

	
0.38

	
0.34




	
Variance between group (τ)

	
0.02

	
0.00

	
0.00

	
0.07

	
0.06

	
0.06

	
0.00




	
Log likelihood

	
−269.43

	
−251.00

	
−181.68

	
−280.84

	
−271.82

	
−270.21

	
−240.69








Notes: Nindividual = 274, Nteam = 58. *** p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; * p < 0.1. PsyCap = psychological capital. All the models in the table are cross-level model.
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