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Abstract: Although the relationships between managerial practices and work-related outcomes are
contingent on leadership behaviors, little scholarly attention has been paid to how leadership styles
shape the impact of distributive justice and goal clarity on employees’ organizational citizenship
behavior (OCB) in the field of organizational behavior and management. In this context, this study
examines the direct effects of distributive justice and goal clarity on OCB based on two motivation
theories, equity theory and goal-setting theory, as well as the moderating role of transactional and
transformational leadership in the relationships based on social exchange theory. Using survey data
from a sample of 4133 public employees drawn from Korean central and local governments and
ordinary least square regression models, we found that distributive justice is negatively related to
OCB, whereas goal clarity is positively related to OCB. Further analysis shows that while transactional
leadership weakens the negative relationship between distributive justice and OCB, transformational
leadership strengthens the positive relationship between goal clarity and OCB. Consequently, our
study provides meaningful implications for public managers and organizations that should be con-
sidered in order to implement effective managerial practices based on the fitness between employee
motivation processes and leadership styles to encourage employees to exhibit OCB. This will enhance
organizational performance and sustainability.

Keywords: organizational citizenship behavior; distributive justice; goal clarity; transactional
leadership; transformational leadership; organizational sustainability

1. Introduction

Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) has been one of the most extensively
researched areas in the field of organizational behavior and management over the past
three decades [1,2]. Citizenship behaviors are employees’ extra-role behaviors whereby
they perform beyond expectations in terms of their formal job descriptions [3]. Such
behavior includes, for example, knowledge sharing, helping colleagues, protecting the
organization, and speaking up about crucial organizational issues [4–6]. Given that citizens
not only expect public organizations to provide more services and policies of higher quality
but also to actively address various social problems [7], these extra-role behaviors have
received considerable scholarly attention because of their contribution to organizational
performance and sustainability [8]. Therefore, it is not surprising that many researchers
and practitioners have sought to determine what organizational factors induce employees
to engage in OCB and to provide empirical evidence that varied managerial practices, such
as organizational rules, employee empowerment, and merit promotion, have significant
influence on employee OCB [2,3].

Despite growing scholarly attention to managing employee OCB, very little empir-
ical research has examined how two managerial practices—distributive justice and goal
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clarity—shape extra-role behaviors in public-sector organizations. Two motivational the-
ories provide a particularly useful lens for unraveling distributive justice–OCB and goal
clarity–OCB relationships [9,10]. Based on equity theory, employees who perceive an equal
ratio of outcomes (e.g., pay and promotion) to inputs (e.g., skills and effort) are more likely
to exhibit OCB due to a sense of comfort caused by this perception of fair outcome distri-
bution [9]. Moreover, drawing from goal-setting theory, employees who clearly recognize
what they must do to achieve organizational goals have high levels of goal commitment
that motivate them to engage in OCB [10]. Using these theoretical perspectives, we assume
that distributive justice and goal clarity are positively associated with employee OCB.

However, distributive justice and goal clarity do not exist independently in a vacuum
but interact with various leadership styles in shaping OCB [11]. In this respect, considering
that leaders exert great influence on employees’ behaviors, Lai et al. ([12], p. 430) argue that
“it is reasonable to consider leaders’ leadership style as a moderator that fosters or hinders
employees’ behaviors”. Of particular interest is how transactional and transformational
leadership as significant moderators condition the effects of distributive justice and goal
clarity on OCB, as leadership behaviors enhance followers’ motivation by developing a
social atmosphere with an interpersonal context [13,14]. According to social exchange
theory, the two leadership styles may strengthen the positive impact of distributive justice
and goal clarity on OCB by leading employees to feel a sense of obligation to reciprocate
toward their leaders in the form of positive work behaviors [15,16]. Building on this
theoretical perspective, we propose that transactional leadership intensifies the positive
association between distributive justice and OCB by strengthening the economic exchange
relationship with followers, whereas transformational leadership enhances the positive
association between goal clarity and OCB through forming a stronger social exchange
relationship with followers [17].

In summary, although some progress has been made, we still lack a comprehensive
empirical understanding of whether distributive justice and goal clarity are significant
predictors of OCB. Indeed, one cannot find as much relevant empirical research on this
topic in the field of public management as in the field of business management. That
is, understanding the relationships of distributive justice and goal clarity with OCB and
the various human resource management practices and leadership styles used to manage
the relationships still poses major challenges to public administration scholars and practi-
tioners. Furthermore, Badura and colleagues [18] called for bridging the motivation and
leadership literature to advance theory in terms of the mechanism through which certain
leadership styles are congruent with different managerial practices. This means that fitness
between certain leadership styles and managerial practices may contribute to employee
OCB. However, surprisingly few studies have tried to synthesize motivation and leadership
theories to investigate how transactional and transformational leadership shape the impact
of distributive justice and goal clarity on OCB. Therefore, we seek to answer two research
questions: (1) Do distributive justice and goal clarity in public sector organizations have
positive relationships with employee OCB? (2) How are these relationships moderated
by transactional and transformational leadership? By doing so, this article advances the
existing knowledge of how to promote employee OCB in public sector organizations.

In the next section, we review the relevant literature and the theoretical bases support-
ing the study’s hypotheses. Subsequently, the data and variables used for the model are
outlined, and the findings are described. Finally, we conclude with an assessment of the
implications of the results for public managers and organizations.

2. Theoretical Background and Hypotheses
2.1. Distributive Justice, Goal Clarity, and OCB

Scholars have long contended that employee performance is measured by more than
just how well employees carry out the work and responsibilities formally assigned to
them by their organization [2,3,7]. However, it is also essential for employees to engage in
OCB to increase organizational sustainability and effectiveness, even when these behav-
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iors are not directly recognized by the organization’s formal reward system [9,19]. OCB
consists of five complementary forms of citizenship—altruism (i.e., voluntarily assisting
coworkers), conscientiousness (i.e., a sense of respect for organizational resources), courtesy
(i.e., preventing interpersonal problems), civic virtue (i.e., constructive participation in
organizational meetings), and sportsmanship (i.e., willingness to respectfully tolerate orga-
nizational settings without complaint) [20]. Such voluntary, extra-role behaviors contribute
to organizational functioning and performance [8]; therefore, this study explores what
organizational factors lead to employee OCB.

Many scholars in the field of organizational behavior and management suggest that
one way to encourage employees to exhibit extra-role work behaviors that benefit the
organization is to motivate them through human resource management practices [21–23].
Work motivation refers to the psychological process that determines the intensity (force),
persistence (duration), and direction (relevance) of an employee’s effortful behavior [24,25].
Given that work motivation is a key factor in encouraging employees to demonstrate
desirable work behaviors, many researchers have sought to understand the theoretical
mechanisms through which employees are motivated at work [21]. Among many moti-
vational perspectives, equity theory and goal-setting theory are the most widely used to
determine which organizational policies and work environments are efficient in encour-
aging employees to exhibit OCB [26]. This study relies on two types of human resource
management, distributive justice related to equity theory and goal clarity related to goal-
setting theory, as antecedents of employee OCB.

Distributive justice refers to the perceived fairness of rewards one receives from an
organization [27,28]. According to equity theory [29], employees psychologically compare
the ratios of their inputs (e.g., work effort and education) and outcomes (e.g., pay and
benefits) to the perceived ratios of referent others. Specifically, they feel a sense of equity
(distributive justice) when they perceive that their outcome-to-input ratio is proportionally
matched to that of the referent party [30]. Conversely, employees feel that the organization
has treated them unfairly in terms of outcome allocation when their ratio is perceived to
be either smaller than the negative equity or larger than the positive equity of the referent
party [29,30]. More importantly, employees always try to restore equity by altering their
own inputs and outcomes or those of others [31,32]. For instance, they reduce their inputs
in a situation of negative equity to balance the perceived input/outcome ratio and fairness
of reward distribution. In other words, when employees feel they do not receive fair
compensation from their organization, they engage in negative work-related actions, such
as interpersonal conflict, aggression, and absenteeism [33]. That is, employees are less
likely to engage in OCB due to their perception of unfair outcome distribution [34].

In support of this rationale, previous studies have indicated that distributive justice is
negatively associated with employee OCB. For example, Karriker and Williams [19] found
that employees with high levels of distributive justice perception in the US reported greater
OCB than those with low levels. These findings support the notion that if employees
perceive fair compensation, then they may be more likely to engage in OCB because such
behavior is spontaneous, going beyond an employee’s formal role requirements. Similarly,
Chen and Jin [35] provided evidence that employees who perceive receiving fair rewards
in the Chinese context engage in extra-role behavior that promotes effective functioning
of the organization. This result implies that the fair distribution of extrinsic rewards
(i.e., outcomes proportional to inputs) is a powerful predictor of OCB [9]. Specifically,
distributive justice plays a role in developing employee trust in an organization and thus
motivates employees to exhibit discretionary work behaviors that increase organization
effectiveness. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 1. Distributive justice is positively associated with OCB.

Goal-setting theory argues that organizational goal clarity is a strong predictor of
OCB. Goal clarity has been defined as the extent to which organizational goals or objectives
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are clearly stated and well-defined [36]. Based on the goal-setting theory suggested by
Locke and Latham [37], organizational goals play a crucial role in motivational factors that
regulate work attitudes and behaviors [38]. That is, specific goals motivate employees to
achieve higher job performance than ambiguous goals [39]. If employees better understand
what is expected of them, then the work attitudes and behaviors they should adopt to
attain organizational goals become clearer. Correspondingly, the likelihood that they will
accomplish their goals increases [40]. In this respect, Vigoda-Gadot and Angert [41] posit
that the achievement of specified goals may lead to satisfying an employee’s desires for
growth and affiliation, which in turn encourages employees to achieve above the required
performance levels. Stated differently, employees with high levels of goal clarity experience
pleasure at work and therefore become more willing to exhibit extra-role behaviors [41].

Corroborating the tenet of goal-setting theory, several studies have revealed a positive
relationship between goal clarity and OCB. For instance, Caillier [42] found that public
employees in the US who understand exactly how their tasks relate to the purpose of
the organization are likely to exhibit extra-role behaviors, such as volunteering for tasks
that are not required, making suggestions to improve the organization, and investing
significant effort beyond what is normally expected. In addition, Taylor [10] found that
goal specificity has a positive influence on the OCB of government employees in Australia.
Similarly, empirical research conducted by Ritz et al. (2014) revealed that public managers
at the Swiss municipal level who have a sense of organizational goal clarification engage in
positive, beneficial actions directed at their colleagues and organization. These previous
findings suggest that clear organizational goals encourage employees to engage in extra-
role behaviors because goal clarity allows them to view organizational goals as congruent
with their own personal values [43]. Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2. Goal clarity is positively associated with OCB.

2.2. Moderating Effects of Leadership Styles

Leadership is the dynamic process by which a leader influences followers’ work
attitudes and behaviors to increase organizational performance [11,12]. Researchers of
leadership styles have paid considerable attention to how to promote employee work
behaviors that benefit the employer organization [44–46]. The Full Range of Leadership
Model (FRLM) has been one of the major theoretical perspectives used to explain the
organizational consequences of leadership styles in public management [47,48]. However,
there is no single leadership style that best fits all organizational contexts [49]. Hence,
leadership effectiveness is contingent on managerial practices that shape employee work-
related outcomes [50]. Applying this logic to the current study, the effects of distributive
justice and goal clarity on OCB could differ depending on leadership styles. Therefore,
we explore how the two leadership styles suggested by the FRLM—transactional and
transformational leadership—moderate the impact of distributive justice and goal clarity
on employee OCB.

Transactional leadership focuses on a series of negotiated exchanges between a leader
and a follower in which the leader offers rewards in return for the follower’s perfor-
mance [51]. This leadership style comprises two behavioral aspects, contingent reward and
management by exception [52]. A contingent reward is a crucial component of transactional
leadership because it motivates followers by setting expectations for them that define what
level of performance they should achieve and rewarding their performance [53]. Leader-
ship scholars argue that followers formulate positive relationships with managers through
transactional leadership, as managers control the allocation of desired tangible outcomes,
including pay and promotion [52,54]. The preference for rewards in this reward-oriented
relationship increases a follower’s interest in engaging in the exchange process [55]. Transac-
tional leaders show management by exception as a corrective action that prevents followers
from deviating from contracts and normative standards [56]. Transactional leadership
focuses on the routine monitoring of followers’ work behaviors to ensure that they meet
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performance standards. Followers may perceive management by exception as managerial
support of transactional leaders in that corrective actions and monitoring provide more
efficient ways to improve job performance [57,58].

As another leadership style of the FRLM, transformational leadership is “the process
of influencing major changes in the attitudes and assumptions of organization mem-
bers and building commitment for the organization’s mission, objectives, and strategies”
([50], p. 269). Bass and Avolio [59] posit that transformational leadership consists of four
behavioral dimensions—idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimula-
tion, and individualized consideration. Idealized influence refers to a leader’s behaviors,
such as being a charismatic role model who gives followers confidence in their capacity to
attain organizational goals and who sacrifices their self-interest for the sake of the organi-
zation [56]. The inspirational motivation of transformational leaders is characterized by
creating an appealing vision of the organization and encouraging followers to commit to
achieving the organizational goals [60]. Intellectual stimulation involves a leader’s behav-
iors that prompt followers to be creative in seeking new solutions to problems and striving
to attain challenging goals [56]. Individualized consideration means that transformational
leaders help followers develop their potential by providing a supportive organizational
climate and paying special attention to followers’ personal need for growth [53].

Social exchange theory provides a useful theoretical lens for explaining how the two
leadership styles moderate the impact of transactional and transformational leadership on
employee OCB [61]. In his seminal work, Blau [62] categorized the exchange relationship
between followers and leaders as a socioeconomic form of exchange. Economic exchange
is transactional in that it emphasizes the exchange of specified short-term contracts and
materialistic, impersonal resources, such as monetary incentives and pay raises, whereas
social exchange involves a long-term orientation and exchange of socioemotional resources,
including trust and respect [63]. The two exchange relationships lead employees to feel
an obligation to reciprocate in the form of positive work-related outcomes. For example,
Walumbwa, Cropanzano, and Hartnell [15] argued that employees involved in economic
exchanges are reciprocal in that they repay their leaders for tangible rewards rendered. If
these exchange relationships continue and allow employees to be happy with the rewards,
then they become more trusting of leaders and more likely to exhibit OCB [15,64]. In a
similar vein, employees involved in social exchanges feel a greater obligation for receiving
the leader’s support (e.g., consideration, career development, mentoring, and support for
innovation) and exhibit productive work behaviors that are beneficial to the organization.

Given that the norms of reciprocity resulting from economic exchanges rely on calculus-
based trust and extrinsic rewards, distributive justice may fit transactional leadership [65].
Accordingly, it is plausible that transactional leadership where leaders induce their fol-
lowers’ desirable behaviors through compensation and corrective actions strengthens the
negative relationship between distributive justice and OCB. If transactional leaders clearly
inform followers of task conditions, performance criteria, and monetary rewards and fol-
lowers perceive distributional justice as highly as their contributions to the organization,
they are likely to repay their leaders for benefits in the form of extra-role behaviors that
benefit the organization. That is, followers with high levels of distributive justice have high
expectations for the outcome allocation corresponding to the performance they achieved.
This expectation promotes employee OCB in situations where transactional leadership
is strongly exercised. Indeed, several empirical studies have offered evidence that trans-
actional leadership may strengthen the positive relationship between distributive justice
and OCB. For example, Vieira, Perin, and Sampaio provided evidence that transactional
leadership enhances the positive influence of sales employees’ self-efficacy on work-related
outcomes, such as loyalty and job satisfaction, in the context of department stores in Brazil.
In a similar vein, using a large-scale survey of managers of US firms, Du et al. [66] found
that transactional leadership amplifies the positive association between institutional corpo-
rate social responsibility practices (e.g., financial support for education and culture in local
communities) and organizational performance. Consequently, these findings suggest that
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transactional leadership is more likely to motivate followers with high levels of distributive
justice to engage in OCB because transactional leadership fits with distributive justice in
that job performance serves as a “tangible quid pro quo for pay” ([66], p. 1010). Therefore,
we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3. The positive relationship between distributive justice and OCB is moderated by
transactional leadership such that the relationship is much stronger when transactional leadership is
higher rather than lower.

In contrast to transactional leadership characterized by the economic exchange rela-
tionship between leaders and followers, we predict that transformational leadership may
augment the negative relationship between goal clarity and OCB by forming reciprocal
social exchange relationships with followers. Goal clarity motivates employees to achieve
organizational goals; if transformational leaders communicate compelling visions and
goals to their followers, promote followers’ creative thinking, and genuinely care about
followers’ growth, followers with high levels of goal clarity should increase their goal
commitment and are therefore more likely to reciprocate with positive behaviors such as
OCBs to benefit the organization [67–69]. This means that the social relationship between
leaders and followers formed by transformational leadership may amplify the effect of
motivation induced by goal clarity. Although there is little evidence regarding the moder-
ating effect of transformational leadership on the goal clarity–OCB link, similar previous
studies are useful to anticipate how transformational leadership shapes the impact of goal
clarity on OCB. For example, in the context of the Australian local government, Muchiri
and Ayoko [70] found that demographic diversity related negatively to OCB because of
relational conflict caused by the heterogeneity of individual attributes (e.g., gender and
tenure) within a group. However, when moderated by transformational leadership the
negative impact of demographic diversity on OCB was alleviated. This is because the
four behaviors of transformational leaders motivate demographically diverse employ-
ees to reciprocate by engaging in OCB. Wang and Walumbwa [61] found that banking
sector employees with family-friendly benefits are more likely to be committed to their
organizations but less likely to show work withdrawal when their leaders practice transfor-
mational leadership. That study suggests that transformational leadership enhances the
positive impact of family-friendly benefits on organizational commitment and the negative
impact on work withdrawal by allowing employees to feel obligated to show positive
work attitudes and behaviors in return for the benefits. Based on these arguments and
previous empirical evidence, the following hypothesis will be explored (Figure 1 shows the
hypothesized model):

Hypothesis 4. The positive relationship between goal clarity and OCB is moderated by transforma-
tional leadership, such that the relationship is much stronger when transformational leadership is
higher rather than lower.
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3. Methodology
3.1. Sample and Procedure

To test the hypotheses, we used the cross-sectional data from the Korean Public
Employee Viewpoints Survey (PEVS) conducted by the Korea Institute of Public Admin-
istration (KIPA) from 12 August to 30 September 2021. KIPA is one of the representative
national research institutes supported by the Korean central government and studies issues
relating to public administration and policy. The PEVS, which contains official and confi-
dential data, was accredited by the National Statistical Office, and therefore many public
administration scholars use it in their research [7]. The survey targeted general-service
public employees from 46 executive agencies in the central government and all 17 regional
metropolitan governments. Considering that the Korean public sector has recently sought
to motivate employees to show OCB as a way of increasing organizational performance [7],
PEVS data containing information about public employees’ perceptions of human resource
management practices and the unique working context of the Korean government are
pertinent to test the hypotheses proposed in this study [71]. Using a stratified two-stage
cluster sampling procedure, KIPA randomly selected 600 teams at the first stage and finally
yielded a total of 4133 respondents, including 2092 from executive agencies and 2041 from
regional metropolitan governments at the second stage. It should be noted that the survey
relied on two methods to reduce nonresponse bias. First, it used the weights of survey
respondents based on demographic characteristics, such as gender and job grades, to ensure
that the full population of public employees in the central and metropolitan governments
was considered by allowing each employee to have the same probability of being selected
as a survey respondent. Second, respondents were assured that their responses would be
kept confidential. Thus, respondents’ privacy was protected, and they were not compelled
to provide desirable responses. Table 1 shows the detailed background descriptions of
the respondents.

Table 1. Sample by demographic information.

Number of Cases Percentage (%)

Gender Female 1878 43.28
Male 2461 56.72

Age ≤29 323 7.44
30–39 1328 30.61
40–49 1643 37.87
≥50 1045 24.08

Tenure ≤ 5 944 21.76
6–10 811 18.69

11–15 768 17.70
16–20 600 13.83
21–25 428 9.86
≥26 788 18.16

Job grade Grades 1–4 254 5.85

Grade 5 914 21.06
Grades 6–7 2671 61.56
Grades 8–9 500 11.52

Education High school 172 3.96
Bachelor’s degree 3416 78.70
Master’s degree 658 15.16

Doctorate 93 2.14

Government level Central 2177 50.17
Local 2162 49.83
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3.2. Measures
3.2.1. Dependent Variable: OCB

According to Podsakoff and MacKenzie [72], OCB refers to discretionary, extra-role
behaviors that go beyond the expectations of the job and job description and includes
altruism, courtesy, sportsmanship, conscientiousness, and civic virtue. Based on this defini-
tion, five items were used to measure OCB: (1) “I help my colleagues who are absent or
have heavy workloads” (altruism), (2) “I attend and actively participate in organizational
meetings” (civic virtue), (3) “I listen attentively to my colleagues’ problems and concerns”
(courtesy), (4) “I look after the equipment of my organization as if I own it” (conscien-
tiousness), and (5) “I try to solve problems by talking directly to my colleagues rather than
gossiping behind the scenes when I have a complaint about them” (sportsmanship).

3.2.2. Independent Variables: Distributive Justice and Goal Clarity

The concept of distributive justice centers on the perceived fairness of the amount
of rewards an employee receives from their organization [73]. We measured distributive
justice with four items adapted from [74]: (1) “my pay level is appropriate given my job
performance”, (2) “my pay level is appropriate compared with those in the private sector
(such as large corporations) who perform comparable tasks”, (3) “I am justly compensated
given the degree of job difficulty”, and (4) “I am justly compensated given my job responsi-
bilities.” Goal clarity is defined as the extent to which organizational goals are indicated
clearly and specifically, and it is easy for employees to understand how to achieve those
goals [75,76]. We measured goal clarity with four items adapted from [77]: (1) “I am clearly
aware of the organizational goals of my agency”, (2) “the priority between organizational
goals is clear in my agency”, (3) “the organizational goals of my agency provide clear
guidelines for work performance”, and (4) “my agency can objectively measure the degree
of goal achievement over the past year”.

3.2.3. Moderating Variables: Transactional and Transformational Leadership

Transactional leadership refers to a leader’s behavior in motivating followers through
an exchange process involving tangible rewards, rules, and requirements [78,79]. We used
three items to measure two components of transactional leadership, contingent rewards,
and management by exception: (1) “my supervisor makes clear what I can expect to
receive when performance goals are achieved” (contingent rewards), (2) “my supervisor
gives me specific instructions about what I have to do to receive rewards for my job
performance” (contingent rewards), and (3) “my supervisor regularly provides me with
feedback about my performance” (management by exception). According to Bass [52],
transformational leadership consists of four components—idealized influence, inspirational
motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration. Four items were
used to measure transformational leadership: (1) “my supervisor provides me with a
clear vision of the direction I need to take” (inspirational motivation), (2) “my supervisor
motivates me to work hard” (idealized influence), (3) “my supervisor encourages me
to perform my work by incorporating new perspectives” (intellectual stimulation), and
(4) “my supervisor helps me pursue my own development” (individualized consideration).

3.2.4. Control Variables

The study controlled for job satisfaction and several personal characteristics of the
respondents that may affect OCB. According to Organ and Konovsky [80], job satisfaction
is a powerful predictor of OCB because employees who feel a sense of well-being at
work are likely to engage in voluntary and discretionary behaviors that are beneficial
to organizational performance, even if their behaviors are not formally rewarded by the
organization. A single survey item measured employees’ job satisfaction: “I am satisfied
with my job regardless of rewards received from the organization.” We also included
employees’ demographic characteristics as control variables: gender (1 = female, 0 = male),
age (1 = 20–29, 2 = 30–39, 3 = 40–49, 4 = 50 or older), education level (1 = high school,
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2 = college, 3 = bachelor’s degree, 4 = graduate school), job grade (1 = grades 1–4, 2 = grade 5,
3 = grades 6−7, 4 = grades 8−9), tenure (1 = less than 5 years, 2 = 6–10 years, 3 = 11–15 years,
4 = 16–20 years, 5 = 21–25 years, 6 = more than 26 years), and government level (local = 1,
central = 0).

3.3. Measurement Reliability and Validity

We estimated the validity of the scale measures and the latent variables they repre-
sented in several ways. First, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to test
convergent and discriminant validity. As shown in Table 2, the hypothesized five-factor
model (OCB, transactional leadership, transformational leadership, distributive justice,
and goal clarity) fit the data well. The results showed that the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) and the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR), which
should be lower than 0.08, were 0.07 and 0.03, respectively, and the comparative fit index
(CFI) and Tucker–Lewis index (TLI), which should generally be above 0.90, were 0.97
and 0.96, respectively. This supported the discriminant validity of the latent variables. In
addition, the factor loadings of all items exceeded 0.50 (ranging from 0.60 to 0.93) and were
significant. Second, the composite construct reliability of all latent variables was assessed
using Cronbach’s alpha. The results showed that the composite reliability of all the latent
variables is above the recommended threshold of 0.7 [81]. Third, except for OCB, for which
the average variance extracted (AVE) was slightly below the threshold of 0.5, the AVE
values of all the latent variables were clearly above 0.5. However, the Cronbach’s α of OCB,
another criterion, was 0.779, which exceeded the acceptance level of 0.7. Thus, we conclude
that the measurement of OCB demonstrated convergent validity [82]. Table 3 presents the
standardized factor loadings, Cronbach’s α, and AVE for all the latent variables. Finally,
Harman’s single-factor test was used to determine common method variance (CMV), which
may exist when all variables are collected from the same data source and which may inflate
the association between variables. The results revealed that the main explanatory factor
accounted for only 39% of the covariance among the measures, less than the common
threshold (50%). Consequently, CMV may not be a serious concern in the current study.

Table 2. Results of confirmatory factor analyses.

Model χ2 df χ2/df RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR

Five-factor model 2226.37 *** 125 17.81 0.06 0.97 0.96 0.04
Four-factor model 12,006.28 *** 129 93.07 0.15 0.81 0.77 0.16

(DJ and GC combined)
Three-factor model 24,471.32 *** 132 185.39 0.21 0.60 0.54 0.14

(TFL, DJ, and GC combined)
Two-factor model 25,537.29 *** 134 190.58 0.21 0.59 0.53 0.14

(TAL, TFL, DJ, and GC combined)
One-factor model 28,432.64 *** 135 210.61 0.22 0.54 0.48 0.15

Note. *** p < 0.01. TAL = transactional leadership; TFL = transformational leadership; DJ = distributive justice;
GC = goal clarity.

Table 3. Factor loadings, Cronbach’s α, and AVE for all latent variables.

Latent
Variables Survey Items Factor

Loadings Cronbach’s α AVE

OCB

- I help my colleagues who are absent or have heavy workloads. 0.684

0.779 0.431

- I attend and actively participate in organizational meetings. 0.750
- I listen attentively to my colleagues’ problems and concerns. 0.652
- I look after the equipment of my organization as if I own it. 0.667
- I try to solve problems by talking directly to my colleagues rather
than gossiping behind the scenes when I have a complaint
about them.

0.507
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Table 3. Cont.

Latent
Variables Survey Items Factor

Loadings Cronbach’s α AVE

Distributive
justice

- My pay level is appropriate given my job performance. 0.847

0.943 0.804
- My pay level is appropriate compared with those in the private
sector (such as large corporations) who perform comparable tasks. 0.826

- I am justly compensated given the degree of job difficulty. 0.961
- I am justly compensated given my job responsibilities. 0.945

Goal clarity

- I am clearly aware of the organizational goals of my agency. 0.717

0.884 0.661

- The priority between organizational goals is clear in my agency. 0.833
- The organizational goals of my agency provide clear guidelines
for work performance. 0.890

- My agency can objectively measure the degree of goal
achievement over the past year. 0.804

Transactional
leadership

- My supervisor makes clear what I can expect to receive when
performance goals are achieved. 0.901

0.864 0.705
- My supervisor gives me specific instructions about what I have
to do to receive rewards for my job performance. 0.900

- My supervisor regularly provides me with feedback about
my performance. 0.702

Transformational
leadership

- My supervisor provides me with a clear vision of the direction I
need to take. 0.855

0.927 0.761
- My supervisor motivates me to work hard. 0.902
- My supervisor encourages me to perform my work by
incorporating new perspectives. 0.873

- My supervisor helps me pursue my own development. 0.859

4. Results

Table 4 shows the descriptive statistics and correlations for the variables. All the
correlations between the main independent variables were statistically significant at the
95% confidence level and in the expected direction. Of the control variables, gender, age,
tenure, job grade, and education were significantly associated with innovative behavior.
The correlation coefficients provided preliminary support for our research hypotheses.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics and correlations.

Variable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

(1) OCB 1

(2) Distributive justice 0.19 1

(3) Goal clarity 0.47 0.33 1

(4) Transactional leadership 0.34 0.36 0.53 1

(5) Transformational leadership 0.35 0.31 0.48 0.77 1

(6) Job satisfaction 0.44 0.38 0.41 0.34 0.34 1

(6) Gender −0.09 −0.04 ª −0.13 −0.16 −0.14 −0.12 1

(7) Age 0.18 0.22 0.18 0.07 0.02 ª 0.26 −0.14 1

(8) Tenure 0.17 0.24 0.18 0.07 0.03 ª 0.26 −0.04 0.84 1

(9) Job grade −0.12 −0.11 −0.11 −0.04 0.04 −0.16 0.15 −0.48 −0.47 1

(10) Education 0.05 −0.04 0.04 −0.01 ª −0.01 ª 0.04 −0.17 ª 0.14 −0.03 ª −0.27 1

(11) Government level −0.05 −0.05 0.00 ª 0.01 ª 0.02 ª −0.05 0.00 ª −0.09 −0.12 −0.19 0.12 1

Mean 3.53 2.73 3.33 3.18 3.25 3.24 0.43 2.79 3.23 2.79 3.06 0.50

S.D. 0.60 0.88 0.67 0.78 0.83 0.91 0.50 0.90 1.78 0.72 0.67 0.50

Note. ª = Not significant at 95% confidence interval; S.D. = standard deviation.

We relied on the ordinary least squares (OLS) regression model and STATA 17 statistical
software to test our hypotheses because the dependent variable was summed averages.
The analysis was performed in three steps. First, we provide a baseline model in which all
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control variables and moderating variables are included. Second, we report the main effects
of distributive justice and goal clarity on OCB. Finally, we show how the two leadership
styles moderate the associations between distributive justice and OCB and between goal
clarity and OCB.

Table 5 shows the statistical results of the models. First, the results of Model 1 re-
port that some control variables and moderating variables were significantly related to
the dependent variable. Specifically, employee education had a positive impact on OCB
(β = −0.026; p < 0.05). It may be plausible that employees with a higher level of education
have considerable task-related knowledge to share with their colleagues and a greater
ability to make innovative suggestions to improve their organization compared to those
with a lower level of education. Regarding the government level (β = −0.045; p < 0.05),
employees who work in the central government are less likely to exhibit OCB than those
who work in the local government. It may be possible that central government employees
have greater workloads and greater work intensity than local government employees and
therefore exhibit fewer extra-role behaviors. The results show that job satisfaction was
positively associated with OCB (β = 0.346; p < 0.01). It is possible that employees who
are satisfied with their job are more likely to reciprocate with positive behavior including
voluntary and discretionary behaviors that contribute to organizational performance [80].
In terms of moderating variables, both transactional (β = 0.126; p < 0.01) and transforma-
tional leadership (β = 0.068; p < 0.01) were significantly and positively associated with
employee OCB. As discussed above, transactional leadership is characterized by linking
organizational rewards, including pay and benefits, with the level of task performance
that employees achieve. This feature of transactional leadership allows employees to feel a
sense of organizational support, which may lead to OCB [83]. The four behaviors of trans-
formational leaders are likely to encourage employees to engage in extra-role behaviors by
offering attractive and compelling goals for organizational sustainability [84].

Model 2 indicates that distributive justice (β = −0.049; p < 0.01) had a significant and
negative impact on OCB, which does not support hypothesis 1 that distributive justice is
positively associated with OCB. This finding is somewhat surprising and counterintuitive
because we predicted that the perceived fairness of organizational outcomes serves as a
powerful motive that encourages employees to exhibit OCB. This unexpected finding can
be explained by the motivation crowding-out effect. In general, public employees have
stronger intrinsic motivation characterized by the pure enjoyment of performing work
itself than extrinsic motivation centered on economic compensation. However, excessive
emphasis on distributive justice by providing material compensation according to employee
performance levels in such a situation may undermine intrinsic motivation and eventually
decrease employee OCB.

Table 5. OLS regression results.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

β
(S.E.)

β
(S.E.)

β
(S.E.)

Gender (female = 1) 0.000 0.012 0.018
(0.016) (0.016) (0.016)

Age 0.023 0.013 0.014
(0.015) (0.013) (0.013)

Tenure 0.009 0.008 0.010
(0.008) (0.008) (0.007)

Job grade −0.021 −0.024 * −0.024 *
(0.014) (0.013) (0.014)

Education 0.026 ** 0.016 * 0.015
(0.012) (0.011) (0.011)

Government level (central = 1) −0.045 ** −0.052 *** −0.051 ***
(0.017) (0.017) (0.017)
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Table 5. Cont.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

β
(S.E.)

β
(S.E.)

β
(S.E.)

Job satisfaction 0.195 *** 0.170 *** 0.169 ***
(0.010) (0.011) (0.011)

Transactional leadership (TAL) 0.126 *** 0.056 *** −0.125 ***
(0.018) (0.018) (0.041)

Transformational leadership (TFL) 0.068 *** 0.054 *** −0.052
(0.017) (0.016) (0.047)

Distributive justice (DJ) −0.049 *** −0.288 ***
(0.009) (0.047)

Goal clarity (GC) 0.238 *** 0.119 **
(0.017) (0.056)

DJ × TAL 0.071 ***
(0.014)

GC × TFL 0.033 **
(0.015)

Constant 2.078 *** 1.840 *** 2.808 ***
(0.084) (0.088) (0.187)

R2 0.260 0.313 0.328
Note. * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; S.E. = robust standard error; n = 4133.

In terms of the goal clarity–OCB link, the results show that goal clarity had a significant
and positive influence on OCB, which is consistent with goal clarity being positively
associated with OCB. This finding implies that clear organizational goals are strong sources
of employee motivation that lead employees to engage in extra-role behaviors that extend
beyond what is formally required in their jobs.

We added the interaction terms DJ × TAL (β = 0.071; p < 0.01) and GC × TFL (β = 0.033;
p < 0.05) to Model 3 to better explore the integrative framework of motivation and leadership
theories. The results revealed that transactional leadership diminished the negative rela-
tionship between distributive justice and OCB, which is consistent with hypothesis 3. One
explanation for this result is that high congruence between distributive justice emphasizing
a performance-oriented compensation system and transactional leadership characterized
by the economic exchange relationship mitigates the negative effect of distributive justice
on employee OCB. Furthermore, the results indicate that transformation leadership en-
hanced the positive relationship between goal clarity and OCB, supporting hypothesis 4.
Employees who perceive goal clarity are more likely to engage in OCB because they feel
obligated to repay their transformational leaders by exhibiting prosocial work behaviors
that go beyond formal occupational requirements.

To better understand the nature of the interaction effects of the two leadership styles,
we visualized how the distributive justice–OCB and goal clarity–OCB relationships change
depending on the levels of transactional and transformational leadership. Figure 2 shows
that compared to employees who experience low transactional leadership (defined as one
standard deviation below the mean indicated by the dashed line), employees who experi-
ence high transactional leadership (defined as one standard deviation above the mean indi-
cated by the solid line) are likely to engage in OCB. Figure 3 shows that with high transfor-
mational leadership effectiveness, the positive impact of goal clarity on OCB strengthens.
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5. Discussion

Given that inducing employees to engage in OCB that contributes to organizational
sustainability has long been a central issue in the field of organizational behavior and
management, many scholars have examined the relationships between the various human
resource management practices and OCB. However, unlike previous studies, our study
explored the impact of two managerial practices—distributive justice and goal clarity—on
OCB based on equity theory and goal-setting theory. Furthermore, this study delved
into the two leadership styles—transactional and transformational—as moderators of the
relationships between the two managerial practices and OCB, building on social exchange
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theory. In the following, we discuss several important implications of our findings for
research and practice.

5.1. Theoretical Implications

Despite the recent growth of scholarly interest in the organizational consequences
of distributive justice and goal clarity, few empirical studies have examined how the two
types of managerial practices shape employee OCB. Furthermore, many leadership scholars
have argued that leadership styles are contingency factors in the relationships between
managerial practices and work-related outcomes. In this study, we combined motivation
and leadership theories to address these research gaps because a single theory is insufficient
and theoretical integrations are necessary to explore the effective management of OCB [85].

First, our findings show that distributive justice is negatively associated with employee
OCB. This result is inconsistent with previous research that revealed a positive association
between distributive justice and OCB [19,35]. Specifically, equity theory predicts that
employees will feel a sense of fairness when they perceive equal input–outcome ratios
compared to those of others [30]. Employees with higher levels of distributive justice are
likelier to exhibit OCB to improve their organizational sustainability than those with lower
levels of distributive justice [19,35]. However, our counterintuitive findings show that this
idea of equity theory may not be applicable to public employees. One explanation for this
unexpected evidence is based on the motivation crowding-out effect. According to Perry
and Hondeghem ([77], p. vii), public employees generally have public service motivation
(PSM), defined as “an individual’s orientation to delivering services to people with a
purpose to do good for others and society”. PSM is a certain type of intrinsic motivation
that can be diminished in a situation where employees transfer the perceived locus of
control from inside themselves to the outside, meaning that their PSM is crowded out by
the desire for extrinsic compensation [86–88]. Perhaps employees feel a strong external
locus of control when their organization implements formal compensation practices to
increase distributive justice. This means that distributive justice puts excessive pressure on
employees with PSM for monetary rewards, which demotivates them to engage in OCB.

Second, our evidence for goal-setting theory is encouraging. Following Jung’s [89]
call for research on the effect of goal clarity on employee work-related outcomes, we
examined how the clarity of organizational goals relates to employee OCB. Our results
indicate that the more specific the goals are, the more OCB occurs, which is consistent with
the fundamental idea of goal-setting theory and findings revealed by previous empirical
research [10,42,43]. That is, employees are likely to exhibit extra-role behavior for their orga-
nizational sustainability when organizational goals are clear rather than ambiguous [10,42].
If employees know what to do better, the likelihood that they will achieve goals increases.
This again strengthens employee work motivation by promoting positive work attitudes,
including self-efficacy and goal commitment, which results in extra-role behaviors. There-
fore, our findings confirm that goal-setting theory offers a useful theoretical rationale for
anticipating employee OCB vis-à-vis goal clarity.

Third, we advance the study of organizational behavior and management by combin-
ing motivation and leadership theories. Indeed, our study aims to unravel the moderating
role of transactional and transformational leadership in the relationships between dis-
tributive justice, goal clarity, and employee OCB. Leadership styles have been regarded
as organizational factors that shape relationships between work-related outcomes and
managerial practices [11,12], revealing how transactional and transformational leadership
condition the impact of distributive justice and goal clarity on OCB, which is essential
to gain a deeper understanding of the effectiveness of the two leadership styles [12]. We
found that transactional leadership alleviates the negative impact of distributive justice
on OCB, which is in line with the previous research showing transactional leadership
as an important contingent factor in increasing positive work-related outcomes [57,66].
Specifically, transactional leadership effectiveness as a result of contingent reinforcement
and management by exception to induce desirable behaviors of subordinates alleviates the
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negative relationship between distributive justice and OCB. Although public employees
are more satisfied with the job itself than with pecuniary rewards, they may still feel a
sense of uncertainty about what performance levels they should achieve and how much
compensation they receive from the organization. However, transactional leaders mitigate
the negative effect of distributive justice on OCB by eliminating uncertainty by commu-
nicating with their subordinates about clear job performance methods, responsibilities,
and compensation for performance. In other words, distributive justice reduces employee
OCB by undermining work motivation. However, if a leader demonstrates transactional
leadership in this situation, trust in leadership can be formed based on the economic ex-
change relationship between the leader and the subordinate, which in turn encourages
subordinates with PSM to exhibit OCB.

Finally, the results showed that transformational leadership enhances the positive
relationship between goal clarity and OCB, which is consistent with prior research [61,70].
Based on goal-setting theory, clear organizational goals allow employees to feel a sense of
goal commitment and increase work motivation. Furthermore, transformational leadership
enhances the benefits of goal clarity in promoting OCB. Building on social exchange theory,
employees who perceive goal clarity are likely to engage in OCB in an organizational
context where leaders show greater transformational leadership that internalizes the norm
of reciprocity in employees than those with less transformational leadership [68,69]. Hence,
our evidence of the interacting effects of the norm of obligation to reciprocate support
from transformational leadership behaviors and the motivation caused by clear, specific
organizational goals provides scholars with possibilities and necessities for the combination
of motivational and leadership theories.

5.2. Practical Implications

Our study suggests several practical implications. First, given that distributive justice
negatively affects OCB, it should be wary of increasing work motivation and encouraging
public employees to exhibit OCB by providing economic rewards corresponding to the
amount of effort they invest in performing their jobs. That is, excessive emphasis on extrin-
sic compensation such as wages, performance-based bonuses, and promotions may have a
construction effect that weakens employees’ intrinsic motivation in public organizations.
Just as many private sector organizations implement personnel compensation management
that emphasizes material rewards to strengthen employee work motivation, public organi-
zations also seek to encourage employees to work harder by introducing and expanding
a remuneration system centered on monetary reward allocation. However, based on the
perspective of the crowding-out effect, these tangible compensation policies could be inef-
fective in promoting the OCB of public employees who have intrinsic work motivation,
such as PSM. Hence, public organizations and managers try to increase employee OCB by
redesigning their jobs to be oriented to intrinsic rewards, such as a sense of achievement,
responsibility, and meaningful work.

Second, clear organizational goals should be set to encourage employees to exhibit
OCB. For instance, it is necessary to specify priorities among various sub-goals to achieve
the main goals or to clearly articulate the method and timing of achieving the goals to
improve employees’ understanding of organizational goals. In addition, public organi-
zations need to develop quantitative performance measurement indicators so that the
degree of goal achievement can be objectively measured in order to increase employee
work motivation.

Finally, public managers should exhibit transformational leadership rather than trans-
actional leadership. In this study, we confirmed that even though the fair distribution
of organizational outcomes decreases employees’ extra-role behaviors, this negative re-
lationship between distributive justice and OCB weakens when a leader demonstrates
transactional leadership behaviors. Consequently, public managers need to communicate
with their employees about appropriate rewards corresponding to successful performance
and clearly inform them what to do to achieve performance to encourage them to exhibit
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OCB in situations where they perceive high levels of distributive justice. Furthermore,
public managers need to engage in transformational leadership behaviors, including ide-
alized influence, intellectual stimulation, individualized consideration, and inspirational
motivation, to increase employee OCB. For example, given that transformational leadership
is a managerial capacity that can be developed, public organizations should provide their
managers with educational programs and training to cultivate transformational leadership.
This is evidently practical, as managers can learn such leadership behaviors while being
guided by leadership training programs, such as the FRLM [90,91].

5.3. Limitations and Future Directions

Although this study makes a significant contribution to public management research
by combining motivation and leadership theories, some limitations should be noted. First,
the results may not be generalizable to different time periods and to other public organi-
zations in other countries because our study relied on one-year, cross-sectional Korean
government data. Therefore, future studies need to collect longitudinal data, including
data from various government levels and from many other industries and countries [92,93].
Second, we acknowledge that CMV may still exist because this study relied on a single
source of data. Even though Harman’s single-factor test showed no threat of having one
major factor dominate covariance (only 39% of the covariance among the measures), the
PEVS was anonymous. Moreover, the CFA results indicated that the hypothesized four-
factor model fit the data well. However, our study is not sufficient to validate the findings
of empirical models. Therefore, future studies should collect data from multiple sources to
remove CMV. Third, another topic in the field of public management that future research
could explore is the moderating effect of different leadership styles, including servant
leadership and ethical leadership. To be specific, servant leadership may condition the
influence of goal clarity on OCB because this leadership style could be congruent with
goal clarity in that servant leaders go beyond their own self-interest for the sake of the
organization and prioritize the fulfillment of their followers’ needs [94]. Ethical leaders
focus on transactional efforts to influence their followers to prevent unethical and harmful
interpersonal behavior [95]. This feature of ethical leadership matches distributive justice
and enhances the positive relationship between distributive justice and OCB. Finally, it
should be noted that the measures of transformational and transactional leadership were
not created using survey items similar to those in the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire
inventory. Therefore, the measures could have weak construct validity. This problem often
happens when researchers use secondary data, such as the PEVS, to evaluate employees’
general work attitudes and behaviors and human resource management practices but not
specific behavioral dimensions of transactional and transformational leadership. Future
research must create better measures.

6. Conclusions

Our study makes several contributions to the motivation and leadership literature.
First, by examining the effects of distributive justice and goal clarity on employee OCB,
the study answers the question of whether employees’ perceptions of the fairness of out-
come allocation and clear understanding of organizational goals play a significant role
in encouraging employees to exhibit extra-role behaviors that are beneficial to organiza-
tional performance and sustainability. Second, by synthesizing motivation and leadership
theories, our study answers the question of whether transactional and transformational
leadership strengthens the potential benefits of distributive justice and goal clarity in in-
creasing employee OCB. In doing so, we provide a refined look at the effects of the two
managerial practices on OCB for public management scholars and practitioners and mean-
ingful insights into how to manage OCB more effectively by examining the moderating
effects of the two leadership styles.
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