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Abstract

In the current complex business environment, servant leaders who are altruistic and self-sacrificing
bear higher role pressure than ordinary leaders. However, most of the previous studies focused on
the positive impact of servant leadership behavior on organizations, teams and employees, ignor-
ing the negative impact on leaders themselves. Based on the conservation of resource theory, this
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study discusses the effect of servant leadership behavior on emotional exhaustion and turnover
intention and its boundary conditions. A data analysis of 251 effective leader-employee pairing
questionnaires shows that serving others leads to emotional exhaustion in leaders and leads to
turnover intention. Emotional empathy positively regulates the relationship between servant
leadership behavior and emotional exhaustion. Cognitive empathy negatively moderates the rela-
tionship between servant leadership behavior and emotional exhaustion. The above results broa-
den the research perspective of servant leadership behavior, and provide new inspiration for the
emotional management of servant leaders and future research.
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TEATE AT E I RIS, ARG F Hm s E R R 58k, e b, BE “HE” 1
I, Al 4 T A AR TR e R, B AT RE O RO B S A A LRI D A S R D R 4 2
YT SR, AUFAT AU AN, 2 OSSR TAMEAE S[1]. RS TTFE T UMk
JIFTRESVHARIL OIS, FeA NG Res, MR REIR HAS A 2], (E VALV IR BB —3F, 4
T IR G B KT R TR, MU N T A, A 2 AR B IR 3]

R 2% 2045 5 LRI S S m), SRR FRMRI G E TN AR 2 B[4]. KEIBLCE, =R —HKRER
S RVFAT AN T8 BBV R, 2T X645 3 G Ems]. o, BEERTF R RE K
TR SS B AT 9 B RRAR I, 5 = 0 L8 7 67 10 25 S AR I o SR T AR 4R % 5 f A7 2 18 (conservation of
resource theory, COR), #5452 BT it A (14 i A% 5 Ml e Jod 8 Y5480 N B SKe RO RRURRGRZ I, 224 /4 7 A 8 U
TR E 2 5] R G Fen S AR 4 [6]. MRS A GHTEN FIBIRUEHE Bh . SCRFM I R p 75 B FE
TR ) 15 48), R LU 8 I Ak H R AR IR 77, AT LR B IR ke e AR
ESHRMA

SR, SRR ORAT BRI IE SR U AT G R JT R, G AR IR B A % PR A AR o 222 S T
E[7]e FABAE R TH A& IR — B A A2 R ma[8], {H [FI A B Fufis th L1 2 51 k3t
THIEST[9]. FFak b, FAH NG LIS RIS R RSy, A0 BT I HH A 5] 1) i X 0 [10] -
DR R A SCHG 7 44 32 28 55 1 P 156 e 1) 7 4005 38 T I FE R B R 28 (AN R R T 15 VR

R LRTIR, AR AT 3 RO A R, IR IRSS Y A0S AT DA 5 1 A5 2 2 BRI [l AR FE L
BRI A A . BT RIRORAFEI, TN B FER e IR 55 BL A 47 0 5 B & B R 2 [a] (i s AR
JEE 75175 26 AR R A S0 1% PR R AN TR P S8 e o ik — BRI T P 9 0 RO

2. XRKEIM SRR
2.1. RFBAHTASASEREE
HS5 R B B THERAE R, R KRR RS B R, IR A B L AE 05 L0 5% 3
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RN 4 T/ A - REEMR[11], IR M AR [12]. ARTIARYE BRI ok o E R IR0, 8 R IR 55
RUSRUTAT ] DLSRAS BER,  EOM B A AT N R R S kil B 2 A H s B AR (1] DA 7 Tl R 2L 8UM 572 T
WIS, ARSI R BRI GR T, AT A H DR AR I (8] ARG 7725 997 53 A
s, KIDE 2R S0 E% . COR BRHRIA, HTH MBI RITRAN, HESRPUBST N
[7]. XA W E T A2l M N2 A M) o SRR 15 AR AE XS 2 1 U™ A A
Wi Ja LG EDIRZS,  BENS A AT B HRAT 9[13]. PRI ER B AR BE H:

HL: 55 L4047 0 I ) 2 M0 403 1 T )

2.2. M IRERBITNER

15 28 FEIR 2 RO LT AR 28 BRI A R SIS [14] o AR —RREL “Me5s” o “RIMR” DR E
AT KRS, 55 AR B B AL GUN S, RN 7R 3236 s B RO M T 70 o AR IR S5 LA 47
ARIAFURFAE——2HL. T7 AABYEREA[15]: E e, MRS Sl O 1090 B2 AR 55 T 4R 4
RACESRABAT e 1) A R [16], 36 75 ELAT H P AR AT 2 B v o L IS 28 57 30, T AR 3 (0o 2
PR, MR . LU, MRS AT R R — 975 30 B 0 TSI AR R Rl A H AR, &
I b i B O AR BERE R 53 AR TARSCHF[17], X — R B 9 1 903 2 KB I [R) RS 77, FEAS T
MR TELFERIEHERB[LT]. Fa, RS SEATRZIE B 4E, AT ZE {8 H TR
R AN BT J& e SE I AL 2 57 (18], 3K ik iy A £ B SRR i AT (100 B ACPELEE T o N1 2 A
5o

DA BRI BIRARFES, SRURORAF ISR T BRI BT . R, 2200 1 48 FEaE 1) i 55 74 40
2 SN 170 TSR E R A S SR O B RE G B R R IAL G o TS U — A AN 7 RIS T HIAT
BT R R H B H2:

H2: ELEFESE T T 55 T AT 08 5 0TT BBBUR 2 18] (K% 2% o

2.3. #£1FYEBER

MRAE SR ORAT B, IRS5 BLAN T 3 B B A (A4 B8 U5 2> 2 i BN R A7 48 FE 08 1) ST sE e . SIS AR
PP E AR N1 6 RIRE J1[19], — B USRS — P AR 0 AR . SR, i 25 ik 72 20
TIHABFTRAFAE I AR o A 38 18 H G S B s 5 2 10 AR B I, X AR e B
NIEEFEIR[10], R 7[20]. F5L b, HEMUR—A B P LB RG24 L), tt—
ANE BT R FRA RS RGN ASEE), o s &R E A BT F[21]

15 4 LG 2 Re AR I R Z b NS 28I RE )1, & — M Ak A AR RE . 1528 L0 fe i = it ik
ARG 2% AR A O %S TR EE & 52, X 51 T Sl 48 iU, MRVERE L. it
AT 20 58 22 B4 26 BEUR MR B A T 5 b, 1M B8 IR B AL 2 1T B 2 1 — 2B SOR IR 2% B 400 52 35 1 15 26
Fe¥[22].

IS 2 — PP AR R B A AA IS 28 168, BES (R MR Lr H A | S B E . B
B R DA R 15 48 R 1 B R P RE[10] . AR 3L 15 RE J1 3R A S H 225 N B I s 28 )5
REME BRI IR TEXT 77 0 M B R R, (R I OAR A I 2454 RN, ATl ik o 3 55 5 (1 45 R A
BBk, PRIGEFEE . BT UL B, AUt i H3 Ak Ha:

H3: 28I IR Y 1RSSBS AT 5 S 1 4 FE v [ PR G R o

H4: AJIILIE G = 7 AR SS BLAI AT 5 003 1 B 2 (AT R R o
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Figure 1. Conceptual model
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3. AR GE
3.1 FESERSHEANE

AHIT T 0] 5 32 BER FH I 28 KBRS GO A b 800 T 2 F0 5 To OR Ri  [R) i 22, AN S
KEP B ) B USCEREP . 7E 2022 4 6 H B 2 TR AU H RS M TAT 0, HUISEIRE B S0
LG NS DL N O G228 |, 7F 2022 4 7 H AT S &5 B S 1015 2 R e A B BRG]« A UK
WL 351 s, AIRTEAINEE, HEIREMT - & LA B & 251 4, [ R &S
71.5%.

AREEA, Bk 54.1%, 2otk 45.8%; FREAE 25 & LALCT I AT 28.6%, 26~35 %111 39.8%,
36~45 % 1) 23.1%, 46 % LA B[ 8.3%: Fhivmh LA H) & 3.5%, KREM Y 14.7%, ARG
56.5%, filit: & LA F) 5 25%; BT el oy B ) & 22.7%, B LR 38.2%, AMET/E T AL
17 19.9%, FOHALH A7 8.7%, HAth f7 10.3%; 1T A B . THEALI 5 12.3%, BEHEA K 5 7.9%,
Gfb. AR & 16.7%, HEER G 13.1%, RSE S 12.7%, #RMEEIE S 4.7%, EITEZ
15 5.1%, ZEZINM G 9.1%, | HEBAN Y 2.3%, FBibrs. @50 G 3.1%, HAbb 12.3%; A
FEEEHFEN G 45.8%, TEEME L 422%, mEEHEE G 11.9%: £ HiTHSMAE A S R &
32.6%, 2~7 4F 5 44.2%, 8~15 4 16.3%, 15 LA k5 6.7%.

32. ZEME

AW S B RN TEE AN A A E R, BT BRI AR R 5 0, 1R “IE
WAME” , 5 ARE “FEEFE” .

RSB FAT R K Liao ZE[17TMEIT I TEALRROIR %5 BUAT AT ik, 4L 5 N H . Bl Emin:
CHA T BRI R IER B QR R o FEARWFTEH, 1% &SRR Cronbach’s a 4 0.82.

S AHLEFE . R 2 AN 2311517 () MBI-GS R F G Z0n B R, L5 MEH . Rl
AT TAR R B SO EE o FEARBEFLT, 1ZE KW Cronbach’s a 4 0.89.

USRS IRM] . ARHF TR Kelloway S8 [24) 4w I BS IR 3%, JL 4 NEH . wp@EmT. &
IEEFBETFEANHELR” . AP, % EEN Cronbach’s o 9 0.92.

TEEILEE . SR & [221181T (3515 B 2% (Measure of Empathy, ME)H 5 L EE, 44
% H. B YIS, SRS o FEAT I, 1% ER K Cronbach’s o 5 0.84.

IEIFETS: SR ERI&E[22]181] (345 B % (Measure of Empathy, ME)FF N A3t EE, L4 A4
& H o RBI BT, R EAEN NS R Z TR TR 1127 . LTEAWT A, 1% &R Cronbach’s
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a 5 0.85,

A R ASCRST IR R AT N DG AR R AR . BAh, AW T
GUFAE TAE PRI B M s 46, R Watson [25]f) 10 IR RN E . FEARPIFH, ZEERN

Cronbach’s & 24 0.95.

4. WRIMRLER

4.1. {ERMG SRS
KHI SPSS 26.0 X AR BT REIRMEGTH o T RAR G BT, 45 R 1 s, MRS BUTAT N5

G5 FEE (r = 0.46, p < 0.01) FIESHR M 5] (r = 0.38, p < 0.01) B 35 IEAHSE, 1545FEMR 5 B HRF ) (r = 0.71,

p < 0.01) 2 &3 IEM %,

Table 1. Means, standard deviations and correlations of study variables

1 SLENNE. EEREXRY

P
i
7]
4. 17k
5. Al
6. Bk g
(AR

w e

1

-0.23"
0.07
0.19™
0.15"
-0.17"
-0.26"

8. MR- SAT N —0.05

9. YFHE L M

—0.04

10. 4SS ER i 0.02

11. &I
12, N EEE
13. JHRTE 4

HfE
bRt

0.03
—-0.05
0.04
1.46
0.50

2 3
0.11

-0.01 —0.03
-0.18™ -.15"
0.50™ .18
0.63" 0.11

-0.12 -0.09 -0.20"
-0.28"-0.19"-0.21"
-0.20"-0.20" -0.29™

-0.12 0.01

-0.13" -0.15"
-0.12 -0.31"

211 3.03

092 0.74

0.34™
-0.14"
-0.12

-0.05

-0.15"

-0.01
5.22
3.19

-0.13"
-0.19"
-0.05
-0.13"
-0.14"
-0.02
-0.03
0.06
2.46
1.23

*

6 7
0.51"

0.12 0.00
-0.12 —0.13"
-0.05 —0.04
0.05 -0.04
-0.06 —0.08
-0.13" —0.06
1.66  1.97
0.68 0.87

(0.82)

*

0.46"

*

0.38"

*

0.40"

0.21™

-0.12
3.77

0.68

(0.89)
071"
0.21™
0.25™
0.19™
3.43
0.78

0 11 12
(0.92)

0.25™ (0.84)
0.22" 0.23™ (0.85)
020" -0.11 0.16
322 375 317
097 070 0.97

13

(0.95)

2.47

0.94

¥: n=251; "p<0.001,

“p<0.01, "p<0.05;

4.2. #EAERESEIFERF 54

KM Harman 8087 AG 32N L R U A M Z AT R SS . PREIE T ISR Ul & MRHIEE R T 1
MIR T, RE T 69.91% 1075 2, H P E KR TR AR &0 34.04%, /I 40%, UtHIAAFEAE™
ST 75 22 1)

NT RS BRI B, AHFFER) AMOS 24.0 %8 @ AT I IEEF 7734 (CFA). 45 3Rk

2 FR, AL TR R 8 TR R 3 U SR AR T AR R AR (¢ = 378.111, df = 199, x*/df = 1.900, CEl

FE5 B A EHE N2 R 1 P —E% R 2L Cronbach’s o {H

0.942, TLI = 0.933, IFI = 0.943, RMSEA = 0.060), [X 7% B 1f.
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Table 2. Results of confirmatory factor analysis
2. WIEMEF SR
T HFHA X¥(df) x/df  CFI  TLI IFl  RMSEA

TR TR SLB, LEE, LTI, EE, CE 378.111(199)™  1.900 0.942 0.933 0.943  0.060

VY IR R A SLB + EE, LEE, LTI, CE 651.944(203)""  3.212 0.855 0.836 0.857  0.094

VY IR R A SLB + CE, LEE, LTI, EE 817.316(203)™"  4.026 0.802 0.775 0.804  0.110

=R SLB +EE, LEE + LTI, CE 828.164(206)"  4.020 0.800 0.775 0.801  0.110

SRR SLB + CE, LEE + LTI, EE 1018.204(206)""  4.943 0739 0.707 0.741  0.126
ZIRF A SLB + LEE + CE, LTI + EE 1451.902(208)"  6.980 0.600 0.555 0.603  0.155
ZIRF A SLB + LEE + EE, LTI + CE 1447.504(208)"  6.959 0.601 0.557 0.604  0.154
PR SLB+ LEE + LTI +EE+CE 1639.583(209)""  7.845 0.540 0.491 0543  0.165

7E: N=251; SL= R&HNSATN; LEE = S EgE; LTI = SIS EIER; EE = H%HE; CE= \FtE.

4.3. {RigILe

431 EHHRPAYLLE

KRG RN TE AT BN R A BB AR B . B 5, AEE 3 IR 4 W R, RS TUAISAT N R
1E [ M A B IR ) (B = 0.335, p < 0.001). [AIitk, ¥ HL A EISCFr. B 2 R0, RSB SITH
R M ST 25 FE (B = 0.434, p < 0.001) . BEAY 5 BT, 15256 by i 4 -5 55 R ) B A I 285 10 Im) 52 (B =
0.618, p <0.001), ifii 514 4 AHLL, AR4RLATRAT AT H & B HRMA ¥ [ )5 R M 0.335 Jik2> £ 0.067.
e W1 28 REIE A HR 25 AT AT o B ER A R 52, fBisE H2 #3258 IE

Sl

Table 3. Regression results of main effect and mediating effect

F 3 EMRRBPNMNEVFER

1 4 e A5 B8 R A 1)
AR PR 1 B 2 B 3 B 4 A 5
AR E
4531 -0.047 -0.043 0.062 0.065 0.091
F -0.308™" -0.197™ -0.249™ -0.164" -0.042
S -0.147" -0.076 -0.177" -0.122" -0.075
(4 -0.155" -0.084 -0.249™ -0.194™" -0.142"
Al R -0.148" -0.14" -0.121 -0.115 -0.028
RS 2531 0.017 -0.073 0.039 -0.031 0.014
£ 0.022 0.004 0.094 0.080 0.078
IR AE 0.119 0.194™ 0.127" 0.185™ 0.065
HAR &
M55 TSI FAT 0.434™" 0.335"" 0.067
A A
B S 0.618™
R? 0.185 0.350 0.193 0.292 0.540
AR? 0.185 0.165 0.193 0.099 0.248
F 6.861"" 14.403™ 7.248™ 11.033™ 28.169™"

*:

¥: n=251; "p<0.001, “p<0.01l.
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4.32. W ERAKRE

B E 5T ARRE D B OSBRI BE TR, a8 R IR 4. BB 7 RY, RS
R AT 5 1 I (022 FLT 25 IE (RS2 26 FEE (B = 0.142, p < 0.01), REIFEAE I 1L [ 45 i 55
RIGUTFAT FR 1 BAESE I RE M, SCRMBR H3; B 9 3R W], R85 RATTAT Dy 5 A RIS O 52 L0002 £
[ S 175 26 FE 35 (B = —0.124, p < 0.05), R BIIARIILAR Gt 7 1 15 ik 55 B A0UT AT 90l 1% 48 43 O 1

Table 4. The regression results of the moderating effect

F 4 FHIEREVEER

PG A
AR B 6 BRL 7 i 8 R 9
il A
5 -0.044 -0.043 -0.039 -0.051
S -0.193" -0.186" -0.193" -0.19"
=373 -0.076 -0.076 -0.070 -0.049
A7l -0.085 -0.064 -0.076 -0.090
AP R -0.14" -0.124" -0.139" -0.128"
HRA 2531 -0.075 -0.089 -0.071 -0.076
1EH#A 0.005 0.011 0.008 0.011
RIS 0.196™" 0.219™ 0.182"" 0.181"
H A
MR&BIGUFAT N 0.419™ 0.4017" 0.419™ 0.417""
WA
LEZS 0.040 0.067
INFIILAE 0.078 0.092
TR
IR 45 RS RAT F* 1 4 S 1 0.142™
JIR 45 RS2 AT J N LG -0.124"
R? 0.351 0.369 0.355 0.370
AR? 0.166 0.018 0.170 0.015
F 12.985 12.699 13.219 12.742

¥: n=251; "p<0.001, “p<0.01.

N TR RN, AWEFIEIE Bootstrap #E4T 5000 (filikE. 4 5 SRR, RS BATTAT
ORI 28 AR 10 58 ELIT00H 1 46 BB ) 1] JH R B0 25 (8 = 0.22, p < 0.01), fiik H3 3 ZII0IE. [FFE, AR5
APAT AN FN I 52 B IG00H 15 28 FEE Y (0] U R 80 % (B = —0.15, p < 0.05), st HA 753 238
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Table 5. The bootstrapping results of moderating effect
5% 5. PHTRLHY Bootstrap I8 4E R

95% & 15 [X [A]

£ #6545 AR R RBAE kiR TR LR

L ILAFAE (M — 1SD) 0.31" 0.10 0.12 0.50

1E & ILNE mE(M + 1SD) 0.62™" 0.09 0.45 0.78

7~ LR U pez 088 005 0%
INENFLIB R AE (M — 1SD) 0.63 0.09 0.45 0.81

AL R E(M + 1SD) 0.33"™ 0.09 0.15 0.51

28 I -0.15" 0.07 -0.28  —0.02

*:

¥: n=251; "p<0.001, “p<0.01.
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Figure 2. The moderating effect of emotional empathy on the relationship be-
tween servant leadership behaviors and leader emotional exhaustion
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Figure 3. The moderating effect of cognitive empathy on the relationship between
servant leadership behaviors and leader emotional exhaustion
3. AHHBERSEASITASIRER B EHATIER

T S E A S A 25 SR A RIS (R TR, ARGl 2D g 1R RN IR R REAT iy R R
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(simple slope) . Wikl 2 ffrzr, EmACT B4 ILTE T, k55 U4 S AT Dy 55 1% 48RRI 1) 11 17 ¢ A BE i (L
B 2); MAERACTRIARISEE T, SR SAT 8 51 AES K LA R RS (LA 3). Hitt H3 A H4
R HE— BRI

5. MIREESRE
5.1. W&

KBTI T BIRORAF B8, 51 AN EEFER X — A AR B IR IR S TR AT N 5 B B B IR
TER BRI BT AU R 55—, WS IT NS B S P B4 B2 . 5=,
T 26 FEEAE AR 55 TN AT 8 5T B S IR 2 i B TR . SR =, SN N SRS
X AR 55 RLATT: G 3 — 1 FATLA A R 5 A RS AN 2482 o 175 28 34 7 2R ) BRI R 2 oA T
W5 RGP AT N5 H B G B AER IR IR &, TAIIEAS AT DAHI 99 R 55 B AT 0 5 B B I 25 #E35 2 18]
IR AR

52. BEEER

NITHIMEERE, AU FUREURS MO T E 0 ERERCKRE, THE225 8k
IRESRAE B SN TAE T BB HoR DMER ERE 77 Ak, W Fuas SRrb i 4 315 1 3 A RS R S48 11
IR AR R AT 2% 5 BRI AT 360, SRTHARE S IRE ST, B Sl BRI 25384 -

MHBMEERTE, AAZRINE RIS M AR 55 A IS 2EAE0E . 58, AR e wer
SETF I TARPREE, 257 5% T2 W8 1) 22 2 JEORIC 5 A J82 Al 55 AR 403 Uk o LK, ZH AT DR — 2511
SEAL T B (AN S8 i 55 ) RAME AU S R B R[17] . Befim, AAE N A IR AT A I A% rp 2y A
S RE S BRI 3G TR, AT e IR Skl 40 5 3 DR 1 48 RE 3 1T 5 R8BS A B SR A

53 MRERSRE

¥, AFCRAMEHEHA. AMAEHGEER. SIEBMHIHLRE T, FHFHFIT A
S TR B AN S AU PR 1 [26] o DRI 5 mh AN AN S B iV AR 8B (9 4 DR R AN E R ML), B 75 22
[FE VBN 2 7E ATy R AR, AR RWT DLR 4 B HURE 7 (experience sampling method) Sk M sh 2 41 /1 %
EARSSTANGAT N 55—, RS ASCRA 7 AT (52 T0) 5 ik &8 AR 45 AT S 47 LI D S (7] 5 920 22 1)
T, SR TR RE R B MRS B FAT NIE A R & . ASCUERE T — A T 59538 347
XF, X AL T8 53 2 B 126 5 0] B2 R0 VPG (1 BUSEPE AR e . BRIk, o] B BE IR A 1
TE R AP 5 A 40 5 3847 N R AR — T LR . S =, AR AR N R —, (5
BT MRS BT AT N S TR, AR SR AR 70 5 24 e O T S8, 58 I A T R Si =5 52 IR 25 B4 A7 N
(RSN 280 I A AR 3K

S E WK
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