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Abstract 

This study investigated the relationship between leader humility (LH) and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), considering the 

mediating effects of job satisfaction (JS) and employee engagement (EE) among staff at a public university in Ghana. Employing a cross-

sectional design, data were collected from 246 participants selected through stratified sampling using a structured questionnaire, and 

hypotheses were tested via structural equation modeling. Findings revealed that LH is positively and significantly associated with OCB, 

JS, and EE. Additionally, JS and EE were found to have significant positive relationships with OCB and partially mediated the link 

between LH and OCB. The results suggest that employees under humble leaders are more likely to experience satisfaction, engagement, 

and demonstrate OCB, highlighting the value of humble leadership in fostering positive employee behaviors. Consequently, 

organizations aiming to cultivate satisfied, engaged employees who exhibit OCB should promote humble leadership traits among their 

supervisors. 
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Introduction 

Most employees recognize that their primary responsibility is to complete assigned tasks and deliver work that meets 

organizational standards. Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), however, refers to voluntary actions that go beyond 

formal job requirements, contributing to the overall effectiveness of the organization [1, 2]. Although these discretionary 

behaviors support organizational efficiency, they are typically not directly rewarded or acknowledged by formal incentive 

systems [3]. Employees who consistently exceed their job expectations and dedicate extra effort are often found in high-

performing organizations [4]. Social exchange theory explains OCB by suggesting that individuals feel compelled to 

reciprocate when they benefit from others’ actions [5, 6]. Empirical studies indicate that Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) 

predicts OCB, as employees who maintain positive relationships with leaders frequently demonstrate behaviors that assist 

coworkers and enhance organizational performance [7-9].  

This underscores the pivotal role of leaders in organizations. Leaders, as authority figures working closely with subordinates, 

influence employee attitudes and represent the organization [10, 11]. Leader humility (LH) has been highlighted as a valuable 

organizational trait due to its positive outcomes [12-16]. The first theoretical framework for humility in organizational 

leadership was developed by Owens and Hekman [17], detailing behaviors, processes, contingencies, and outcomes related to 

organizational functioning. Like other other-centered leadership styles, LH is recognized for promoting constructive employee 

behaviors that enhance productivity [10, 18-21]. Humble leaders adopt a bottom-up approach, avoid self-centeredness, and 
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value contributions from others [12, 22]. LH is defined as an interpersonal trait displayed in social contexts, characterized by 

accurate self-awareness, appreciation of others’ strengths, and openness to feedback and learning [23].  

Owens et al. [23] further emphasized that LH shapes perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors by influencing leader-follower 

interactions. Employees benefit from humble leaders, which often encourages reciprocal constructive behaviors. Since leaders 

symbolize the organization, followers interpret humble behaviors as organizational support, thereby fostering OCB [24]. 

Despite this, public sector organizations sometimes experience egocentric leaders who negatively impact corporate culture 

and employee performance, making humility in leadership an underexplored trait in scholarly literature [25]. Given that 

employees often leave supervisors rather than organizations [26], examining LH is crucial for both employee and 

organizational outcomes. Public sector institutions also face issues like absenteeism, lack of cooperation, resource misuse, 

and property theft [27, 28].  

Research suggests that humble leaders model positive behaviors that encourage employees to engage in OCB via job 

satisfaction (JS) and employee engagement (EE) [23, 29, 30]. However, few studies have examined the direct influence of LH 

on followers’ extra-role behaviors [16, 31], and the literature on humble leadership is still developing [22, 32]. Furthermore, 

LH characteristics may affect JS and EE, which could subsequently impact OCB, yet empirical studies on these mediating 

relationships remain limited. Addressing this gap, the current study investigates the effect of LH on OCB, considering the 

mediating roles of JS and EE in a public university context. 

Public universities often face resource constraints, making LH and OCB especially important. Institutions known for humble 

leadership may attract talented faculty, staff, and students. Additionally, humble leaders can motivate employees to exceed 

job expectations, fostering collaboration, knowledge sharing, and a supportive learning environment, ultimately enhancing 

service experiences for students and the broader university community. 

Theoretical background and hypotheses 

Leader humility and organizational citizenship behavior 

Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) theory emphasizes the importance of relationships between individuals of unequal status 

in organizations and their impact on work outcomes [33-35]. LMX suggests that humble leaders can stimulate OCB, as 

employees with positive relationships with their supervisors are more likely to engage in behaviors that support coworkers 

and enhance organizational performance [7-9, 32]. Humble leaders inspire followers to demonstrate extra-role behaviors, with 

their integrity and exemplary traits motivating employees to reciprocate with constructive actions [36]. Empirical evidence 

further supports a positive link between LH and OCB, showing that OCB is often facilitated by the guidance and support of 

humble leaders [37-39].  

Hypothesis: H1: Leader humility is positively associated with organizational citizenship behavior. 

Leader humility and job satisfaction 

Humble leaders tend to positively impact their followers [14], including influencing employee job satisfaction (JS) [40]. 

According to Yang and Xu [41], leaders who exhibit humility often listen attentively before speaking, which cultivates a 

supportive environment and, over time, enhances employee satisfaction. Employees are also more likely to feel satisfied when 

leaders acknowledge their strengths, accept their weaknesses, and prioritize their personal growth [17]. Through the leader–

member exchange (LMX) framework, team members who share strong relationships with humble leaders are provided 

opportunities to voice their opinions and engage in communication [42]. Employees embedded in positive social exchange 

relationships within teams led by humble and supportive supervisors are expected to develop favourable attitudes toward their 

jobs [43]. Empirical studies have confirmed this relationship; Owens et al. [23] and Ou et al. [29] both found that leader 

humility (LH) is positively associated with follower JS, while Oga and Worlu [44] reported that LH significantly influences 

employees’ JS. Based on these findings, the hypothesis is proposed as follows: 

H2: LH is positively related to JS. 

Leader humility and employee engagement 

Recent studies identify leader humility as a fundamental organisational virtue, linking it to enhanced employee engagement 

(EE) [16]. Wright et al. [45] assert that humble leaders show genuine interest in employee growth, fostering positive reciprocal 

exchanges. Yang and Xu [41] highlight that a humble leadership approach shapes employees’ favourable work attitudes, 

including engagement. This nurtures a shared interpersonal process that motivates team members to achieve their full potential 

[46]. Furthermore, humble leaders inspire similar behaviours among their followers [46]. Kahn [47] emphasizes that when 

employees trust supportive and humble leaders, they are more willing to commit to their work due to feelings of psychological 

safety. Empirical evidence also suggests that LH helps employees manage stress by offering support, while simultaneously 

motivating them to exert greater effort in task performance and workplace engagement [48]. Similarly, Rich et al. [49] found 

that humble leaders energize subordinates, increasing focus and dedication to work, aligning with the concept of engagement. 
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Luo et al. [50], in their meta-analysis, further confirmed a positive relationship between humble leadership and employee 

engagement. Consequently, the hypothesis is stated as: 

H3: LH is positively related to EE. 

Job satisfaction and organisational citizenship behaviour 

Job satisfaction (JS) refers to employees’ overall attitudes toward various aspects of their work, including pay, supervisory 

style, coworkers, promotions, and the job itself [51]. Employees who are satisfied with their work take pride in their 

organisational affiliation, support its objectives, and demonstrate higher levels of organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB) 

[52, 53]. Yee et al. [54] emphasized that satisfied employees reflect the true value of the organisation, translating their 

contentment into OCB. Several studies have identified a positive link between JS and OCB; for example, Unal [55] found a 

significant relationship between JS and the four OCB dimensions: altruism, courtesy, sportsmanship, and civic virtue. 

Mohammad [56], Gunay [57], and Hemakumara [58] similarly demonstrated that JS positively influences OCB. Based on 

these findings, the hypothesis is formulated as: 

H4: JS is positively related to OCB. 

Employee engagement and organisational citizenship behaviour 

Employee engagement (EE) is conceptualized as a positive state of mental well-being that promotes optimal functioning 

within organisational settings [59]. It manifests through vigour, dedication, and absorption [60], reflecting employees’ 

physical, cognitive, and emotional connection to their work [61]. Uddin et al. [62] argue that higher EE produces a more 

productive workforce and elevates performance levels. Empirical research supports a strong link between EE and OCB; Ariani 

[63] found EE to be significantly and positively associated with OCB, while Amadi et al. [64] and Macey and Schneider [65] 

reported similar results. Additionally, Christian et al. [66] in a meta-analysis, and Byaruhanga and Othuma [67] also confirmed 

a positive correlation between EE and OCB. Accordingly, the hypothesis is: 

H5: EE is positively related to OCB. 

Job satisfaction as a mediator between leader humility and organisational citizenship behaviour 

Employees’ job satisfaction often manifests through workplace relationships, cooperative behaviour, and interactions, with 

supervisors’ personalities serving as a key influencing factor [68]. Leaders who display humility can enhance their 

subordinates’ satisfaction with their work. Farrington and Lillah [69] demonstrated a positive link between leader humility 

(LH) and employee JS, while Sabir et al. [70] argued that organisational outcomes are the product of both leader and employee 

contributions. Similarly, Luo et al. [50] confirmed that humble leadership positively shapes employees’ job satisfaction. Since 

job satisfaction is also recognised as a determinant of organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB) [56-58], it is proposed that: 

H6: JS mediates the relationship between LH and OCB. 

Employee engagement as a mediator between leader humility and organisational citizenship behaviour 

According to social exchange theory, employees reciprocate their leaders’ positive intentions with constructive workplace 

behaviours and attitudes [71]. Engagement tends to increase when employees perceive that leaders genuinely care for their 

welfare and consistently embody organisational values [47]. Empirical studies support this: Nielsen et al. [72] found that 

humble leadership positively affects employees’ emotions and attitudes, which in turn enhances employee engagement (EE). 

Humble leaders also recognise employees’ contributions and help them appreciate the importance of their work, which fosters 

OCB [73]. Evidence from Aboramadan and Dahleez [74] shows that EE mediates the connection between positive leadership 

styles—such as transformational, transactional, or humble leadership—and OCB. Likewise, Ozturk et al. [75] found that EE 

serves as a mediator in the link between servant leadership and extra-role behaviours, and El-Gazar et al. [76] reported an 

indirect relationship between LH and proactive behaviours via engagement. Hence, the following hypothesis is advanced: 

H7: EE mediates the relationship between LH and OCB. 

Control variables 

This study accounts for family-supportive supervisor behaviour (FSSB) and trust in supervisor (TIS) as control variables due 

to their potential impact on OCB and related constructs. For example, O’Grady [8] reported that employees who trust their 

supervisors are more likely to engage in OCB, while Alam et al. [77] suggested that supportive supervisors enhance leadership 

effectiveness and increase EE. Trust also plays a role in employees’ job satisfaction [78], and high-quality leader–member 

exchanges characterised by trust are linked to discretionary employee behaviours beyond formal job requirements [79]. 

Including FSSB and TIS as controls ensures that the influence of LH on OCB via JS and EE is not confounded. 

Conceptual framework 
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Figure 1 illustrates the study’s conceptual framework, reflecting the seven hypotheses previously outlined. Direct paths from 

LH to OCB, JS, and EE correspond to H1, H2, and H3, respectively. The relationships from JS to OCB and EE to OCB 

represent H4 and H5. The mediating pathways—LH → JS → OCB and LH → EE → OCB—capture H6 and H7. FSSB and 

TIS are included as control variables to account for their potential effects. 

 
Figure 1. Conceptual framework 

Materials and Methods  

Research design 

This study employed a cross-sectional survey design. This approach was deemed suitable because the research focused on 

individual employees as the unit of analysis and relied on a standardized questionnaire to collect data at a single point in time 

[80, 81]. Additionally, the design facilitated the collection of quantitative data, which was subsequently analysed using both 

descriptive and inferential statistical techniques, allowing the results to be generalizable to the broader population [82].  

Sampling procedure 

The study targeted 640 administrators from a public university in Ghana, from which a sample of 246 respondents was 

determined using Yamane’s [83] formula for sample size calculation. To ensure that all staff categories were proportionately 

represented, a stratified random sampling technique was applied. Within each stratum, participants were selected through a 

lottery method, guaranteeing representativeness across the population. Table 1 presents the sampling frame, detailing the 

various strata and the corresponding sample sizes. Importantly, respondents were considered knowledgeable enough to 

accurately complete the questionnaire, which helped mitigate potential common method bias [84].  

 

Table 1. Population and sample 

Stratum Population Sample 

Administrative Assistants 177 68 

Senior Administrative Assistants 184 71 

Principal Administrative Assistants 233 90 

Chief Administrative Assistants 46 17 

Total 640 246 

Instrument and data collection 

For this study, a structured questionnaire was developed to allow respondents to self-report their perceptions. The instrument 

consisted of two main parts: the first captured participants’ demographic details, and the second focused on the study variables. 

All items were assessed on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (indicating the lowest level of agreement) to 7 (indicating 

the highest level of agreement). 

Leader humility (LH) was measured using the instrument by Owens et al. [23], with items such as, “My supervisor actively 

seeks my feedback even if it is critical.” Organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB) was adapted from Podsakoff et al. [85], 

including statements like, “I help others who have heavy workloads.” Job satisfaction (JS) was measured using selected items 

from the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) by Weiss et al. [86], for instance, “I am satisfied with the feeling of 

accomplishment I get from the job.” Employee engagement (EE) employed items adapted from Rich et al. [49], such as “I 

work with intensity on my job.” Family-supportive supervisor behaviour (FSSB) used items from Hammer et al. [87], for 

example, “My supervisor is willing to listen to my problems in juggling work and non-work life.” Trust in supervisor (TIS) 

was measured with items adapted from Yang et al. [88], including “I can depend on my supervisor to meet his/her 

responsibilities.” All measures were adjusted to fit the Ghanaian context. 
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To reduce potential bias from self-reporting, the questionnaire included an introductory section explaining the study’s 

objectives, emphasising confidentiality and anonymity, and providing clear instructions for completion [89-91]. The complete 

set of survey items is provided in the appendix. Ethical clearance was granted by the University of Cape Coast Institutional 

Review Board (UCCIRB/CHLS/2023/05), and respondents provided written informed consent before participating. 

Data processing and analysis 

Collected questionnaires were coded and analysed using SPSS and SmartPLS. Descriptive statistics, including frequencies 

and percentages, were computed to summarise demographic variables. Hypotheses were tested using partial least squares 

structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) via SmartPLS. 

The measurement model was assessed to ensure the reliability and validity of constructs. This involved examining indicator 

reliability through factor loadings, construct reliability via Cronbach’s alpha, and composite reliability, convergent validity 

using average variance extracted (AVE), and discriminant validity using the HTMT criterion. The structural model was 

evaluated by considering the coefficient of determination (R²), predictive relevance (Q²), multicollinearity (VIF), effect sizes 

(f²), and the significance of path coefficients (β). 

Results and Discussion 

Sample characteristics 

Table 2 summarises the demographic profile of respondents. Slightly more than half of the participants were female (50.8%). 

The majority (42.7%) fell within the 31–40-year age bracket, while 23.2% were aged 18–30 years. Most respondents (75.2%) 

held a bachelor’s degree. Regarding professional rank, 36.6% were Principal Administrative Assistants. The majority of 

participants (43.1%) reported having between 2 and 5 years of work experience. 

 

Table 2. Characteristics of sample 

Characteristic Category Frequency Percent 

Gender 
Female 125 50.8 

Male 121 49.2 

Age 

18–30 years 57 23.2 

31–40 years 105 42.7 

41–50 years 52 21.1 

51–60 years 32 13 

Level of Education 

Bachelor’s degree 185 75.2 

Master’s degree 58 23.6 

PhD 3 1.2 

Rank 

Administrative Assistant 68 27.6 

Senior Administrative Assistant 71 28.9 

Principal Administrative Assistant 90 36.6 

Chief Administrative Assistant 17 6.9 

Number of years worked in the University 

Less than one year 25 10.2 

2–5years 106 43.1 

6–10years 51 20.7 

over 10 years 64 26 

 Total 246 100 

Measurement model 

As presented in Table 3, the analysis indicates that the data collected from respondents were free from common method bias. 

This conclusion is based on variance inflation factor (VIF) scores, which Kock [92] identifies as a diagnostic tool for detecting 

common method bias. All indicators exhibited VIF values below the 5.0 threshold recommended by Hair et al. [93], 

confirming that the data met the acceptable criteria for bias-free measurement. 

 

Table 3. Indicator loadings test statistics and common method bias 

Construct indicator Loading t value VIF 

EE1 0.780 11.540 3.688 

EE2 0.903 29.071 2.272 

EE3 0.575 10.314 1.540 

EE4 0.924 31.833 4.740 

EE5 0.828 15.287 5.848 

EE6 0.893 28.772 3.524 
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EE7 0.745 11.024 2.569 

EE8 0.519 4.561 2.534 

FSSB1 0.627 6.232 1.922 

FSSB2 0.640 5.801 2.137 

FSSB3 0.799 5.286 3.096 

FSSB4 0.833 6.718 4.623 

FSSB5 0.738 4.430 3.883 

FSSB6 0.617 3.834 2.280 

FSSB7 0.672 1.931 1.968 

JS2 0.649 8.723 1.862 

JS3 0.634 8.263 3.726 

JS4 0.841 39.120 2.339 

JS5 0.842 24.709 2.905 

JS6 0.852 17.896 4.043 

JS8 0.699 9.843 2.772 

LH1 0.884 62.598 2.862 

LH2 0.784 35.756 4.796 

LH3 0.667 13.025 2.852 

LH4 0.626 8.715 1.986 

LH5 0.565 9.905 2.133 

LH6 0.718 13.294 2.852 

LH7 0.807 27.323 2.909 

LH8 0.660 13.810 2.267 

LH9 0.732 25.668 2.425 

OCB1 0.893 42.760 2.665 

OCB5 0.765 18.908 4.427 

OCB6 0.435 5.280 2.817 

OCB7 0.826 33.360 2.358 

OCB8 0.736 16.575 4.012 

OCB9 0.950 73.480 3.314 

OCB10 0.785 27.163 4.633 

TIS1 0.743 2.865 1.932 

TIS2 0.845 4.297 2.843 

TIS3 0.953 4.217 2.289 

TIS4 0.813 3.563 3.433 

TIS5 0.809 3.209 4.254 

 

Regarding indicator reliability, Table 3 shows that the construct loadings met the necessary requirements, and the 

corresponding t values confirmed their significance, justifying their retention in the model. Henseler et al. [94] suggested that 

indicators with loadings of 0.70 or higher can reliably measure their respective constructs, implying that those below this 

threshold should generally be removed. Nonetheless, Benitez et al. [95] argued that indicators with loadings as low as 0.50 

can be retained if their inclusion does not compromise the overall model reliability and validity, which explains why some 

indicators below 0.70 were kept. Concerning internal consistency reliability, the Cronbach’s alpha (CA) and composite 

reliability (CR) values presented in Table 4 indicated that all constructs achieved satisfactory reliability, as all values exceeded 

0.70. Furthermore, convergent validity, assessed via the average variance extracted (AVE), met the recommended criterion 

(AVE ≥ 0.50), confirming that the constructs exhibited appropriate interrelationships. 

 

Table 4. Construct reliability and convergent validity 

Construct CA CR AVE 

EE 0.918 0.925 0.615 

FSSB 0.846 0.849 0.557 

JS 0.875 0.889 0.576 

LH 0.890 0.906 0.521 

OCB 0.890 0.916 0.617 

TIS 0.925 0.920 0.698 

 

The discriminant validity (DV) of the model was assessed using the HTMT ratio criterion, chosen for its effectiveness in 

evaluating the distinctiveness of constructs. As shown in Table 5, no DV concerns were identified, since all values remained 
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below both the conservative (0.85) and liberal (0.90) thresholds recommended for confirming the absence of DV issues [96]. 

Consequently, all variables were retained for further analysis of the phenomenon. 

 

Table 5. Discriminant validity-HTMT 

Construct EE FSSB JS LH OCB TIS 

EE       

FSSB 0.846      

JS 0.805 0.819     

LH 0.307 0.321 0.312    

OCB 0.326 0.443 0.502 0.647   

TIS 0.304 0.265 0.341 0.457 0.279  

Structural model 

The structural model was subsequently evaluated, with Table 6 presenting key parameters such as R² and Q². Regarding R², 

the findings indicated that 58.6% of the variance in OCB was explained collectively by LH, JS, EE, FSSB, and TIS, which, 

according to Hair et al. [93], represents a moderate level of explanatory power. Additionally, LH accounted for 10.7% of the 

variance in JS and 10.8% of the variance in EE. Concerning predictive relevance (Q²), the results revealed that OCB (Q² = 

0.515) exhibited substantial predictive relevance, whereas JS (Q² = 0.098) and EE (Q² = 0.098) demonstrated only limited 

predictive relevance within the model. 

 

Table 6. Coefficient of determination and predictive relevance 

Construct R2 Q2 

OCB 0.586 0.515 

JS 0.107 0.098 

EE 0.108 0.098 

 

Table 7 presents the hypothesis testing results along with the effect sizes (f²), while Figure 2 illustrates the beta values of the 

hypothesized model. The results were analyzed across three categories: direct links, indirect links, and controls. Regarding 

direct paths, LH showed significant positive relationships with OCB (LH → OCB; β = 0.620), JS (LH → JS; β = 0.327), and 

EE (LH → EE; β = 0.329). Additionally, JS (JS → OCB; β = 0.335) and EE (EE → OCB; β = 0.291) were significantly 

positively associated with OCB. The indirect effects indicated that LH influenced OCB via JS (LH → JS → OCB; β = 0.109) 

and EE (LH → EE → OCB; β = 0.095), representing complementary partial mediation [97], consistent with the study’s 

hypotheses, all seven of which were supported. In the control category, FSSB and TIS were examined to account for potential 

confounding influences; however, neither FSSB (FSSB → OCB; β = 0.217) nor TIS (TIS → OCB; β = 0.050) showed 

significant relationships with OCB. Regarding effect sizes, Table 7 shows that LH had a large effect on OCB but only weak 

effects on JS and EE, whereas JS and EE exerted small effects on OCB. 

 

 
Figure 2. Beta values of hypothesised PLS-SEM model 
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Table 7. Results of hypotheses test 

Hypotheses: Paths β t value ρ value f2 

Direct link     

H1: LH → OCB 0.620 7.450 0.000 0.549 

H2: LH → JS 0.327 6.734 0.000 0.120 

H3: LH → EE 0.329 7.069 0.000 0.121 

H4: JS → OCB 0.335 2.493 0.013 0.089 

H5: EE → OCB 0.291 2.833 0.005 0.073 

Indirect link     

H6: LH → JS → OCB 0.109 2.087 0.037  

H7: LH → EE → OCB 0.095 2.679 0.007  

Controls     

FSSB → OCB 0.217 1.031 0.303 0.029 

TIS → OCB 0.050 0.292 0.770 0.003 

Note: f2 of 0.02, 0.15 and 0.35 is seen as small, medium and large respectively. 

The present study investigated the relationship between leader humility (LH) and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), 

considering the mediating effects of job satisfaction (JS) and employee engagement (EE) within a public university. Seven 

hypotheses were tested in this research. The results indicated that LH is positively and significantly associated with OCB, JS, 

and EE. The observed link between LH and OCB aligns with prior studies by Bradley and Klotz [37], Chon and Zoltan [36], 

Khan and Malik [38], and Organ [39]. Likewise, the positive association between LH and JS corroborates findings by Owens 

et al. [23], Ou et al. [29], and Oga and Worlu [44]. In addition, this study confirms the positive and significant connection 

between LH and EE reported by Rich et al. [49] and Wang et al. [48]. These outcomes suggest that LH, via leader–member 

exchange (LMX), fosters favorable work outcomes for employees [14, 35]. By exhibiting humility, leaders cultivate 

constructive relationships with their staff, which in turn promotes beneficial outcomes such as OCB, JS, and EE [32, 41, 48]. 

Furthermore, this study supports the view of leader humility as a critical organizational virtue that enhances employees’ 

positive work behaviors and overall productivity [12, 14-16, 21]. Finally, the findings reinforce the broader notion that leaders 

play a pivotal role in shaping employee attitudes, as emphasized by prior research [10, 11].  

Moreover, the study confirmed that job satisfaction (JS) and employee engagement (EE) are significantly and positively 

associated with organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). The positive connection between JS and OCB aligns with prior 

research by Gunay [57], Hemakumara [58], Mohammad [56], and Unal [55], while the link between EE and OCB is consistent 

with findings from Ariani [63], Amadi et al. [64], Byaruhanga and Othuma [67], Christian et al. [66], and Macey and Schneider 

[65]. These results indicate that both JS and EE serve as important predictors of OCB. The association between JS and OCB 

supports the views of Awang et al. [52] and Steinhaus and Perry [53], who argued that satisfied employees take pride in their 

organizational affiliation, endorse its objectives, and display higher levels of OCB. Likewise, the relationship between EE 

and OCB demonstrates that engaged employees, who are physically, cognitively, and emotionally committed to their 

organization, are more productive and willingly engage in extra-role behaviors [61, 62].  

Additionally, the findings revealed that JS and EE partially mediate the relationship between LH and OCB, indicating that 

these factors not only relate directly to OCB but also convey the influence of LH on it. In essence, LH positively affects JS 

and EE, which in turn are associated with enhanced OCB. Through leader–member exchange (LMX), humble leaders foster 

positive employee attitudes, recognize their contributions, and help them appreciate the significance of their work, thereby 

promoting both satisfaction and engagement, which ultimately translate into greater OCB [68, 72, 73].  

 

Conclusion 

The study concludes that LH is positively linked to JS, EE, and OCB. Furthermore, JS and EE not only directly contribute to 

OCB but also act as mediators in the LH–OCB relationship. Therefore, organizations aiming to enhance employee satisfaction, 

engagement, and OCB should prioritize cultivating humble leadership traits among their supervisors, as LH directly promotes 

these outcomes while JS and EE both reinforce and mediate its effects on OCB. 

Theoretical implications 

From a theoretical perspective, this study highlights the importance of incorporating humble leadership (LH) into leadership 

and management research due to its beneficial effects on employee work outcomes. The findings provide support for leader–

member exchange (LMX) theory, illustrating how reciprocal relationships develop between leaders and employees through a 

series of exchanges [98, 99]. Employees respond to the positive behaviors of humble leaders by engaging in quid pro quo 

arrangements and extra-role behaviors [100, 101], reflecting the principle of reciprocity outlined by Blau [71]. Beyond 

fostering OCB, LH also enhances other favorable employee outcomes such as job satisfaction (JS) and employee engagement 
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(EE). Through the leader–subordinate relationship, humility exhibited by leaders influences employees, increasing their 

satisfaction and engagement, which subsequently drives extra-role behaviors, including OCB. 

Practical implications 

Practically, the study underscores the critical role of LH in cultivating a positive work environment and encouraging desirable 

employee behaviors. By promoting JS and EE, humble leaders enhance OCB, demonstrating that employees under humble 

supervision are more satisfied, engaged, and likely to exhibit extra-role behaviors. Organizations aiming to achieve these 

outcomes should prioritize recruiting and selecting supervisors with humble leadership traits [15]. Recruitment efforts should 

clearly specify humility-related qualities in job descriptions, while interviews should assess candidates’ demonstration of such 

traits. For existing supervisors, leadership development initiatives, such as attitudinal training, can reinforce or cultivate 

humility in leadership. 

Furthermore, given the established links between JS and OCB and EE and OCB, organizations should ensure that employees 

remain satisfied and engaged, as these outcomes foster commitment and loyalty [61]. Job satisfaction encourages employees 

to act dutifully, benefiting colleagues and the organization as a whole [102], which, in turn, enhances OCB. Since LH 

influences OCB partly through JS and EE, leaders should actively engage with employees, communicate regularly about task 

progress, show concern for their well-being, delegate responsibilities, and provide autonomy in task execution. 

Limitations and directions for future research 

Caution should be exercised when generalizing these findings to other public sector organizations, as the study focused on a 

single unit. Future research should investigate LH and OCB across multiple public sector organizations to strengthen 

generalizability. Additionally, the cross-sectional design limits understanding of the phenomenon over time, suggesting that 

longitudinal studies could provide insights into its temporal dynamics. Further research should also examine the LH–OCB 

relationship, with JS and EE as mediators, at both individual and group levels, to allow for comparisons across these levels. 
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