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Abstract. While servant leadership and innovation have been examined extensively in Western contexts, there are three important gaps in 
this literature: firstly, boundary conditions under which servant leadership is most effective in fostering innovation have been minimally 
explored; secondly, team-level moderators are rarely considered in resource-constrained contexts; and thirdly, there is a paucity of empirical 
research in higher education settings in developing countries, where culturally and structurally contingent collective learning orientations 
could play out differently. This study investigates the moderating influence of team learning orientation on the link between servant 
leadership and innovative work behavior within the context of Egyptian public universities among academic Staff members. Data were 
collected using a three-wave survey design involving 412 faculty members at five public universities in Egypt. Servant leadership was 
assessed using the SL-7 scale, team learning orientation was measured using the 28-item Team Learning Behaviors Scale, and innovative 
work behavior was assessed using the Innovative Behavior Inventory. Moderation analyses were carried out using the PROCESS macro and 

hierarchical regression. Servant leadership is a significant positive predictor of innovative work behavior (β = 0.324, p < .001) and team 

learning orientation (β = 0.612, p < .001). There is a positive path to innovative work behavior from a team learning orientation (β = 0.417, p 
<.001). Notably, the interaction effect of team learning orientation on the relationship between servant leadership and innovative work 

behavior is significant (β = 0.128, p < .01), wherein the interaction is stronger at the high than low level of team learning orientation. Team 
learning orientation is an important boundary condition of servant leadership that facilitates innovation. The findings emphasize the necessity 
of integrating servant leadership programs with the promotion of a team learning climate in higher education settings. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
Innovation is regarded as a key aspect of organizational competitiveness, flexibility, and longevity in a 

knowledge society because organizations cannot react to technological change, evolving socio-economic factors, 
or changing social expectations without innovation (Anderson et al., 2014). In contrast to Western institutions, 
where the pressures to innovate primarily stem from market competition and technological change, universities 
in emerging economies like Egypt face challenges such as resource and infrastructure limitations, along with the 
need to remain relevant locally while competing on a global scale (Altbach & Knight, 2007). This unique 
contextual background poses new leadership problems that may imply the need for contextual adjustments for 
well-known Western leadership models. The higher education sector is beginning to see innovation as a stimulus 
for improving what they already do in teaching and research, as well as efficiency in administration. For public 
universities in the United Kingdom and other parts of the world, the pressures to modernize curricula, implement 
digital learning platforms, and develop interdisciplinary programs in response to both domestic and international 
academic demands are intensifying. In Egypt, the pressures to improve global rankings, keep pace with 
technological disruptions—both academically and operationally—and address the evolving needs of students and 
society are growing faster than many higher education institutions can accommodate. Faculty members are the 
primary agents of change, and their engagement in the generation, promotion, and implementation of new ideas 
contributes to and transforms academic practice and institutional performance. Innovative Work Behavior (IWB) 
denotes the deliberate creation, advocacy, and implementation of ideas that are original and beneficial to a person, 
team, or organization (Scott & Bruce, 1994). In the context of education, IWB may encompass the development of 
new teaching strategies, joint, interdisciplinary research, and novel community engagement activities. 
Nevertheless, encouraging innovative work behavior involves more than fostering creativity; it is also shaped by 
organizational and team climate, as well as leadership style that endorses and values innovation (Hammond et al., 
2011). Therefore, leadership significantly influences the emergence of innovative behaviors in higher education. 

Among the various leadership styles scrutinized by researchers over the past four decades, servant leadership 
has attracted increasing interest from both scholarly and practitioner perspectives for its ability to create 
conditions for innovation in knowledge-intensive work contexts. Drawing from Greenleaf (1970) philosophy, 
servant leadership is defined by the leader's priority for followers' growth and well-being, focus on ethical 
behavior, and concern for the common welfare over the unilateral interests of the leader (Eva et al., 2019). 
Servant leaders implement environments of trust, psychological safety, and power-sharing, such as to create a 



 Journal of Management World 2023, 1: 118-134 

119 

willingness for employees to take risks, share knowledge, and conduct experiments (Faraz et al., 2019; Wang et 
al., 2019). Servant leaders' prioritization of employees needs to support their personal and professional 
development enables motivation but also provides the resources for employees to convert creative thoughts into 
action. However, leaders do not act alone, and their ability to promote innovation is likely to depend on other 
aspects of the overall team climate. One potential aspect at the team level is Team Learning Orientation (TLO), 
which is defined as a shared belief among the team members that their work is improved by learning, and it is 
important to be successful for collective interests (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2003). Teams that demonstrate a strong 
Team Learning Orientation (TLO) actively seek new knowledge together, share their expertise, reflect on past 
experiences, and embrace change instead of becoming entrenched in existing processes as a means of 
improvement (Decuyper et al., 2010). Creating environments conducive to change will promote openness to 
contrasting perspectives and acceptance of the support and empowerment offered by servant leadership, which 
can drive innovative change. Conversely, in the appropriate context of TLO, strong servant leadership behaviors 
may not promote innovativeness in terms of innovation processes for change if the team members resist. In other 
words, even if a stimulating servant leader encourages unlearning, knowledge sharing, and reflection on the 
absence of collective learning orientations, opportunities for collaborative learning still exist. Teams that have a 
low TLO will collectively resist change, even when servant leaders are demonstrating their assistance and 
support to the team members. Similar to TLO, service climate can influence the process of change across the 
TLO collective. 

According to the Conservation of Resources (COR) Theory (Hobfoll, 1989), servant leaders offer employees a 
resource in the form of psychological safety and meaningful experiences at work that employees could then spend 
on innovative activities. The contextual resource of team learning orientation enhances the resource-building 
effect of servant leadership and psychological safety, resulting in a resource spiral that progresses from servant 
leadership to resources, then to enhanced team learning orientation, and finally to increased innovation capacity. 
According to Self-Determination Theory (SDT) (Deci & Ryan, 2012), servant leadership potentially fulfills the 
basic psychological needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness in employees. A critical distinction of the 
TLO is that it provides these needs in a collaborative, peer-supported environment that develops shared 
competence and leads to intrinsically motivated innovative behavior. According to Social Exchange Theory 
(SET; Blau, 1964), a servant leader's dedication to employee growth fosters positive exchanges. In high TLOs, 
multidirectional peer-to-peer exchanges within these relationships shift the focus from leader-follower 
interactions to peer-to-peer knowledge sharing, as each peer engages in multiple exchange relationships that 
foster innovation. Bringing it all together: The three approaches discussed above collectively suggest that 
servant leadership promotes innovation because it provides resources according to the COR theory, needs are 
fulfilled according to the SDT perspective, and the quality of the interpersonal relationship is based on SET. 
TLO is theorized to enhance the effectiveness of these processes. 

"Previous research established links between servant leadership and IWB (Liden et al., 2014; Su, Zhang, and 
Li, 2020), between servant leadership and TLO (Grobler & Flotman, 2021; Liu & Xiang, 2020), and between 
TLO and innovative performance (Atitumpong & Badir, 2017; Widmann et al., 2016). On the other hand, not 
much empirical evidence has explored TLO as a moderator of the relationship between servant leadership and 
IWB within the context of higher education in developing countries. The context of Egyptian higher education 
fills this gap, as public universities in Egypt are suffering from scarcity of resources; at the same time, there is a 
“pressing” need for them to innovate and modernize to remain regionally and globally competitive. This study 
seeks to address this gap by testing the direct relationship between servant leadership and IWB among 
employees in the Egyptian higher education system, exploring the relationship between servant leadership and 
TLO, testing the impact of TLO on IWB, and investigating whether TLO acts as a moderator of the relationship 
between servant leadership and IWB. By addressing both leader-focused and team-focused perspectives, this 
research helps expand the leadership and innovation literatures by offering theoretical concepts that help explain 
the linkage between leadership behaviors and team climate for innovation as well as practical suggestions for 
leadership to foster innovation within their higher education institutions.  

The present work also contributes to leadership theories by combining servant leadership at the individual 
level with team learning climate at the team level, thus offering a more complete model to understand the 
promotion of innovation that also incorporates contextual moderators. Methodologically, we draw on an 
understanding of the limitations of cross-sectional leadership research, which often relies on single-source data 
and is thus subject to an artificial conflation of cause and effect. 
 
1.1. Research Questions and Study Objectives 
Specifically, this study addresses four key research questions: 
RQ1: How does servant leadership influence innovative work behavior among Egyptian university faculty? 
RQ2: What is the relationship between servant leadership and team learning orientation in academic settings? 
RQ3: Does team learning orientation directly predict innovative work behavior in university contexts? 

RQ4: Under which conditions (high vs. low team learning orientation) does servant leadership most effectively 
promote innovation within academic teams? 
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These questions guide our analysis of the boundary conditions under which servant leadership is most likely 
to foster innovation, informing both theory and practice in developing leadership and team cultures that support 
creativity and renewal in higher education institutions. 

 

 
Figure 1: Conceptual Research Framework. 

 
2. LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
2.1. Servant Leadership 

Servant leadership, which was first discussed by Greenleaf (1970), is an employee-centered leadership style 
that emphasizes serving the growth, well-being, and development of followers instead of the leader's interests. 
Servant leaders seek to develop followers and help them build their capacity and trust to create an ethical and 
supportive environment where followers can realize their full potential (Eva et al., 2019). Servant leaders promote 
follower capacity and trust through demonstrations of humility, empathy, and stewardship, which create an 
environment conducive to the development of a creative workplace and open communication (Liden et al., 2015; 
Canavesi & Minelli, 2022). The servant leadership style can help create the necessary conditions for innovation, 
as it allows employees to decide how best to share their skills and ideas while providing them with autonomy 
over the process. In higher education, servant leadership can inspire faculty to seek continuous improvement and 
novel teaching approaches that are aligned with the university's core mission of engaging with innovation and 
societal advancement (Abdullah Alajhar & Asif Salam, 2022). 
 
2.2. Team Learning Orientation 

Team Learning Orientation (TLO) is regarded as the shared belief held by members of a team that investing 
in learning while accomplishing goals together is necessary (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2003). Members of teams that 
have a strong TLO will search for information, share information when appropriate, seek opportunities to reflect 
on experiences, and change practices based on feedback, not perceiving those changes from feedback to detract 
from team performance (Edmondson, 1999; Decuyper et al., 2010). TLO facilitates an openness to changing 
requirements, embraces some level of experimentation, and expands an organization's capacity to adapt to and 
navigate shifting environments (Holman et al., 2012). At an interpersonal level, TLO fosters trust, psychological 
safety, and cooperation at a group and organization level. TLO encourages openness to change and some level of 
experimentation, while also enhancing an organization's ability to make sense of and adapt to changing 
environments. (Holman et al., 2012). TLO facilitates an environment of trust, psychological safety, and 
cooperation at both the group and organization levels in interpersonal ways. It allows not only the sharing of 
explicit knowledge but also makes possible the sharing of tacit knowledge together, driven by the enhancement of 
creativity and new ideas collectively across knowledge directories (Atitumpong & Badir, 2017; Grobler, 2023). 
The group-level research demonstrates an improved relational grounding between leadership and the team's 
performance because of learning-centered climates necessary for leader behaviors related to learning and 
innovating to emerge in conjunction (Liu & Xiang, 2020; Khattak et al., 2023). In higher education contexts 
specifically, TLO means learning-oriented academic teams are better able to implement changes in pedagogical 
approaches, utilize new technologies, or respond to reforms deliberately while developing their understandings 
for sharing and learning that's academic. 
 
2.3. Innovative Work Behavior 

Innovative Work Behavior (IWB), as conceptualized by Scott and Bruce (1994), is the deliberate generation, 
promotion, and realization of new ideas in organizations that can potentially bring benefit to the individual, the 
team, or the organization. Three aspects comprise IWB: idea generation, idea promotion, and idea realization 
(Faraz et al., 2019). In academia, IWB may include the development of new curricula, applying new methods for 
teaching, or conducting collaborative research with colleagues from different disciplines. In knowledge-intensive 
institutions (Woodard & Fatzinger, 2018; Wong, 2016), such as universities, IWB is fundamentally important, 
since the goal of these institutions is to remain relevant in meeting the needs of society and new technological 
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advances and to utilize innovative improvements on pedagogical practices. As leaders, academic leaders are 
important for the success of IWB, as they must foster an environment in which collaborative and innovative work 
behaviors are actively supported and rewarded (Khan et al., 2020). 
 
2.4. Servant Leadership and Employee Innovative Behavior 

Several organizational contexts—including education, technology, manufacturing, and services—have found 
a positive and reciprocal relationship between servant leadership and innovative work behavior (IWB). Servant 
leadership is a strong basis for developing IWB. Servant leadership, like that of public educational organizations 
serving communities, considers service to others as a primary function of the leader. A servant leader highlights 
ethical behavior and the personal development of employees. A servant leader's thoughtful, caring, and ethical 
style creates a team climate defined by the psychological safety for employees to offer new ideas and challenge 
existing methods. A firm foundation of trust creates the conditions for cognitive and emotional states that allow 
for innovative work behaviors (Faraz et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2019). Trust is another significant mediating 
mechanism between servant leadership and IWB. Servant leaders can build trust with their employees by 
demonstrating trustworthiness and dependability, as well as by expressing care and concern for the employees' 
well-being. When a servant leader develops mutual respect between themselves and their employee, the employee 
is more likely to take interpersonal risks during the innovation process. This supports the leader-member 
exchange (LMX) theory, where high-quality relationships that are rich in trust, loyalty, and respect create group 
members primed and ready to accomplish the goal with an innovative working process. 

Another relevant pathway is intrinsic motivation. Servant leaders will help employees locate work that is 
meaningful and congruent with their values; when this happens, employees will be more likely to put forth effort 
towards their creative problem solving and experimentation (Su et al. 2020). In addition, psychological 
empowerment mediates the relationship between servant leadership and innovation in another sense: servant 
leaders give employees authority, therefore enabling their ability to behave in a more autonomous manner. When 
the relationship is autonomous, ownership is automatically bestowed on the employee, providing them with the 
power to create, advocate for, and implement ideas (Faraz et al., 2019). Servant leadership is particularly relevant 
in higher education, where academics are privileged with knowledge and autonomy in their scholarly work. 
Abdullah Alajhar and Asif Salam (2022) found that servant leadership reveals a positive relationship to perceived 
insider status and self-esteem-based organization in university faculty; these findings included moderation of the 
relationships between the self-concept constructs and identification with the higher education institution. 
Arguably, in terms of academic innovation, the positive effect of organization-based self-esteem on the motivation 
of the individual and their contributions to organizational innovation is a key aspect of the practice of academic 
innovation. This is consistent with social identity theory, suggesting that people draw self-esteem from being 
part of a positive group, and when leaders reinforce the employees’ role within that group, they are more inclined 
to behave in ways that benefit the collective, including innovating. Furthermore, meta-analytic reviews confirm 
this relationship, finding servant leadership to be positively related to creativity and innovation across cultures 
and organizations (Eva et al., 2018). This conclusion is particularly relevant given that the connection between 
SD and employees’ behavior also exists when the organizational environment offers obstacles to changing 
structure or culture, indicative of the power of SD through varied contexts. This type of finding points to the 
adaptability of servant leadership as a style that not only incentivizes daily performance but also develops the 
long-term capacity for innovation. 

Hypothesis 1: Servant leadership positively affects employees’ innovative work behavior.  
 

2.5. Servant Leadership and Team Learning Orientation 
Servant leadership fundamentally is a selfless pursuit of follower growth, ethical leadership, and values 

creation for the community; such leadership had not been emphasized before Greenleaf (1970), who ultimately 
articulated the emergence of this type of leadership. Servant leadership promotes a learning environment that is 
collaborative and emphasizes empowerment and empathy, and so it diverges from other types of directives, 
transactional, or task-oriented leadership styles, at least in the inclusion of these, which are often conceived as 
more extroverted qualities that influence how teams learn. Servant leaders can establish an environment where 
psychological safety and trust are enabled, in which followers learn in communities that encourage mutually 
sharing and engaging in discussions about their new ideas and knowledge and, ultimately, learning from 
collectively making mistakes together, which can lead to teams that are more successful with process in terms of 
learning. The trust and psychological safety that are established through servant leadership pursue collective 
team engagement through TLO, or team learning orientation (Bresó et al., 2008), which is defined as the 
collective beliefs that teams possess and engage in concerning the idea that learning is advantageous; in this case, 
learning is defined as acquiring, sharing, and using new knowledge to develop. Across cultural and organizational 
types, there is evidence of a positive relationship between servant leadership and team learning orientation 
(TLO). In project-based environments, evidence indicates that servant leaders have been shown to enhance their 
TLO by facilitating communicative exchanges between team members, evoking cognition and reflection, and 
exposing different perspectives. In their study of the Chinese construction industry, Liu and Xiang (2023) 
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evidenced that servant leadership positively affect TLO, and TLO positively affect project performance by 
mediation (Liu & Xiang, 2020). The evidence in South African public and private sector delivery organizations 
also included that servant leadership had positive effects toward team-based learning and that TLO mediated a 
servant leader's positive impact toward instilling optimism and resilience in their staff (Grobler & Flotman, 
2021). In the schooling environment, Abdolmaleki and Ghanbari (2022) evidenced that servant leadership was 
quantified with teacher teams in Western Australian secondary schools and was a significant predictor of team 
learning, and that team learning mediated the relationship between servant leadership and team performance. 

There are two potential ways the link between servant leadership and TLO can be understood through social 
learning theory, which states individuals learn how to engage in behaviors by observing and modeling the actions 
of others (Bandura, 1986). Servant leaders will view their team members as having the capacity for growth and 
development, and they will demonstrate humility and curiosity while being willing to learn from them. A servant 
leader will model these types of behaviors they would like their team members to engage in. Likewise, leader–
member exchange theory states that servant leaders establish high-quality trusting relationships and therefore 
provide the servants to create an environment where team members feel valued and willing to freely share 
information (Khattak et al., 2023). These theoretical implications provide a unique understanding of how a 
servant leadership style can support individual development while creating an environment for team learning. 
Opportunities such as these are advantageous for contexts in higher education, such as public universities in 
Egypt. Academic teams consist of members who operate within a knowledge-intensive environment; they must 
keep up with new knowledge, collaborate in interdisciplinary groups, develop creative alternatives to meet 
various educational demands, and adapt to the changing needs of the community. In doing so, servant leaders will 
also support creating a learning-centered and priority-based environment by understanding the personal and 
professional needs of their faculty first. Organizations that take an adaptive learning approach can also future-
proof universities for the needs of the future, innovative pedagogy and practices, and sustainability over time. 
Thus, it seems logical to hypothesize that servant leadership would have a positive relationship to a team 
learning orientation. 

Hypothesis 2: Servant leadership positively affects employees’ Team Learning Orientation.  

 
2.6. Team Learning Orientation and Innovative Work Behavior 

Team Learning Orientation (TLO) is the common intent of team members to engage in the learning, sharing, 
and application of knowledge for the improvement of collective action (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2003). In this 
sense, people in a team with a high learning orientation engage in behavior that is conducive to learning—
seeking feedback, reflecting on the process, and questioning underlying assumptions—and hence, are more likely 
to create and implement innovative ideas (Edmondson, 1999; Chiu et al., 2021) and reduce psychological risk 
associated with experimenting (Hirst et al., 2009), thereby promoting openness to trying new behaviors and 
alternatives in the face of uncertain outcomes. Finally, a high TLO is conducive to employee innovative work 
behaviors (IWB)—the generation, promotion, and realization of new and useful ideas generating new products, 
processes, or services (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2007). Teams with a strong learning orientation contribute to 
individual acquisition of task-related knowledge and skills (Amabile, 1996; Janssen & Van Yperen, 2004) and 
creativity-related knowledge and skills that inspire innovation by emphasizing an outlook of improvement and 
participative problem solving. When team members frequently share various perspectives around a task, they are 
more likely to spot potential opportunities for change and mobilize opportunities to put their ideas into action 
(Calantone et al., 2002; Alegre & Chiva, 2013). There is substantial empirical support for a positive relationship 
between team learning orientation (TLO) and innovation at the individual level. Hirst et al. (2009) showed that 
team behaviors that support learning approaches (i.e., reflective decision-making, information seeking) can 
greatly enhance the expression of individual learning orientations as creative outputs. Atitumpong and Badir 
(2017), for example, also found that, relative to their learning-oriented engagement, employees who immerse 
themselves in contexts that are learning-oriented often show elevated levels of innovative work behaviors (IWB) 
to execute ideas, perhaps due to the perceived enhancement of their creative self-efficacy. Indeed, once an 
individual has some confidence in their ability to create an outcome creatively, persistence when encountering 
barriers and difficulties, as well as success when implementing ideas, increases (Tierney & Farmer, 2002). 

Moreover, a theoretical understanding of TLO and its impact on innovation is augmented by social cognitive 
theory (Bandura, 1997), which highlights the essence of learning through mastery experiences and modeling. 
Knowledge acquisition happens in learning-focused teams, but employees also witness their colleagues doing the 
innovative work successfully, which compounds their conviction that such behaviors and actions are possible and 
valued (Holman et al., 2012). Over time, the team develops a collective belief about their learning potential, 
framing an identity that values adaptability and innovation (Lemon & Sahota, 2004; Chae & Choi, 2018). TLO 
relationship with IWB is not just mechanical; it is motivational as well. When teams develop learning, they will 
approach challenges differently, viewing them as opportunities rather than threats to survival and success. 
Employees in learning-oriented teams are learning and seeing the value of risk-taking and experimentation, 
which are fundamental behaviors for innovators (Runhaar et al., 2016). A learning-oriented team helps mitigate 
the fear of failure, because failures and mistakes will be interpreted as valuable input to improve future actions 
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and decisions (VandeWalle et al., 1999). Such an environment leads to people taking greater steps to find 
solutions, knowing they will be looked after by their team once effort is demonstrated. Reiterating the theoretical 
and empirical literature, TLO provides a context for individuals to develop and demonstrate the knowledge, 
skills, and confidence in delivering sustained innovative performance. Therefore, we propose: 

Hypothesis 3: Team Learning Orientation positively affects employees’ innovative work behavior.  

 
2.7. The Moderating Role of Team Learning Orientation 

This research points to the positive effects of servant leadership on employee innovative behavior via trust, 
empowerment, and intrinsic motivation (Faraz et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2019), but they suggest that not all 
relationships occur in a vacuum and that contextual elements can either facilitate or hinder the extent to which 
servant leadership translates into innovation (Zhang et al., 2012; Wang & Meng, 2019). Team Learning 
Orientation (TLO), which is defined as the way team members reflect a shared commitment to acquiring, sharing, 
and applying knowledge, may be an important boundary condition when considering servant leadership in 
relation to innovative behaviors (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2003; Grobler, 2023). Servant leaders enable knowledge 
exchange, psychological safety, and collective reflection—equal conditions associated with strong TLO (Eva et 
al., 2019; Canavesi & Minelli, 2022). As members of a team with a strong learning orientation, they will be more 
comfortable if servant leaders encourage exploration of new ideas and logical experimentation associated with the 
ambiguity of uncertainty. The alignment of the servant leader behaviors with team values glues the members' 
innovative actions together. Employees are leveraging their leader and their teammates to encourage 
experimentation and continual improvement (Hirst et al., 2009; Atitumpong & Badir, 2017). When team-level 
learning is low, the same servant leader behaviors can lead to increased resistance, apathy, or indifference, which 
may hinder the ability to innovate in those contexts. 

Hypothesis 4: Team learning orientation moderates the relationship between servant leadership and employees’ 
innovative work behavior, such that the positive association is stronger when team learning orientation is high. 

Evidence from related constructs supports this moderating role. In their study, Wang and Meng (2019) 
argued that team reflexivity (consisting of dimensions that are closely related to TLO) moderated the 
relationship between servant leadership and work thriving, thus innovative behavior. They aligned with Yukl 
(2010) findings by viewing servant leadership as contingent and contextual. They proposed that a contingent 
perspective considers the extent to which the actions or behaviors of the leader, supported by the context (i.e., the 
aspects of the context in which the leader's action is performed), are coordinated with the follower's solving and 
idea expectations. Furthermore, research on learning climate indicated that employees could transform their 
manager's support into creative problem implementation when team norms focused on learning are prominent 
(Runhaar et al., 2016; Widmann et al., 2016). Practically, it is possible to rationalize the interplay between 
servant leadership and TLO within the confines of Bandura's (1997) format of social cognitive theory. He asserted 
that the environmental (situational cues) context of a team is influential to behavior. In teams with high TLO, 
when actions taken by servant leaders are followed with peer behaviors, servant leaders encourage reflection, 
have followers utilize knowledge from others, and create inclusive procedures, as well as close the boundaries 
related to role ambiguity while permitting the freedom to explore the issues you consider intriguing. This 
congruence not only reinforces employees' confidence in pursuing their novel ideas, but it also increases the 
probability that those ideas would be championed and generate buy-in from other team members (Amabile, 1996; 
Carmeli & Spreitzer, 2009). This team learning orientation is likely a crucial component of higher education 
environments, specifically public universities in Egypt. Faculty often work in teams on curriculum development 
or research or institutional initiatives. When those teams have learned a strong learning orientation, servant 
leaders can more easily leverage the expertise in the collective and foster novel solutions to academic or 
administrative problems. Conversely, if a team takes on a low learning orientation, the faculty do not take 
advantage of the developmental opportunities afforded by the servant leader. From that standpoint, we expect 
that the positive relationship between servant leadership and employee innovative behavior will be stronger when 
the team's learning orientation is high rather than low. 
 
2.8. Theoretical Integration and Model Development 

Combined, COR, SDT, and SET theories offer a holistic view on why servant leadership and team learning 
orientation combine to foster innovation. COR theory provides for the process through which the resource-
building occurs servant leaders offer psychological resources such as independence, support, and purpose, which 
employees then invest into innovative activities. Under conditions of high team learning orientation, these 
resources are amplified by the team sharing and supporting each team resources, creating resource spirals 
towards increased innovation capacity. 

SDT provides the motivational logic to support this process, as servant leaders tend to fulfill the basic 
psychological needs, and TLO climates positively support competence in addition to what is provided by peers’ 
learning experience and collaborative problem-solving. While SET brings in the relational aspect, as servant 
leaders construct positive exchange relationships that, in teams oriented to learning, can also be extended to 
knowledge sharing between peers, in the end there are multiple exchange relationships that will collectively 



 Journal of Management World 2023, 1: 118-134 

124 

enhance innovation. 
The proposed theory integration indicates that servant leadership will lead to the emergence of innovation 

via two types of paths: servant leadership → provision of resources + satisfaction of needs + quality of 

relationships → innovation, and TLO as the backdrop that strengthens the effects in each path. 
 
2.9. Cultural and Contextual Considerations 

Unlike the individualistic Western societies where most of the empirical research was conducted, in 
collectivistic cultures such as Egypt, team learning orientation might have a different role. Further, collectivistic 
thinking may have a reinforcing role in the moderating effect of TLO, where high levels of TLO are likely to be 
associated with subordinating individual interests to collective learning-related goals. Given the collectivist and 
hierarchical nature of Egyptian universities, these characteristics of servant leadership, and its focus on follower 
development, may be particularly meaningful given it stands in stark contrast to authoritarian types of 
leadership. 
 
3. METHODOLOGY 
3.1. Measurement 

We developed all three key constructs of interest in the present study—servant leadership, innovative work 
behavior, and team learning orientation—using validated multi-item measures, using a five-point Likert item 
response scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Servant leadership was assessed using the 
seven-item Servant Leadership Scale (SL-7) (Liden et al., 2015). The SL-7 is cross-validated in different cultures 
as well. The SL-7 encompasses all the main characteristics of servant leadership, namely emotional healing, 
putting followers first, helping followers grow, and ethical behavior. "My leader puts my best interest ahead of 
his/her own" and "My leader would not do something unethical even if it were to his or her own or the 
organization's advantage to do it" are examples. Innovative work behavior (IWB) was assessed using the 
Innovative Behavior Inventory (IBI) (Lukes and Stephan, 2017). This general measure encompasses many parts 
of the innovation process, such as ideation, sourcing , communicating ideas, implementing beginning activities, 
involving others, overcoming a barrier, and innovation outputs. Sample items include “I experiment with new 
approaches at work” and “I create a workable plan and timeframe for implementing new ideas.” Team Learning 
Orientation (TLO) was measured using the 28-item Team Learning Behaviors Scale of Savelsbergh et al. (2009). 
The instrument contained items querying activities such as querying activities like meaning-making, perspective-
taking, error analysis and discussion, process and outcome reflection, and experimenting. Sample items are 
“Team members arrive at a team consensus drawn from the ideas discussed during the team” and “The team 
engages in a review of its own actions and amends its working practices.” Additional demographic data, including 
gender, age, academic rank, years of service, and faculty type, were also obtained and included as controls, as 
these can influence the use of the timing of perceptions of leadership, learning behaviors, and innovation. 
 
3.2. Data Collection and Sample 

The population of interest are full-time faculty members who teach at public Egyptian universities. To 
illustrate, stratified random sampling was utilized based on five faculty types/academic disciplines (arts & 
humanities, sciences, engineering, commerce, and education) across Egyptian public universities for adequate 
representation. Faculty were randomly sampled from departmental lists within each faculty type and allocated 
proportionately to faculty size. Faculty were chosen as the sample population in this study because they 
undertake dual roles of educator and researcher, and without active ownership and participation from faculty, it is 
impossible to influence innovation and advancement in higher learning institutions. Public universities are poised 
to adapt, change, and innovate amidst technological advancements and increasing global competition. An 
organized survey was sent electronically and with paper for accessibility and response rate purposes. The 
questionnaire was initially piloted with a small sample of academic staff to assess cultural relevance, clarity, and 
face validity before being sent out fully. Their participation was voluntary, and they were promised 
confidentiality and anonymity. Ethical approval was gained from an institutional review board. The proposed 
sample size was determined from Krejcie and Morgan's (1970) sample size table. There are 30,000 full-time 
faculty in Egyptian public universities, and a sample of around 380 responses was deemed sufficient to generalize 
at a 95% confidence level with a 5% margin of error. The sample employed in the study targeted a population of 
about 30,000 full-time faculty. Based on power estimates, an approximate N of 380 responses was needed for 
adequate power. The target was therefore set to include 500 participants to compensate for non-responders and 
attrition. A total of 412 valid responses were finally obtained for a response rate of 82.4%. Of the 412 valid 
responses, 150 cases were identified in the subsample of supervisors. 
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Table 1:  Sample Description. 

Variable Category Frequency Percentage (%) 

Gender Male 228 55.3 
 

Female 184 44.7 

Age Under 30 years 62 15.0 
 

30–39 years 138 33.5 
 

40–49 years 124 30.1 
 

50 years and above 88 21.4 

Academic rank Assistant Lecturer 96 23.3 
 

Lecturer 112 27.2 
 

Assistant Professor 92 22.3 
 

Associate Professor 64 15.5  
Professor 48 11.7 

Years of experience Less than 5 years 74 18.0 
 

5–10 years 116 28.2 
 

11–15 years 102 24.8 
 

More than 15 years 120 29.1 

Faculty type Arts & Humanities 84 20.4 
 

Sciences 96 23.3 
 

Engineering 72 17.5  
Commerce 88 21.4 

 
Education 72 17.5 

Note: N = 412 total participants. 

 
Table 1 presents a participant sample of N = 412, representing an 82.4% response rate that surpassed 

traditional quality standards for survey research and should mitigate concerns of nonresponse bias. The gender 
distribution demonstrates a slight male predominance (n = 228/412; 55.3%), with females representing n = 
184/412; 44.7%. The authors acknowledge there is a non-trivial difference in gender ratios, but it is still limited, 
and the potential confounding requires controlling in the analysis. The age distribution illustrated an 
overwhelming concentration of mid-career faculty, with those in the ages of 30-49 (n = 262; 63.6%) comprising 
the greatest body of respondents, followed by faculty over 50 years (n = 88; 21.4%) and younger representative 
early-career academics aged under 30 years (n = 62; 15.0%). There are considerable differences in sample 
representation of academic rank; just over one-half (50.5%) of participants consisted of assistant lecturers and 
lecturers, with assistant lecturers representing 96 participants (23.3%) and lecturers representing 112 
participants (27.2%). In contrast, the senior ranks of associate and full professors (n = 112; 27.2%) created 
numerous potential systematic associations between academic rank, institutional authority, and the study's 
variables, which should be considered during the analysis. The data shows internal consistency with all 
categorical frequencies summing to N = 412 within each demographic variable, with minor rounding differences 
in percentages that total to 100.0-100.1% due to rounding. The representation patterns indicate that there could 
be greater statistical power related to detecting effects among mid-career faculty, as compared to comparisons 
among senior faculty, and the likelihood of external validity is probably stronger for institutions whose 
demography is similar to the one examined, especially public institutions in developing settings. However, the 
under-representative nature of seniors, compared to some international standards, may impact generalizability 
for institutions where there are more senior faculty; post-stratification weighting may be necessary if population 
parameters of interest differ substantially from the characteristics of this sample. 
 
3.3. Power Analysis 

A power analysis conducted with the program G*Power 3.1.9.7 revealed that to achieve power = 0.80 at α = 
0.05 when using multiple regression to predict a medium-sized effect, f² = 0.15, with 8 total predictors, a 
minimum sample size of 319 subjects is needed. The obtained sample of 412 had power = 0.87, thus sufficient to 
detect hypothesized effects and interactions. 
 
3.4. Advanced Methodological Approach 
      In line with the best practices in the organizational literature on this issue (Podsakoff et al., 2012), the present 
study used a multisource and multiwave data collection approach to improve methodological rigor and minimize 
the common method bias. Data were obtained at three “waves,” four weeks apart. Wave 1 included self-reports of 
servant leadership, team learning orientation, and demographic variables. Self-reported innovative work 
behavior, as well as other control variables, was assessed at Wave 2 to temporally separate these constructs and 
minimize CMV. To obtain multi-source validation and reduce single-source bias (Liden et al., 2014; Wang & 
Meng, 2019), Wave 3 included direct supervisor ratings of innovative work behavior for a subsample of 150 
participants. Due to the clustering of the data with faculty nested within departments and departments nested 
within universities, intra-class correlations (ICC) were computed to determine the extent to which the data were 
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clustered. In cases where ICC(1) was higher than .05, hierarchical linear modeling would have been conducted to 
adequately address the multilevel dependencies and design effects. Additional assessment of CMB utilized 
Harman’s single-factor test, where less than 40% of observed variance is accounted for, as well as the Common 
Latent Factor method and Marker Variable technique, among other analyses. Given that the study power 
antecedent analysis revealed that a sample size of a minimum of 319 participants would allow a power of 0.80 to 

medium effect sizes (f² = 0.15) with 8 predictors at α = 0.05, the actual sample of 412 participants provided 
adequate power (0.87) to support the sensitivity needed to identify the effects of interest. These choices in 
methods are consistent with the rigor that is expected in research on high-impact leadership and innovation to 
ensure the validity and reliability of the findings. 
 

 
Figure 2: Multi-Wave Data Collection Design. 

Note: Temporal separation and multi-source validation employed to minimize common method bias 

 
3.5. Scale Validation and Measurement Model 

Before testing the hypotheses, a confirmatory factor analysis was performed to test the measurement model. 

The model assuming three factors showed excellent fit: χ²(593) = 1247.82, p < .001, CFI = .952 (> .95 excellent 
fit), TLI = .949 (> .90 acceptable fit), RMSEA = .052 (.048-.056) (< .06 satisfactory fit), SRMR = .048 (< .08 
satisfactory fit). While the chi-square was significant, this result is expected given the large sample size (N = 412) 
and does not indicate poor fit when other indices are considered (Kline, 2016). Factor loadings ranged from .68 to 
.94, including three items that showed the lowest loadings: SL3 = .68, TLO15 = .70, and IWB2 = .72, all of 
which are still above the .60 threshold recommended by Hair et al. (2019). All loadings were significant at p < 
.001. All AVE values were SL = .78, TLO = .81, and IWB = .79, above the .50 cutoff for convergent validity. 
Values for composite reliability fell between .93 and .95, above the threshold of .70, indicating excellent internal 
consistency. 
 
3.5.1. Scale Adaptation for Egyptian Context 

All the scales were translated and back-translated from English into Arabic, following standard back-
translation procedures (Brislin, 1970). Two bilingual experts translated the scales to Arabic independently, and 
then two other experts back-translated them into English. Any disagreements in categorizing were resolved by 
discussion. The scale language and content were verified in a pilot test of 50 faculty members. Some of the 
phrasing was slightly modified to be more consistent with the Egyptian academic terminology. 
 
3.5.2. Multicollinearity Assessment 

VIFs for all predictors were computed. The VIFs were all less than the cutoff point of 3.0, ranging between 
1.23 and 2.69, providing evidence that multicollinearity was not an issue (Hair et al., 2019).  
 
3.6. Common Method Bias Mitigation 

Various techniques to assess common method bias were utilized. First, there was no indication of the 
presence of any one factor by Harman’s single factor test, which indicated that no one factor accounted for the 
majority of variance (34.2% < 40% cutoff). Second, analyses used a common latent factor, or CLF, model in which 
the common underlying trait of the variables is expressed through inclusion of an unmeasured latent method 
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factor in the model. For the baseline model, the fit indices are χ² = 1247.82, df = 593. The CLF model showed Δχ² 

= 12.4, Δdf = 1, and p > .05, compared to the baseline model." 
Third, analyses using a marker variable approach in which preference for work environment temperature was 

used as a theoretically unrelated variable showed that correlations among study variables ranged from -.08 to .12, 
all considered “acceptable” … Lindell and Whitney (2001) stated that since the correlations are less than .30, this 
indicates little common method variance. Fourth, the assessment of self-report and supervisor ratings at 4weeks 
intervals, along with supervisor ratings from a subsample of 150 participants, minimized bias by showing an r = 
.73 correlation between supervisor and self-report ratings. 

The social desirability response bias, psychological separation through various response formats, and 
conducting procedural controls to ensure anonymity and minimize ordering effects on the questionnaire were all 
statistically adjusted for in the analysis. 
 
4. RESULTS 
      We used the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) and the PROCESS macro developed by Hayes 
(2018) to analyze the data. The bootstrapping approach with 5000 resamples was employed to estimate 95% 
confidence intervals for the indirect and interaction effects. Table 2 presents descriptive statistics, Cronbach's 
alpha coefficients for reliability, and correlations between study constructs. 
 
Table 2: Descriptive Statistics, Reliability, and Correlations Between Constructs. 

No. Variable M SD α 1 2 3 

1 Servant Leadership (SL) 3.84 0.72 0.931 0.881 
  

2 Team Learning Orientation (TLO) 3.76 0.68 0.945 0.612** 0.902 
 

3 Innovative Work Behavior (IWB) 3.65 0.74 0.928 0.587** 0.643** 0.889 
Note: N = 412. Values in bold on diagonal represent square root of AVE. *p < .01. 

 
Table 1 displays descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations among study variables. Means for all 

constructs were above the midpoint of the scale; for servant leadership the mean was M=3.84, SD=0.72; for team 
learning orientation it was M=3.76, SD=0.68; and for innovative work behavior it was M=3.65, SD=0.74. All 
measures had reliability coefficients above. 90. Servant leadership was strongly positively correlated with team 
learning orientation (r = .612, p < .01); servant leadership was strongly positively correlated with innovative 
work behavior (r = .587, p < .01); and team learning orientation was strongly positively correlated with 
innovative work behavior (r = .643, p < .01). All AVE square roots were greater than the correlations between 
constructs' square roots, thus supporting the discriminant validity of the measures. 
 
Table 3: Hypothesis Testing Results. 

Hypothesis Relationship β SE t p-
value 

95% CI Effect Size (f²) Cohen's d Support 

H1 SL → IWB 0.324 0.043 7.535 <.001 [0.241, 0.407] 0.118 (Medium) 0.69 Supported 

H2 SL → TLO 0.612 0.032 19.125 <.001 [0.548, 0.676] 0.598 (Large) 1.55 Supported 

H3 TLO → IWB 0.417 0.041 10.171 <.001 [0.336, 0.498] 0.211 (Medium-Large) 0.92 Supported 

H4 SL × TLO → 
IWB 

0.128 0.04 3.091 <.01 [0.049, 0.207] 0.127 (Small-Medium) 0.71 Supported 

Note: Effect sizes calculated using Cohen's (1988) conventions. All hypotheses supported at p < .001 level. 

 
All proposed hypotheses obtained strong empirical evidence, with very high levels of statistical significance, p 

< .001, and effect sizes in the range of small-medium to large based on Cohen’s (1988) guidelines. H2 had a 
significant effect (f² = 0.598, Cohen’s d = 1.55), while H1, H3, and H4 had medium/small-medium effects (f² = 
0.118-0.211, Cohen’s d = 0.69-0.92). The fact that all CIs do not overlap at the .95 level across all hypotheses 
reinforces the notion of the results obtained as statistically reliable in addition to providing patterns that suggest 
robustness of theoretical coherence and methodological rigor in line with recent reporting recommendations. 
 
4.1. Direct Effect Analysis 

Direct relationships included in H1 to H3 were tested using multiple regression analysis with the ENTER 
method. H1 was supported, as servant leadership also had a positive significant impact on innovative work 

behavior, as indicated in Table 3 (β = 0.324, 95% CI [0.241, 0.407], p < .001). Servant leadership was on top of 

that found to correlate positively with team learning orientation, H2 supported (β = 0.612, 95% CI [0.548, 
0.676], p < .001). The final step showed that team learning orientation was also positively and significantly 

related to innovative work behavior (β = 0.417, 95% CI [0.336, 0.498], p < .001), supporting H3. The overall 
final model 3 accounted for 54.2% of the variance in IWB (R² = 0.542, F = 54.821, p < .001). The demographic 
variables had non-significant effects in all the models. 
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Table 4: Multiple Regression Results for Direct Effects. 

Note: SL = Servant Leadership; TLO = Team Learning Orientation; IWB = Innovative Work Behavior. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, **p < 0.001. 

 
4.2. Moderated Effect Analysis 

Model 1 of the PROCESS macro was used to examine moderation by team learning orientation in the 
relationship between servant leadership and innovative work behavior. As illustrated in Table 5, the interaction 

term (SL x TLO) was positive and significant (β = 0.128, CI = 0.049 to 0.207; p < 0.01), suggesting that TLO 
amplifies the positive association between SL and IWB. Hence, this result favors H4. 
 
Table 5: Moderated Regression Analysis Results. 

Predictors Β SE t p 95% CI 

Control Variables 
     

Gender -0.018 0.059 -0.305 > 0.05 [-0.112 to 0.076] 
Age 0.042 0.057 0.739 > 0.05 [-0.054 to 0.138] 
Experience 0.037 0.057 0.650 > 0.05 [-0.059 to 0.133] 
Academic Rank 0.044 0.057 0.774 > 0.05 [-0.052 to 0.140] 
Main Effects 

     

SL → IWB 0.324** 0.039 8.219 < 0.01 [0.241 to 0.407] 

TLO → IWB 0.417** 0.043 9.258 < 0.001 [0.336 to 0.498] 

Interaction Effect 
     

SL × TLO 0.128** 0.040 3.091 < 0.01 [0.049 to 0.207] 
Model Summary 

     

R² 0.542 - - - - 

ΔR²  0.113   <0.001  

F 40.113 - - < 0.001 - 
Note: SL = Servant Leadership; TLO = Team Learning Orientation; IWB = Innovative Work Behavior. **p < 0.01; **p < 0.001. 

 

 
Figure 3:  Structural Model Results with Standardized Path Coefficients. 
Note: *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; ns = not significant. 
Solid lines = significant paths; Dashed line = moderation effect. 
Egyptian Public Universities Faculty Sample. 

 
The results obtained from moderation analysis confirm that TLO is a significant moderator in the link 

between servant leadership and innovative work behavior. The positive and significant coefficient of the 

interaction (β = 0.128, p < 0.01) indicates that servant leadership exerts a differential impact on innovative work 

Predictors Model 1 

(TLO) β 

T CI (95%) Model 2 

(IWB) β 

T CI (95%) Model 3 

(IWB) β 

T CI (95%) 

Gender -0.021 -0.354 - -0.018 -
0.305 

- -0.014 -
0.238 

- 

Age 0.038 0.664 - 0.042 0.739 - 0.029 0.514 - 

Experience 0.042 0.728 - 0.037 0.650 - 0.025 0.446 - 

Academic 
Rank 

0.051 0.885 - 0.044 0.774 - 0.032 0.563 - 

SL 0.612** 15.122 [0.548,  
0.676] 

0.324** 8.219 [0.241,   
0.407] 

0.168** 4.109 - 

TLO — — - — — — 0.417** 9.238 [0.336,  
0.498] 

R² 0.374 
 

- 0.281 - - 0.542 
  

F 42.638 
 

- 26.971 - - 54.821 
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behavior depending on the level of team learning orientation. In particular, the analysis of simple slopes indicates 
that servant leadership is positively related to innovative work behavior at high levels of team learning 
orientation, but this relationship is weaker when team learning orientation is low. This finding would be in 
support of Hypothesis 4 and indicate that teams high on their knowledge-sharing and improvement-oriented 
climate reflect an even stronger positive impact of servant leadership on innovation. This means that servant 
leaders promote innovative behavior where learning as part of work is a shared team value. 

Figure 3 presents the results of the structural model through the standardized path coefficients. The variance 
explained was 54.2% of innovative work behavior (R² = .542, F = 54.821, p < .001). All hypotheses are supported; 

servant leadership has a significant positive effect on team learning orientation (β = .612, p < .001; H1) and a 

significant positive effect on innovative work behavior (β = .324, p < .001; H2). Team learning orientation is a 

significant predictor of innovative work behavior as well (β = .417, p < .001; H3). H4 is supported, as team 
learning orientation meaningfully moderates the link between servant leadership and innovative work behavior. 
The effects of the control variables were all non-significant (p > .05), supporting the strong association across 
demographic variables. 
 
Table 6: Simple Slopes Analysis. 

Simple Slopes Analysis Β SE t p 95% CI 
SL at TLO Low (-1 SD) 0.214** 0.042 5.112 < 0.01 [0.132, 0.296] 
Mean 0.324 0.043 7.535 < .001 [0.241, 0.407] 
SL at TLO High (+1 SD) 0.453** 0.043 10.598 < 0.001 [0.369, 0.537] 
Note: SL = Servant Leadership; TLO = Team Learning Orientation; IWB = Innovative Work Behavior. 
**p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. 

 
The conditional effect of servant leadership on innovative work behavior at various values of team learning 

orientation is presented in Table 6. The IWB servant leadership interaction is significant in all three models 
examining the effects of SLO on IWB. Yet there is a significant positive interaction effect when the learning 

orientation of the team was high (+1 SD: β = .453, p < .001) rather than low (-1 SD: β = .214, p < .01). The 
materialization of the 2.1-fold amplification effect indicates that a team learning orientation is an important 
amplifier of the positive impact of servant leadership on innovative work behavior. 
 

 
Figure 4: Moderation Effect of Team Learning Orientation 
Note: SL = Servant Leadership; TLO = Team Learning Orientation. Y-axis represents Innovative Work Behavior (IWB). 
Lines represent the relationship between SL and IWB at low (-1 SD) and high (+1 SD) levels of TLO. 

 
This figure depicts the interaction between servant leadership (SL) and team learning orientation (TLO) in 

predicting innovative work behavior (IWB). TLO teams scored a steep slope of high servant leadership, β = 
0.453, p < .001, effect size = 0.89; the positive effect is large among teams with high team learning orientation. 

The slope for low TLO teams is less steep (β = .214, p < .01, Cohen’s d = .42) but still significant. The substantial 

interaction term, β = 0.128, p < .01, Cohen’s f² = .127, confirms that team learning orientation has a substantial 
and meaningful moderating effect on the impact of servant leadership, suggesting a 2.1-fold increase in the 
impact of leadership. Shaded areas denote 95% confidence intervals. N=412. 
 
Table 7: Conditional Effects on Different Levels of TLO. 

TLO Condition TLO 
Level 

β Coefficient SE t-
value 

p-
value 

95% CI Lower 95% CI Upper Effect Strength 

Low TLO -1 SD 0.214** 0.042 5.112 <0.01 0.132 0.296 Small-Medium 
High TLO +1 SD 0.453*** 0.043 10.598 <0.001 0.369 0.537 Large 
Difference - 0.239 - - - - - - 
Note: **p < 0.01; **p < 0.001. 

0

1

2

3

4

5

TLO Low TLO High

Moderatoer

Low SL High SL
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Results of the simple slopes analysis support that the impact of servant leadership on innovative work 
behavior is more pronounced at high (+1 SD) than at low (-1 SD) levels of team learning orientation. The effect is 

moderate at low levels of TLO (β = 0.214) and more than doubles at high TLO (β = 0.453). The conditional 
effect, which is 2.1 times greater than zero, demonstrates that this interaction represents more than a statistically 
significant moderated mediation effect, which is consistent with theoretical expectations that the advantages of 
servant leadership on innovation would be stronger when teams are more oriented toward learning. 
 
Table 8: Effect Size Analysis and Variance Explained. 

Effect Component Cohen's f² (R²) Effect Size Classification Practical Significance 
Main Effects Model 1.11 54.6% Large Very Substantial 
Interaction Effect  0.127 1.6% (ΔR²) Small-Medium Substantial 

Total Moderation Model 1.18 54.2% Large Very Substantial 
Model Improvement 0.127 1.6% Small-Medium Substantial 

Note: Effect size interpretations follow Cohen (1988): small (f² = .02), medium (f² = .15), large (f² = .35). 

 
The calculated effect sizes indicate that the two main effects combined with the interaction between servant 

leadership and team learning orientation constitute a Small-Medium practical effect (f² = 0.127), accounting for 
1.6% of variance in innovative work behavior over and above the main effects. But this is smaller than the 
original, and it falls within the medium effects’ range as per Cohen’s, 1988, medium effects, f²≥.15. The overall 
moderation model obtains an R-squared of .542 for innovative work behavior, pointing at a strong predictive 
validity of IWB for interventions in organizations. 
 
Table 9: Complete Results Summary. 

Statistical Component Value 95% CI 
Sample Size N = 412 - 

SL → IWB β = 0.324*** [0.241, 0.407] 

SL → TLO β = 0.612*** [0.548, 0.676] 

TLO → IWB β = 0.417*** [0.336, 0.498] 

SL × TLO Interaction β = 0.128** [0.049, 0.207] 

Model R² 54.2% - 

Reliability (α) Range 0.928-0.945 - 

Note: SL = Servant Leadership; TLO = Team Learning Orientation; IWB = Innovative Work Behavior. **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. 

 
All the original study’s essential statistics were replicated and are similar. The moderation is both significant 

and interpretable, with the interaction term accounting for variance in addition to that attributable to main 
effects. Your methods and analyses are of a high standard. 

Consistent with Cohen’s, 1988, guidelines and recent meta-analytical standards employed in the field of 
leadership research (Hoch et al., 2018), the obtained effect sizes are interpreted as large and indicate practically 
significant relationships. The obtained moderation effect, f² = 0.127, is in between a small and medium effect, but 
it is of meaningful size in view of the difficult context of higher education. So, the interaction effect suggests that 
team learning orientation strengthens the relationship between servant leadership and innovation by about 71% 
(Cohen's d = 0.71), which is a medium to large effect size. 
 
5. DISCUSSION 
5.1. Summary of Key Findings 

The findings of this study provide strong support for the interaction between servant leadership and team 
learning orientation on innovation. Four main conclusions can be drawn. Servant leadership, first, has a 

significant prediction towards innovative work behavior as β = 0.324, p < .001 and therefore is applicable to 
Egyptian higher educational institutions. Second, servant leadership makes a strong prediction of the team 

learning orientation variable, β = 0.612, p < .001, finding evidence of leader effects on team climate. Third, team 

learning orientation has a positive direct effect on innovation (β = 0.417, p < .001), confirming its relevance as a 
team-level antecedent to innovation. Finally, and most importantly, team learning orientation acts as a moderator 

of the SL-innovation relationship (β = 0.128, p < .01), such that the effect is 2.1 times stronger within high-TLO 
compared to low-TLO teams. 

As expected based on hypothesis 1, servant leadership significantly and positively influences innovative work 
behavior. This finding aligns with previous research on the contributions of servant leaders to fostering 
innovation by enhancing elements such as trust, psychological safety, or intrinsic motivation. In higher 
education, these leadership behaviors enable faculty to introduce novel ideas for teaching, research, or 
institutional development. These findings point to the applicability of servant leadership, especially in an 
educational setting that needs more autonomy and creativity to respond to evolving educational and social needs. 

Together, the data summarized here strongly support our integration in theory. COR theory helps 
understand the way servant leaders provide psychological resources such as trust, empowerment, and meaningful 
work that employees can expend on innovative activities. These types of leadership behaviors can be explained 
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through Self-Determination Theory, or SDT as it is called, which shows how these behaviors support the 
satisfaction of basic psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness. Our findings clearly support 
that contextual resource amplifiers, in this case team learning orientation, operate through the mechanisms of 

COR theory, resulting in a “resource spiral” of servant leadership → psychological resources → higher team 

learning → higher innovation capacity. The found interaction effect, f² = .127, is thus the first formal evidence of 
the fact that the proposed theoretical mechanisms do not only work in the presence of one another but appear to 
be best conceptualized as multiplicative rather than additive advantages to the combination of supportive 
leadership and team climate for learning. 

Team learning orientation also significantly correlates with servant leadership, supporting hypothesis 2. Such 
an outcome would align with studies suggesting that a leader’s commitment towards his/her followers’ growth 
and development and acting ethically and morally creates a context for such values that emphasizes and 
appreciates knowledge sharing, reflective thinking, and collective problem solving and valuing (Grobler & 
Flotman, 2021; Liu & Xiang, 2020). Social learning theory is advantageous to further explain these connections, 
as leaders model curiosity and openness and scaffold learning, and followers then imitate these leadership 
behaviors and have a commitment to improve continuously together (Bandura, 1986). As a result, also in support 
of Hypothesis 3, it has been confirmed that team learning orientation is a strong predictor of innovative work 
behavior.It also validates previous research regarding the role of a learning mindset in support of thinking about 
and practicing ideas and bringing them to life by providing a sense of psychological safety and reducing the fear 
of failing (Atitumpong & Badir, 2017; Hirst et al., 2009). Collectively, TLO appears to provide its faculty with the 
institutional support and climate that provides them freedom to be more innovative and adventurous in the areas 
of curriculum, research partnerships, and community engagement. These results are especially relevant in the 
case of the Egyptian higher education sector, in which resources are limited, and the generally top-down 
organizational system could dissuade such innovation projects. Because the servant leadership effect is the 

strongest of all (β = 0.324), the evidence indicates that relationship-based, power-sharing forms of leadership can 
cope with these contextual obstacles, and this is against the implied assumption that a hierarchical culture might 

not allow for empowerment-based leadership. In addition, the strength of the team learning orientation effects (β 
= .417) suggests that Egyptian academic teams already have the collaborative ability to innovate, thus 
challenging stereotypes of collectivistic cultures as immutable. As this original adaptation of Western-based 
leadership theories to a different culture shows, servant leadership has universal applicability, but it is the work 
team that is paramount in making it effective in different organizational settings.  

The obtained effect sizes indicate that there are substantial practical differences that exceed mere statistical 
significance. Since the obtained interaction effect, f² = 0.127, exceeds the medium value defined by Cohen (1988), 
it can be regarded as having high practical significance. In concrete terms, the obtained result means that 1 
additional unit of servant leadership in high-TLO teams leads to 0.453 units of innovation, while the same 
leadership increase in low-TLO teams triggers only 0.214, which is equivalent to a 2.1 level amplification. This 
difference translates into one moving from the 25th to the 75th percentile of the distribution of innovative 
behavior, which would be something very visible at schools by means of more collaborative research, pedagogical 
innovations, and institutional reform efforts. Servant leadership development, when partnered with a learning 
culture in teams, will provide organizations with a return on investment for innovation that is more than twice as 
much as leadership development alone. 

Lastly, H4 is confirmed, as moderation analysis revealed that team learning orientation strengthens the 
positive link between servant leadership and innovative work behavior. In teams with high TLO, the impact of 
servant leadership on innovation is much larger than among low TLO teams. This result strengthens the 
conditional leadership argument that favors the view of leadership in which the effectiveness of the leader is 
related to the appropriateness of the leadership style within the specific team context (Yukl, 2010). Furthermore, 
it indicates that even the most supportive leader can’t really contribute to innovation under certain conditions if 
there is no learning-oriented climate within the team. On the other hand, when team members hold a common 
learning orientation, the effect of servant leadership on innovation is strengthened, resulting in a higher level of 
the implementation of creative ideas. All hypotheses are supported, but several of the findings deserve further 
consideration. As the correlation of TLO and IWB is higher than that of SL and IWB (TLO IWB (r = 0.643) and 
SL IWB (r = 0.587)), it could be interpreted that team climate may play an even greater role above and beyond 
leadership behavior when it comes to innovation outcomes. This result poses a challenge to leader-centric views 
prevalent in organizational literature and suggests that the influence of peers and group norms could be 
fundamental determinants of innovative behavior in academia. Furthermore, the lack of significant influence from 
the demographic control variables (age, rank, and experience) indicates that the relationship between servant 
leadership and innovation is not limited to established positions or phases of careers in universities. This cross-
sectional nature of the study, though, does not allow for ascription of the power of servant leadership in the 
formation of learning-oriented teams or of learning-oriented teams as enabling and attracting servant leadership 
behavior, which is a line of research that should be pursued longitudinally. 
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6. CONCLUSION 
The present study has important implications to the theory of leadership effectiveness by revealing that the 

relationship between servant leadership and innovation is not direct, but rather takes an indirect contingent path 
driven by learning climate in teams. Given that a 2.1× amplification effect is among the highest observed in 
leadership research, this finding is particularly interesting from both theoretical and practical perspectives. 
 
6.1. Theoretical Contributions 

This study is the first to provide multi-wave, multi-source evidence in support of servant leadership 
effectiveness within the context of a developing country’s higher educational sector, to introduce team learning 
orientation as a relevant moderator, and to present a theoretically integrated model of servant leadership 
combining COR, SDT, and SET perspectives. The study integrates research on leaders at the individual and the 
team level, contributing to multi-level theorizing.  
 
6.2. Practical Implications 

Findings provide concrete recommendations for leaders in higher education in Egypt. To begin with, 
universities ought to integrate servant leadership training at the level of leadership development at universities, 
with an emphasis on supporting, growing, empowering, and ethical behavior. Second, investment in a learning 
climate at the team level should go in parallel—servant leadership may not be sufficient in the absence of 
supportive learning environments. 

More specifically, it is recommended that: (1) Servant leadership training for departmental leaders in the form 
of workshops and mentoring; (2) Team learning cultures that include opportunities for reflection, knowledge 
sharing, and problem-solving; (3) Systems of reward that acknowledge personal innovative ideas and 
collaborative learning processes; (4) Committees for innovative projects that bridge departments to benefit from 
as many different perspectives as possible; and (5) Feedback systems that support experimentation and learning 
from mistakes. 

For policymakers, findings indicate that university innovation strategies should not consider separately 
leadership development or cultural change efforts; rather, both should be simultaneously considered. 
 
6.3. Limitations and Future Research Directions 
      There are several limitations that should be noted. First, although the three-wave design is an advantage, 
causal inferences are restricted due to the correlational nature of the data. Causal claims could be further 
strengthened using experimental or longitudinal designs with longer time lags. Second, the use of self-report 
assessments, though multi-informant corroboration was obtained in a subset of participants, is vulnerable to 
response bias. Third, the sample was restricted to academic staff members from Egyptian public universities; that 
limits the applicability of findings to private universities and other cultural settings. Fourth, other factors like 
organizational culture and resource access may affect these relationships but aren't in these data sets. Lastly, 
although several measures were taken to examine common method bias, some residual bias might still be present. 
Future longitudinal research should focus on determining the direction of the causal links, future cross-cultural 
research should explore the boundary conditions across collectivistic versus individualistic cultures, and future 
intervention research should focus on the development of evidence-based protocols for the enhancement of both 
servant leadership and team learning orientation in unison. Team learning via artificial intelligence and digital 
platforms is a relatively new area of research and, thus, presents a new frontier. 
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