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Abstract: The present study examines the mediating role of affective and cognitive trust, and the
moderating role of continuous commitment on participative leadership and organizational citizenship
behavior (OCB) relationships. Four hundred employees were recruited from the hotel industry in
Pakistan. The bootstrapping method was used for an estimation of the mediation effect by the
process macro. This study employs confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation modeling.
Results revealed that affective trust significantly mediates the relationship between participative
leadership and OCB. Moreover, continuous commitment significantly plays a moderating role in the
relationship between participative leadership and OCB. This study provides unique insight into the
OCB in the hotel industry. Affective and cognitive trust as a mediator and moderator of continuance
commitment are examined, which is the novel characteristic of this study. Managerial implications,
limitations, and future directions are discussed.

Keywords: participative leadership; affective trust; cognitive trust; organizational citizenship
behavior; continuous commitment

1. Introduction

In today’s turbulent environment, where everything is changing swiftly, this change requires a
modification of the relationship between leaders and followers, and espouses such a leadership style
that is based on collaboration, involvement, and participation of employees in decision making and
the problem-solving process.

According to Lamb [1], a participative leadership style gives opportunities to employees to share
their creative ideas to improve a critical situation. A participative leader empowers followers and
invites them to take part in decision making, and, as a result, their immersion leader will be able to get
followers to be devoted towards goal achievement, thus increasing performance. One of the enormous
benefits of participative leadership is that it motivates employees to perform organizational citizenship
behavior because of empowerment and infatuation.
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Organizational citizenship behavior is defined as the volitional behavior of an employee to
perform extra role duties, not renowned by a formal reward system of organization, but contributes to
the effective functioning of an organization [2].

Now, a new concept of organizational citizenship behavior has emerged. Organizational citizenship
behavior is exhibited by employees based on social exchange with the expectation of “pay me forward”.
Organizational citizenship behavior is related to the perception of an employee that the organization
will look after his/her interest and it will contribute to employee career advancement opportunities [3].
A participative leader stimulates followers to perform organizational citizenship behavior to get future
benefits. Therefore, research affirms that participative leadership has a positive impact on employee
organizational citizenship behavior [4].

Trust plays a significant role in establishing a smooth relationship between a leader and followers.
Trust can be defined as the willingness of one party to accept the vulnerability of the other with the
expectation that the person will work for their best concern [5]. Past analyses reveled that trust in a
leader is positively correlated to organizational citizenship behavior and negatively associated with
turnover intensions [6,7].

Earlier studies have conceptualized trust as one-dimension and derelict other two important
types of trust. Modern development in literature have introduced two imperative kinds of trust that
make distinctive impact on subordinates; one is character based or cognitive trust and other one is
relationship based or affective trust [8–10].

Cognitive trust is defined as a rational assessment of a leader’s characteristics, such as integrity,
competence, credibility, and reliability. Cognitive trust promotes confidence in followers about a
leader’s actions and reduces uncertainty that is associated with a leader’s actions [6,11]. Working with
a leader in close proximity provides opportunities to subordinates to evaluate leader competency and
reliability. By giving opportunities to followers in decision making and problem solving, a participative
leader develops cognitive trust among subordinates. Through the development of cognitive trust,
followers will be able to engage in OCB without any fear because the participative leader will truthfully
recognize their extra efforts [12].

Affective trust is defined as the emotional attachment of a subordinate with the leader by showing
true concern and care through a reciprocal social exchange process. When employees feel that they
are treated well by a leader then they feel an obligation to reciprocate in the form of organizational
citizenship behavior [2,13]. Therefore, affective and cognitive trust mediates the relationship between
participative leadership and Organizational citizenship behavior.

Continuance commitment can be defined as an employee’s purposeful intention to continue his
membership with the organization after an analysis cost of leaving the organization. It is a calculative
type of commitment in which employee stay in an organization after an analysis of the benefits that
he will sacrifice if he leaves the organization, like career advancement opportunities, participative
decision making, and impartial performance appraisal [14]. Continuance commitment moderates
between the relationship of participative leadership and Organizational citizenship behavior in such a
way that an employee with continuance commitment rationally involves organizational citizenship
behavior to obtain recognition from his/her leader for future benefits [15]. Employees with continuance
commitment use trust to obtain surety about leader sincerity and trustfulness. Thus, a continuance
committed employee can deliberately engage in OCB through a reliance on leader evaluation
competency to obtain career development opportunities in an organization.

Therefore, the purpose of this study is to identify the process by which participative leadership
increases and elongates this relationship through the mediating effect of affective and cognitive trust.
We added continuance commitment as a moderator that enhances the mediated relationship between
cognitive trust and organizational citizenship behavior.

The hospitality industry is one of the largest and fastest growing industries in the 21st century.
The hotel industry has emphasized sustainability as well as economic, social, and environmental
impacts. To gain a competitive advantage at the global level, the hotel industry operates with the
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tagline of “friendly to the environment”. The sustainable hotel industry has created a brand image in
the eyes of customers as it provides healthier services to their customers [16]. To attain sustainability,
an origination requires efforts from all employees. That is why employees who show OCB are helpful
for the sustainable hostel industry. Participative leadership helps to encourage and mentor employees
for sustainability.

Our study makes an imperative contribution in several ways. First, this study will add significant
value to the literature of participative leadership though the development of a moderated–mediation
model through which a participative leader will able to increase organizational citizenship behavior.
Second, the information about the mediating effect of affective and cognitive trust on employees’ OCB
has relevance for managers and human resource development practitioners by providing guidance
to determine which type of trust they should follow to amplify organizational citizenship behavior.
Third, by identifying continuance commitment as a moderator, boundary conditions under which
participative leadership can encourage employees to engage in organizational citizenship behavior
will be stipulated. In sum, the present study extends the literature by examining a model that explores
the underlying mediating and moderating mechanisms in the participative leadership and OCB
relationship. The context of this study, that is, Pakistani managerial employees, adds further value
to the research. By focusing on the Asian context, this work enriches the literature on OCB and
participative leadership, which has traditionally been dominated by Western studies.

The manuscript is structured as follows. In the first section, we begin with a brief review of
the variables used in this study. We discuss the arguments leading to the hypotheses in the second
section. In the third section, the methods and results are presented in detail regarding the study
sample, the measures used in the study, and the data analyses performed. The final section discusses
the major findings, the implications of the results for both theory and practice, the limitations of the
study, and the opportunities for future endeavors.

2. Conceptual Framework and Research Hypotheses Development

2.1. Organizational Citizenship Behavior

In today’s intensive era of competition, it is important for organizations to gain a competitive
advantage. It is not easy for an organization to gain a competitive advantage by just relying on its
own policy. An organization will be able to gain competitive edge when its employees are ready
to go beyond the prescribed work duties without expecting any benefit. This is the discretionary
behavior of an employee. In the field of organizational behavior, discretionary behavior has received
much attention in the past [17]. Employees who perform organizational citizenship behavior help
an organization to increase its efficiency. Dedicated and hardworking employees are assets of
an organization that go beyond the expectation of the leader to increase the productivity of an
organization [18].

OCB does not mean long working hours and taking on extra assignments without any
contemplation of reward. Rather, it means employees will help in finding and providing innovative
solutions to problems, and will provide valuable suggestions that will facilitate an organization in
policy creation. This type of productive behavior of employees will result in an efficient improvement
of an organization’s functioning [19].

Previously, OCB was known as the discretionary behavior of employee that was not part of his/her
formal job description and was unrewarded. Now, a new concept of OCB has emerged. According to
this new concept, OCB is a reward oriented and rational behavior of employees. Employees perform
extra tasks with the intention of getting the leader’s attention, during which they will consider this
extra role behavior in performance evolution and will allocate rewards accordingly. Now, OCB is
known as “pay me forward” [20].

From previous findings, it is obvious that employees who are actively involved in performing
altruistic tasks always pay less attention to absenteeism and organizational cynicism. OCB plays a
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significant role in performance evolution because only 9.5% of fluctuation is explained by objective
performance, but 42.9% of variance is explained by employees’ OCB. Therefore, managers must pay
attention to employees’ OCB when evaluating performance [2].

Previous research has identified the essential antecedents of OCB, including: Job satisfaction [20],
organizational commitment [21], psychological empowerment [22], personality traits [23], work family
balance [24], emotional intelligence [25], and trust [11].

2.2. Participative Leadership

Participative leadership is defined as a leader’s non-authoritative behavior that gives
opportunities to subordinates to take part in the decision-making process and receive input from
employees to make a quality decision [26]. In participative decision-making, the leader encourages
employees to express their ideas and suggestions. A participative leader acts as a coach that
facilitates all employees to openly demonstrate their ideas and utilizes this valuable information
in decision-making. During the entire process, a participative leader empowers employees and
eradicates all obstructions to achieve outcomes [13].

According to path goal theory [4], effective leaders are those who motivate subordinates to
become involved in decision-making for the effective attainment of goals. The purpose is to increase
employee motivation and empowerment and to make members of the organization more productive.
Managers should adopt a participative leadership style because it is a consultative leadership style.
Though this style of leadership, versatility and innovation can be concocted in the problem-solving
process [27].

A participative leader builds human capability, ability, and a sense of responsibility through
involvement in decision-making. Participation in decision-making creates self-efficacy, psychological
empowerment, and enables subordinates to feel that they are valuable assets of an organization [28].

A participative leader develops a climate of open communication in which employees feel
empowered and their resistance towards any organizational change can be handled. This leadership is
characterized by less formalization, an inclination of respect, power sharing, mutual understanding,
and eradication of reciprocal threats and antagonism [10].

This leadership style works best in an organic organizational structure, where employees are
mostly involved in creativity and have a good sense of their job responsibilities. Participative leadership
produces enviable results, where employees have the passion to learn from their leader. Some examples
of companies who experience the benefits of this distinguished leadership style include Google, Apple,
and Hindustan Computers Limited [29].

There is empirical evidence that participative leadership has a significant impact on work
outcomes, such as an increase in employee performance [30], intrinsic motivation [31], knowledge
sharing [32], and OCB [30].

2.3. Impact of Participative Leadership on OCB

A participative leader is characterized by actions that empower subordinates and provide
opportunities to perform autonomous decision making. When employees feel they are empowered by
their leader, they will reciprocate in a positive manner by putting extra effort into the accomplishment
of goals delineated by the leader. Empowerment makes employees feel positive about a leader’s
integrity. They believe that if they engage in citizenship behavior towards an organization, then it will
be redeemed later [30].

An involvement in decision-making stimulates subordinates to believe that a leader has confidence
in their skills and abilities. A participative leader promotes self-efficacy among employees and
recognizes their self-worth. When employees gain experience, they get recognition and the leader
acknowledges their innovative ideas and skills; this self-recognition by the leader urges them to
perform extra roles and tasks that contribute to the organization’s growth and competitiveness [33].
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A participative leader induces intrinsic motivation through involving subordinates in the
decision-making process; this involvement makes them feel that the leader places value on the ideas
and suggestions of subordinates. The autonomy of sharing ideas and the low control of a participative
leader intrinsically motivates followers to exhibit citizenship behavior [4]. Therefore, the proposed
hypothesis is:

H1: Participative leadership is positively related to organizational citizenship behavior.

2.4. Mediating Effects of Cognitive and Affective Trust in the Relationship of Participative Leadership and OCB

Trust plays a significant role in establishing a smooth relationship between leaders and followers.
Trust can be defined as the willingness of one party to accept the vulnerability of the other with
the expectation that the person will work in their best interests [5]. The origins of trust are strongly
embedded in social exchange theory, as defined by Blau [34]; when employees feel they are treated
well by a leader, they will recompense this by putting extra effort into increasing the competitiveness
of an organization.

With the development of high trust in a leader, followers are more likely to provide extra effort
in the attainment of goals and to percolate altruistic behavior, which is not formally prescribed
by an organization because trust plays an important role in the reduction of uncertainty around
reciprocation [35]. A participative leader promotes trust among followers through their involvement
in decision-making and this manifest as confidence in employees’ creative ideas. Past research found
that trust mediates the relationship between participative leadership and organizational citizenship
behavior [30].

Prior studies have conceptualized trust as a one-dimensional construct and ignored the other
two important types of trust [36,37]. Modern developments in the trust literature have suggested two
types of trust, cognitive trust (character based) and affective trust (relationship based), which makes a
distinguished impact on employees’ outcomes [11].

McAllister [38] defined two dimensions of trust as cognitive and affective trust. We prioritize
the McAllister trust model over other existing trust models [38] for two reasons. First, this trust
model is the most validated model in the divergent lexicon [8,9]. Second, in relation to the other trust
model, the McAllister trust model is mostly used in leadership research and shows a supportive
relationship with performance, job satisfaction, and organizational citizenship behavior [10,39].
Therefore, we propose a mediation effect of cognitive and affective trust between the relationship of
participative leadership and OCB for distinct tentative inductions. That is, a participative leader may
engender affective trust though the development of social ties with followers, which in turn may urge
followers to engage in organizational citizenship behavior.

On the other hand, a participative leader arouses cognitive trust by making followers believe in
his integrity in dealings and reduces risk in a hierarchical relationship, which motivates followers to
perform OCB. The rational of these propositions are discussed in the following sections.

2.4.1. Mediating Role of Cognitive Trust:

Cognitive trust is defined as an evaluation of the personal characteristics of a leader, such
as reliability, ability, integrity, and competence. Cognitive trust promotes confidence in followers
regarding a leader’s actions and reduces any uncertainty that is associated with a leader’s actions [6,11].

An evaluation of a leader’s character is important to followers because a leader has authority to
make decisions that have considerable impact on followers’ careers. Therefore, followers need to trust
their leader for their own personal benefits because if they fail to trust their leader, the leader may
use legitimate power to exploit followers’ resources. It is necessary for a follower to make a rational
appraisal about the track record of a leader’s trustworthiness and integrity [6].

Cognitive trust develops confidence in followers about a leader’s competency and credibility.
Followers can feel that their leader will have the right expertise to guide them through tasks, overcome
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obstacles, and motivate their demeanor, which can contribute to their career growth and the betterment
of the organization [40].

Organizational citizenship behavior is regarded as the discretionary behavior of employees and is
not customarily rewarded by an organization; subordinates show citizenship behavior to contrive a
good rectitude and to obtain recognition from their leader when their performance is evaluated [41].
Followers can develop cognitive trust in a participative leader’s integrity and will perform extra roles
and tasks without fear of being exploited by their leader [42].

The character-based aspect of trust makes a rational judgment about a leader’s character and
prorogates followers’ work behavior. When followers believe that their leader is sincere, honest,
and natural, they feel comfortable in engaging in OCB [43]. A participative leader develops cognitive
trust among subordinates through participation in the decision-making process. Any involvement
in the decision-making process develops subordinates’ perceptions about their leader’s reliability.
The transparency of a leader in their dealings stimulates subordinates to perform the extra mile for the
attainment of their leader’s goals [44]. Our proposed hypothesis is:

H2a: Cognitive trust will strongly mediate the relationship between participative leadership and OCB.

2.4.2. Mediating Role of Affective Trust

Yulk [45] defined affective trust as the relationship-oriented behavior of a leader in which his
focal rationale is the development of a quality relationship between subordinates by showing genuine
care and concern for their needs, which ultimately stimulates an emotional bond between a leader and
their subordinates.

Through a social exchange relationship, a leader develops affective trust among their subordinates.
The leader expresses care towards followers’ needs and works for their well-being. Realizations of
such sentiments urge followers to reciprocate by engaging in desirable behavior that benefits the leader.
Therefore, with a high level of affective trust, followers enact citizenship behavior, thus deepening the
leader–follower social exchange process [6].

A participative leader fosters relationship-based trust through individual consideration,
empowerment, and recognition of ideas expressed by followers. A participative leader shows
recognition of followers, and this act of obeisance given by the leader motivates followers to reciprocate
by showing citizenship behavior [46].

A participative leader promotes strong social ties with subordinates by showing true concern for
employees’ duties. Through autonomy, the delegation of authority and an appreciation of the sharing
of ideas with a participative leader endorses affect based trust in followers. A high-quality relationship
demonstrated by a leader through affective trust will encourage followers to express positive actions
towards their leader in the form of OCB [47].

Affective trust strongly mediates the relationship between participative leadership and OCB
because of the benevolence behavior of participative leadership, the development of emotional bonds
through genuine care and consideration, and the provision of a more comfortable climate for active
involvement in OCB [10]. Thus, the proposed hypothesis is:

H2b: Affective trust will strongly mediate the relationship between participative leadership and OCB.

2.5. Moderating Role of Continuance Commitment

Continuance commitment is defined as an employee’s decision to continue his/her membership
with an organization because of personal benefits. In the literature, it is known as ratiocinative
continuance because an employee’s decision to stay is based on a careful analysis of the costs associated
with leaving an organization [48].

With continuance commitment, an employee is acquainted with the high costs of leaving an
organization. There are many reasons for an employee staying in an organization, which may be
economical or social in nature. For example, a loss of benefits (pension, pay), supportive working



Sustainability 2019, 11, 1170 7 of 21

environment, career development opportunities, participative leadership, job autonomy, and the fair
distribution of rewards [49].

An employee with continuance commitment stays in an organization because of the activities of
the participative leader. A participative leader provides opportunities to take part in decision-making,
gives autonomy to craft a work schedule, supports skill development, and conducts fair performance
appraisals, which has considerable impact on employees’ career advancement opportunities [15].
A withdrawal from their current organization may cause employees to lose such benefits.
Therefore, the positive aspect of continuance commitment is an employee’s rational anticipation
of future gains in term of money and knowledge [50].

With continuance commitment, an employee rationally engages in citizenship behavior with
the intention of expected future reciprocated benefits, career advancement opportunities, and the
obtainment of recognition by the leader so that the leader will appraise his extra role performance.
A continuance committed employee stays in an organization because he/she is happy with the
organization after realizing the benefits of staying and exhibits citizenship behavior for his/her
personal gain [51].

Demonstrations by employees of citizenship behavior are a result of trust in a participative
leader because the development of cognitive trust safeguards the self-interests of employees and
provides surety about a leader’s character [11]. This relationship is strongly moderated by continuance
commitment. This is because employees with a high continuance commitment are ready to engage in
extra roles and tasks because of personal gain [52].

This implies that high continuance commitment employees use cognitive trust to make
judgements about a leader’s integrity and decides to deliberately engage in OCB to obtain recognition
from a leader, thus avoiding any potential exploitation [53]. The proposed hypothesis is:

H3: Continuance commitment will moderate the relationship between participative leadership and
OCB. The relationship between participative leadership and OCB will be stronger (weaker) when
continuance commitment is high (low).

3. Methods

3.1. Sample and Procedure

The hotel industry of Pakistan was selected for data collection. This industry is proliferating
among the industries of Pakistan. According to the World Travel and Tourism Council [54],
the contribution of the hotel industry to the Gross Domestic product (GDP) was as 6%. This industry
is an eminent source of foreign exchange earnings in Pakistan. The hotel industry of Pakistan has
the capacity to provide employment opportunities to a large number of people. The hotel industry’s
contribution to employment grew by 3% in 2017 (WTTC, 2017).

We chose the hotel industry because this industry requires participative leadership to cope with
external challenges, employees are involved in complex decision-making, and creative ideas are
collected to make changes in the work process, methods, and services.

Survey data were collected from the hotel industry of Pakistan. Data were collected from the
period of February 2018 to March 2018. The convenience sampling technique was used for this study.
We used this sampling technique because it was easy for us to approach people that were readily
available and compatible to our study’s aims. The focal point of the convenience sampling technique
was the selection of a homogenous population. It is a time effective way to collect data from a large
group of people in a quick way [55]. Managers and employees selected for our research study were
convenient to approach because they demonstrated their concern for our study to be completed.

Four-star and five-star hotels were selected. These exclusive hotels were registered under the
Pakistan Hotels and Restaurants Act 1976. These hotels were down town hotels, which provided
the best competitive services. The human resource department, food and beverage, public relations,
and front office were selected. These departments were enormous, having a large number of employees.
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The sample study included both managers and subordinates. In this study, participative leaders
were represented by a human resource manager, food and beverage manager, public relations manager,
and a front office manager. Full time employees, such as guest relation representatives, reservation
agents, front desk agents, Food & Beverage controller, and the section in charge were included for data
collection. These employees were educated to understand the purpose of the study.

Firstly, emails were sent to the general managers of representative hotels to briefly explain
the purpose of the study and obtain formal permission for data collection. Four-hundred-and-fifty
employees were included for this sample study. The sample size of our study was coherent with other
studies’ sample sizes [7,56].

Self-administrated questionnaires were used for data collection. There were two sets of
questionnaires formulated, one for managers and the other for their subordinates. All participants were
involved voluntarily and they could refuse to take part in the research. Between 10 to 20 employees
were rated by one supervisor in each group. The supervisor’s role was to evaluate each employee’s
performance and to provide work related guidance. To ensure the confidentiality, various steps
were taken in the process. First, a secret code was created for each questionnaire; thus, no identity
information was required. Second, to ensure anonymity among team members, questionnaires
were collected immediately after completion. Leaders had no choice in knowing their response.
Third, assurance was given to the respondents that their answers were not discussed with their
supervisors and would not make an impact on their work performance.

The first page of the questionnaire included a cover letter that included the purpose of the
study, the time to complete the survey, and the confidentiality of responses. The main body of the
questionnaire was comprised of two sections. The first section included demographic information
about the age, gender, education, tenure, and department. The second part incorporated questions
about the leader’s participative behavior, intensity of cognitive and affective trust, continuance
commitment, and organizational citizenship behavior.

Survey questionnaires were administrated three times with a time interval of three weeks. At time
1, data collected from leaders was only about the demographic’s information. Information about the
participative leader behavior was collected from randomly selected subordinates. At time 2, data
about affective and cognitive trust (mediator) and continuance commitment towards an organization
were collected through a second survey instrument that was administrated to the same subordinates
21 days later. At time 3, managers were exhorted to provide their rating for employees’ organizational
citizenship behavior.

Questionnaires were distributed during lunch breaks. Four-hundred-and-fifty questionnaires were
circulated, out of which 400 complete questionnaires were collected. Thus, the response rate was 89%.

3.2. Measurements

A five-point Likert-scale was used for measuring responses. Scale ranged from 1, strongly
disagree, to 5, strongly agree. According to the requirement of the sector, items were ameliorated.
Wording of Items were modified according to the hotel industry setup. The instruments used for the
variables are described below.

3.2.1. Participative Leadership

The six item Empowering Leadership Questionnaire developed by Arnold et al. [57] was used to
measure participative leadership. Sample items included ‘My supervisor encourages us to express
ideas and our suggestions are used by our supervisor to make decisions’.

3.2.2. Cognitive and Affective Trust

Cognitive and affective trust was delineated by subordinates using McAllister’s [38] constructed
scale. Cognitive trust was measured by six items and affective trust was measured by five items.
Sample items of cognitive trust included ‘My supervisor approaches his/her job with dedication’ and
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‘I can rely on my supervisor not to make my job difficult’. Sample items of affective trust included
‘We have a sharing relationship with our supervisor’ and ‘A free exchange of ideas and suggestion
between us’.

3.2.3. Organizational Citizenship Behavior

Organizational citizenship behavior is measured by a 10-item scale constituted by Spector and
Bauer et al. [58]. Sample items included ‘Took time to advise or mentor a co-worker’ and ‘Shared
knowledge with co-workers’.

3.2.4. Continuance Commitment

Continuance commitment was measured by a six-item scale developed by Mayer and Allen [59].
Sample items included ‘It would be very hard for me to leave this organization right now even if I
wanted to and my life would be disrupted if I were to leave my organization.

3.2.5. Controlled Variables

We controlled the potential confounding effect of employees’ age, gender, tenure, and education
with leader trust and OCB [8,9]. Age and gender both have a strong impact on trust and OCB [60].
Education has been found to be related to both types of trust and OCB [44]. The tenure of an employee
with a leader has a considerable effect on affective trust.

3.3. Strategy of Analysis

Data was analyzed by the Statistical Tool for Social Sciences (SPSS version 22) and Analysis of
Moment Structure (AMOS version 22). Descriptive analysis (mean, standard deviation) was used to
identify the specific characteristics of the sample data. A reliability test comprised of the Cronbach
Alpha coefficient was applied to ensure the internal consistency of scales. Exploratory factor analysis
with Varimax rotation was conducted. Factor loading was set at 0.70 for the reduction of data to obtain
a high reliability. Confirmatory factor analysis used to estimate discriminate and convergent validity.
The Pearson correlation coefficient was applied to verify the inter-correlation of the observed variables.
Before testing the hypotheses, the Herman single factor test [61] was applied to evaluate the common
method variance. To test the mediation, the preferable method of bootstrapping was used, as described
by Preachers and Hayes [62]. This method enables observations of an indirect effect of mediating
variables to be made. The Baron and Kenny [63] method of mediation has some shortcomings as the
indirect effect of mediation is not measured by this method. Moreover, the confidence interval of the
mediation effect is not provided. Hierarchal regression analysis was conducted to test the moderation.
An interaction term mediating variable (cognitive trust × continuance commitment) and moderating
variable was performed. A change in R2 showed a substance moderating effect of the moderator [64].
Figure 1 presents the relationship among the variables.
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4. Results

4.1. Demographic Characteristic of Respondents

A total of 400 respondents were chosen for data collection, out of which 40 were supervisors.
The sample of subordinates mostly consisted of males, 71%, of the younger age group (20–29 years)
(45%), with 45% having a university education, and less than 5 years of experience. From the sample
of 30 supervisors, 40% were male and were mostly younger from the age group of 25–35 years, with
two years of experience.

4.2. Test of Normality

The normality test is conducted to determine whether research data are normally distributed.
For this purpose, the Shapiro Wilk test was used, which calculated the total scores for all sub scales.
According to Razali and Wha [65], a p value of the Shapiro Wilk test equal or greater than 0.05 shows
that the data is equally distributed and we can reject the null hypothesis. The p value for all measures
Was above 0.50 (0.52 > 0.50, 0.57 > 0.50, 0.64 > 0.50, 0.69 > 0.50, 0.72 > 0.50), WHICH shows that our
data is normally distributed.

4.3. Common Method Variance

Common method variance is a serious concern for business researchers when collecting data from
a single source [66]. All data except organizational citizenship behavior were collected from a single
source. To avoid common method variance, we applied the Herman single factor test. Twenty-five
percent of the variance was explained by the results of the un-rotated principle component analysis. If a
latent variable explained 50% of the variance, then common method variance is presented. From the
results, it is clear that common method variance is not a serious problem experienced by our data.

4.4. Exploratory factor analysis & Confirmatory factor analysis

Before testing the hypothesis, we conducted exploratory factor analysis. EFA is a method to
condense data and a way to recognize construct validity. Nunnally [67] defined the criteria for the
deletion of items: (1) A high cross loading greater than 0.40, (2) correlation among variables must be
less than 0.40, (3) factor loading of all variables must be above 0.7 (Table 1) as a skewed estimation of
the magnitude of an item to capture the sphere represented by a construct. All six items of participative
leadership were loaded, and all items of affective and cognitive trust were loaded as one component.
Ten items of OCB were loaded as one component and six items of continuance commitment were
loaded as one component. All items were retained because of the high reported reliability.

Confirmatory factor analysis is a statistical method through which we the factor structure of
observed variables can be verified. It allows identification of the underling relationship between
observed variables and the testing of hypotheses. Therefore, we applied CFA to demonstrate
the goodness of a model fit. Threshold values indicated that the overall model fitted Chi-square
Mean/Degree of Freedom (CMIN/DF, <4, Comparative fit index (CFI) > 0.89, Normed fit index (NFI)
> 0.92, Tucker Lewis index (TLI) > 0.80, Goodness of fit index (GFI) > 0.92, Adjusted goodness of fit
index (AGFI) > 0.91, Root mean square error of approximation (REMSA) < 0.50).
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Table 1. Measurement of related constructs, factor loading, construct reliability, and convergent validity.

Constructs Items Loading Cronbach Alpha Composite Reliability AVE

Participative Leadership

PL1 0.765

0.832 0.925 0.785

PL2 0.732
PL3 0.812
PL4 0.763
PL5 0.834
PL6 0.876

Organizational Citizenship Behavior

OCB1 0.876

0.872 0.886 0.776

OCB2 0.823
OCB3 0.764
OCB4 0.821
OCB5 0.844
OCB6 0.872
OCB7 0.735
OCB8 0.794
OCB9 0.738
OCB10 0.865

Affective Trust

AT1 0.856

0.864 0.873 0.852
AT2 0.856
AT3 0.765
AT4 0.789
AT5 0.873

Cognitive Trust

CT1 0.839

0.845 0.863 0.834

CT2 0.829
CT3 0.845
CT4 0.741
CT5 0.848
CT6 0.721

Continuance commitment

CC1 0.752

0.843 0.879 0.765

CC2 0.756
CC3 0.849
CC4 0.855
CC5 0.857
CC6 0.761

4.5. Reliability and Validity

Construct reliability was measured by Cronbach Alpha and composite reliability. Validity was
measured by convergent validity and discriminate validity. All values are given in Table 2. According to
Nunnally [67], (1) all values of the Cronbach alpha must be greater than 0.70, and (2) values of the
composite reliability must be greater than 0.80. Values of Table 1 distinctly indicated that the values
of the Cronbach alpha and composite reliability were acceptable and showed internal consistency
of measures. Convergent validity can be measured through the average variance extracted (AVE).
AVE indicates the amount of variance from a construct. It can be estimated by taking the sum of a
standardized factor loading divided by the sum of the standardized loading squared by adding
the measurement errors of the indicator. If the value of AVE is greater than 0.50, it indicates
good convergent validity. Values of AVE in Table 2 above 0.50 provide excellent evidence for
convergent validity.

Discriminate validity indicates that the scales are not correlated due to a diverse construct.
Discriminate validity can be obtained when there is no correlation. Fronell and Larcker [68] defined
the criteria for the assessment of discriminate validity. It is verified by taking the square root of all
AVE and it must be higher than the inter construct correlation. The results of Table 2 provide evidence
for discriminate validity. It was found that the values of discriminate validity are larger than the inter
correlation values.
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Table 2. Mean, standard, discriminate validity, and correlation.

Constructs Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5

Participative Leadership 4.31 0.76 0.835

Affective Trust 4.23 0.83 0.742 0.89

Cognitive Trust 3.45 0.62 0.665 0.623 0.923

Continuance Commitment 3.34 0.73 0.634 0.765 0.745 0.875

OCB 4.76 0.87 0.782 0.786 0.678 0.752 0.945

Note: p < 0.01, Diagonal values are square roots of AVE that should be higher than the inter-correlation for the
estimation of discriminate validity.

The Pearson correlation, mean, standard deviation, and discriminate validity are shown in Table 2.
Results indicated that there is a positive association among participative leadership, affective trust,
and cognitive trust (r = 0.742, p < 0.01), (r = 0.665, p < 0.01). Compared to cognitive trust, affective trust
is highly correlated with participative leadership. Values of OCB signified it is positively correlated
with participative leadership (r = 0.782, p < 0.01). This confirmed our first hypothesis. Results indicated
that OCB has a positive relationship between affective trust and cognitive trust (r = 0.786, p < 0.01), (r =
0.678, p < 0.01). Continuance commitment is also positively correlated with OCB (r = 0.753, p < 0.01).

4.6. Testing Hypotheses

4.6.1. Results of Structural Equation Modeling

Results of the structural equation modeling reveal that our hypothesized model fitted our data
(CFI = 0.92, NFI = 0.90, TLI = 0.91, GFI = 0.91, RMSEA = 0.5). Figure 1 clearly defines that participative
leadership and OCB are significantly mediated by affective leadership (β = 0.36, p < 0.05) compared to
cognitive trust (β = –0.24, p < 0.05).

4.6.2. Mediation through the Bootstrapping Method

To test the mediation effect of affective and cognitive trust, we applied the latest method of
mediation recommended by Preacher and Hayes [62]. For the estimation of the mediation effect
of affective and cognitive trust, we used the bootstrapping method with bias corrected confidence
estimates using process macro [62]. The indirect effects of affective and cognitive trust on OCB were
obtained through the estimation of the lower and upper limit confidence intervals. Five thousand
bootstrap re-samples were used with a 95% confidence interval. Model 4 was adopted before
conducting PROCESS analysis, as presented in Figure 2.
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From the results of the Table 3, it was concluded that the confidence interval for the indirect
effect of affective trust between the relationship of participative leadership and OCB was significant
(LLCI 0.132, ULCI 0.246) and was not zero. The confidence interval for the indirect effect of cognitive
trust between the relationship of participative leadership and OCB was insignificant (LLCI –0.023,
ULCI 0.145). The unstandardized indirect effect in the bootstrapped confidence interval process and
mediation was estimated by the inclusion of zero in the confidence intervals. In the case of affective
trust, it does not exactly contain zero so it was concluded that affective trust mediates the relationship
of participative leadership and OCB. However, cognitive trust does not mediate the relationship of
participative leadership and OCB. This supports our hypotheses, H2a and H2b.

Table 3. Mediation analysis through the bootstrapping method.

Dependent
Variable

Effect of IV
on M (a)

Effect of M
on DV (b)

Total Effect of
IV on DV (c)

Direct Effect
of IV on DV(c)

Bootstrap Result for
Indirect Effect(ab) Decision

β t β t β t β t LL 95% CI UL 95% CI

OCB 0.42 11.45 0.75 18.32 0.56 22.54 0.19 10.19 0.132 0.246 Supported

OCB 0.34 10.27 −0.26 13.45 0.45 19.62 −0.23 12.23 −0.023 0.145 Not supported

Note: IV: Participative leadership, DV: OCB, Mediators: Affective Trust, Cognitive Trust, Moderator: Continuance
Commitment ** p < 0.001; * p < 0.05.

Hierarchical regression analysis was performed to test the moderation effect of continuance
commitment. In the hierarchical regression analysis, the first linear and interaction term was conducted.
Table 4 shows the results of the hierarchical regression analysis to demonstrate the main and interaction
effects on organizational citizenship behavior. A change in R2 manifested the substance moderating
effect of the moderator [64].

Table 4. Hierarchical multiple regression for the moderating effect.

Constructs β t-Value F R2 Adjusted R2 ∆R2

CT 0.435 5.165 28.375 0.167 0.128 0.167
CC 0.328 2.745 65.736 0.146 0.234 0.021

CT× CC 0.467 2.987 85.437 0.135 0.256 0.011

Note: F value for overall model. CT = Cognitive Trust, CC = Continuance commitment, Dependent variable =
Organizational citizenship behavior. p < 0.01, p < 0.05, p < 0.001.

Hierarchical regression analysis was performed to test the moderating effect of continuance
commitment between OCB and cognitive trust. Variables were entered in the following order:
Cognitive trust, continuance commitment, and the interaction term between the mediator and the
moderator (cognitive trust × continuance commitment). The value of beta for cognitive trust (β = 0.435)
remained significant in the first and second steps. The interaction term between cognitive trust
and continuance commitment (β = 0.467) remained significant. Continuance commitment positively
moderated the relationship of OCB and cognitive trust, thus H3 was confirmed (see Figure 3).
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5. Discussion

The core purpose of this research is to develop an understanding of the relationship between
participative leadership and OCB though the mediating effect of affective and cognitive trust and
the moderating role of continuance commitment. The results of this study manifested that affective
trust more strongly mediates the relationship of participative leadership and OCB. The mediation
effect of cognitive trust between the relationship of participative leadership and OCB was insignificant.
Results indicated that the mediating effect of cognitive trust on OCB will be stronger under a high
level of continuance commitment.

5.1. Relationship between Participative Leadership and Organizational Citizenship Behavior

The findings of this study demonstrated that participative leadership is positively related to
OCB (β = 0.782, p < 0.01). A possible explanation for this result is that a participative leader is
characterized by actions that empower subordinates and provide opportunities for engaging in
autonomous decision-making. When employees feel they are empowered by their leader, they
will reciprocate in a positive manner by putting in extra efforts towards the accomplishment of
goals delineated by a leader. A participative leader relies on a policy of consultation rather than an
authoritative approach. The results of this study are consistent with a previous study [4].

5.2. Mediating Effect of Affective and Cognitive Trust

Second, the results provide strong evidence for the mediating effect of affective trust between
participative leadership and OCB. This may be because a participative leader promotes strong
social ties with subordinates and shows sincere concern and care towards subordinates’ well-being.
Through interpersonal interactions and emotional bonding, these leaders urge subordinates to
reciprocate though OCB. The development of affective trust is based on recognition, development,
affiliation, and support, which is provided by a participative leader to act freely. Therefore, a high level
of affective trust encourages subordinates to put in extra efforts without requiring leader pressure.
The results of this study are compatible with a previous study [10].

Third, we found that cognitive trust has no significant power to mediate between the relationship
of participative leadership and OCB. The is because subordinates give less importance to the personal
characteristics of a leader. The personal characteristics of a leader, like benevolence, integrity,
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and sincerity, can provide a safe environment for decision-making, however, it does not provide
results in favor of OCB. When subordinates over-rely on leader competence, they put less effort into
the accomplishment of a task. Cognitive trust in a leader truncates cooperation among subordinates.
Therefore, cognitive trust does not mediate between the relationship of participative leadership and
OCB. The latest research of Miao [44] provides strong evidence for the insignificant mediation effect of
cognitive trust between the relationship of participative leadership and OCB.

5.3. Moderating Effect of Continuance Commitment

The last finding allowed the conclusion that the mediating role of cognitive trust is high on OCB
with a moderating effect of continuance commitment. When continuance commitment is high, then an
employee can evaluate the personality features of a participative leader for an equitable assessment of
the employee’s performance, which will help him/her, regarding the development of cognitive trust.
Continuance commitment helps employees to perform extra role behavior without any fear of being
exploited by their leader. Therefore, continuance commitment favorably moderates the relationship of
participative leadership and OCB. The results of this study are consistent with a previous study [10].

The findings of our research are applicable to other sectors who have a similar work structure
and polices. Our study reports a positive relationship between participative leadership and OCB with
a meditating effect of trust in the hotel sector. Qing et al. [4] reported the same results using a sample
from the textile industry. Therefore, other sectors who have a dedicated workforce should implement
participative leadership in organizations to gain trust that buffers organizational citizenship.

5.4. Theoretical Implications

This manuscript makes important theoretical contributions in numerous ways. We believe our
results corroborate and extend prior findings in several ways. First, our study heralds a distinctive
leadership style that is conducive to employee behavior. Specifically, a participative leadership style
promotes the development of a smooth relationship with subordinates to engender a positive employee
response in the form of organizational citizenship behavior.

Second, the current study significantly adds value in the literature of trust by conceptualizing
two different kinds of trust, which significantly mediate relationship between participative leadership
and organizational citizenship behavior: Affective trust and cognitive trust. Previous research
only conceptualized trust as unidimensional, fully mediating between participative leadership and
organizational citizenship behavior [30]. Our study implies that the integration of both cognitive and
affective trust is a necessary intervening variable between participative leadership and organizational
citizenship behavior, although both cause different effects.

Third, our study identifies continuance commitment as a new boundary condition that
significantly moderates between participative leadership and organizational citizenship behavior.
Our study provides evidence that the relationship between participative leadership and organizational
citizenship behavior is stronger with higher continuance commitment.

Finally, a complete picture of the mediation-moderation model between participative leadership
and organizational citizenship behavior is demonstrated by our study, which properly explains the
mediator and moderator buffering the positive impact of continuance commitment on organizational
citizenship behavior.

5.5. Practical Implications

The findings of this study provide some important implications for organizations and managers.
The results of our research accentuate the important features of participative leadership, and the
development of two different types of trust to elicit organizational citizenship behavior.

Today’s changing environment helps managers to adopt a participative leadership style to
quickly adopt internal as well as external changes. A participative leader, through his persuasive and
collaborative style, may able to gain the compliance of subordinates to successfully implement change.
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Managers will find that a participative leadership style is a more trenchant way of leadership style by
facilitating acceptability of an interdependence task.

By highlighting the importance of participative leadership, managers should adopt this leadership
style by maximizing subordinates’ contributions in decision-making to admonish organizational
citizenship behavior.

Managers should wisely choose from different sorts of trust (affective and cognitive trust) to
urge subordinates to engage in organizational citizenship behavior. To obtain long term results
to gain effectiveness, managers as participative leaders should develop affective trust through
empowerment, appreciation of the sharing of creative ideas, individual support, and psychological
safety. The development of affective trust creates enthusiasm for subordinates to share their knowledge
with others and leaders without any exasperation.

If a manager is task oriented, he should develop cognitive trust among subordinates. To gain
effective results from subordinates, managers should clearly define job descriptions to every
subordinate such that every subordinate puts their own efforts into the accomplishment of a task
rather than relying on the competency of their leader. In this way, leaders will able to get benefits from
each individual and this will have a positive result on productivity.

Moreover, this research study provides an important admonition to human resource practitioners to
positively increase OCB among subordinates with a high level of continuance commitment. They must
emphasize the development of a supportive and equitable working relationship to subordinates.
When subordinates realize that their side bet decision to stay with an organization will not go unrewarded,
cognitive trust encourages subordinates to give a positive signal about a leader’s credibility and
trustworthiness. Realization of leader trustfulness encourage subordinates to go extra mile.

Organizations should conduct training programs to create an awareness in managers regarding
the participative style of leadership. Training sessions should place an emphasis on mutual
decision-making, the development of different types of trust aggrandizing strategies, and reward
strategies for employees who go the extra mile.

6. Limitations and Avenues for Future Research

The current study has numerous limitations. It is important to highlight the limitations of the
study before providing important future opportunities.

First, the cross-sectional research design does not allow for a determination of the direction of
causality among the variables. Longitudinal studies are needed to establish the casual directions among
the relationships investigated in the study. Second, the hospitality industry was selected for data
collection, which may affect the generalizability of the results to other business sectors. Future research
should be conducted in a different business sector, like the banking sector, manufacturing industry,
and telecommunications sector.

Finally, our research may be unable to include other possible mediators and moderators that
may affect the relationships of participative leadership and organizational citizenship behavior.
Future studies’ portrayals of the integrative model hypothesized in this study could advance the
understanding of new moderating (employee well-being, rational identification, and personality traits)
and mediating (job autonomy, intrinsic motivations, and organizational justice climate) effects in the
relationship between participative leadership and organizational citizenship behavior. To enhance the
generalizability of the findings, this study should be replicated in a context similar (Asian nations) and
different (Western nations) to Pakistan.

7. Conclusions

The core focus of this research study was to investigate the mediating role of affective and
cognitive trust with the moderating effect of continuance commitment between the relationship of
participative leadership and organizational citizenship behavior. Trust in a leader is the most important
thing to urge employees to perform organizational citizenship behavior. Very few studies have used
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a participative leadership style to identify its connection with organizational citizenship behavior.
Rapid changes in the environment has made it an imperative for organizations to adapt a participative
leadership style to remain competitive. Therefore, to remain competitive, the hotel industry must adopt
participative leadership and effectively arouse trust among employees to encourage their engagement
in organizational citizenship behavior.

For this purpose, data were collected from the hotel industry based in Pakistan to accomplish
the results of our three hypotheses. Our study confirms that participative leadership has sufficient
power to urge employees to engage in organizational citizenship behavior. Participative leaders are
not able to urge employees to engage in organizational citizenship behavior without first promoting
trust among employees.

Using affective and cognitive trust as mediators, the findings of our study show that affective
trust is better able to mediate between participative leadership and organizational citizenship behavior
because of the social exchange relation and emotional bonding. Cognitive trust has no significant
power to mediate between the relationship of participative leadership and OCB because employees
over rely on the abilities of their leader. This relation is stronger with the moderating effect of
continuance commitment.

Results indicate that with the moderating effect of continuance commitment, employees will
deliberately involve in OCB to promote the image of a good solider in front of their leader and to obtain
future benefits. Cognitive trust in this regard helps to reduce the level of risk that may be exploited
by a leader. Therefore, human resource practitioners should obtain the advantages of participative
leadership and should consider the kinds of trust necessary to develop subordinates to perform
organizational citizenship behavior.
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