


The Effect of ESG Initiatives on Job Satisfaction and Organizational Citizenship Behaviour: Mediating Role of Leadership Styles in the Workplace


ABSTRACT
	Leadership plays an integral part in moulding behaviour and organisational outlook, even in the context Environmental, Social and Governance initiatives (ESG). This paper studies the correlation between ESG practices, leadership styles, Job satisfaction and organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB). Investigates how leadership styles like Authentic, Democratic, Servant, Transformational, Ethical and paternalistic leadership mediate between the company initiatives and employee’s job satisfaction and  OCB. The questionnaire’s reliability and validity were tested with a pilot study. After a successful pilot, for this study, data was collected from 300 participants, which was analysed by Spearman's rho, Structural mediation and ANOVA. It further analysed based on demographics like sector of employment, Gender, Education and Age. The results exhibit that ESG perceptions are significantly correlated with the other variables. Whereas mediation analysis prove that Servant leadership turns out to be the most dominantly effective, followed by paternalistic and transformational leadership in ESG and Job Satisfaction pathway. And Paternalistic as most dominant followed by Servant and transformational leadership in ESG and OCB mediation, while effect of ESG on OCB remains significant. ANOVA depicts a difference in OCB across different age groups and genders, but not significantly different between occupational roles. The research explains the psychological and behavioural mechanisms via ESG practices and its effect on employee job satisfaction and voluntary work initiatives. The research offers an insight for institutions, legislators and management executor to develop strategies to strengthen ESG credibility through value aligned leadership to foster employee well- being and a sustainable growth.
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INTRODUCTION 
Leadership has long been recognized as a defining factor in how organizations function and how employees experience their work. Rather than being confined to authority or hierarchical control, leadership is fundamentally a social and relational process that shapes interactions, shared values, and collective goals within organizations. Burns (1978) described leadership as a process of mutual influence between leaders and followers, emphasizing that meaningful leadership emerges when individuals work together toward a shared purpose. This perspective marked a significant shift away from command-based views of leadership toward a more human-centered understanding grounded in motivation, values, and ethical responsibility.
Building on this foundation, subsequent research has consistently highlighted leadership as a key determinant of employee attitudes and behaviors, particularly job satisfaction and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). Job satisfaction reflects employees’ overall evaluation of their work experiences, shaped by perceptions of fairness, support, recognition, and opportunities for growth (Judge & Piccolo, 2004). Leaders play a crucial role in influencing these perceptions by creating work environments characterized by trust, clarity, and psychological safety. Empirical studies across sectors demonstrate that leaders who inspire, support, and attend to individual employee needs contribute significantly to higher levels of job satisfaction and engagement (Avolio & Bass, 2004; Teoh et al., 2022; Mgaiwa, 2023).
Closely linked to job satisfaction is organizational citizenship behavior, which refers to discretionary actions that are not formally required or rewarded but enhance organizational functioning, such as helping colleagues, showing initiative, and maintaining a positive attitude during challenging situations (Organ, 1988). OCB is widely regarded as essential for organizational resilience, cooperation, and long-term effectiveness. Research consistently shows that employees who are satisfied with their jobs are more likely to engage in such behaviors, reinforcing the interconnected nature of leadership, job satisfaction, and extra-role performance (Organ & Ryan, 1995; Podsakoff et al., 2000). Social Exchange Theory offers a compelling explanation for this relationship, suggesting that employees reciprocate fair and supportive treatment from leaders by contributing beyond their formal role expectations (Blau, 1964).
In recent years, leadership research has expanded to include Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) considerations, reflecting growing expectations that organizations operate responsibly and sustainably. ESG frameworks extend beyond financial performance to encompass environmental stewardship, social well-being, and ethical governance. Leadership plays a pivotal role in translating ESG values into everyday organizational practices by signaling priorities, modeling ethical behavior, and fostering alignment between organizational values and employee beliefs (Freeman, 1984). When employees perceive ESG initiatives as authentic and genuinely supported by leadership, they are more likely to develop trust, organizational identification, and a willingness to contribute voluntarily to sustainability-related goals (Mael & Ashforth, 1992; McAllister, 1995).
Not all leadership approaches, however, yield positive outcomes. Passive and avoidant leadership styles, particularly laissez-faire leadership, are consistently associated with unfavorable employee experiences. Characterized by a lack of involvement, delayed decision-making, and minimal guidance, laissez-faire leadership increases role ambiguity, reduces job satisfaction, and weakens organizational citizenship behavior (Hinkin & Schriesheim, 2008; Skogstad et al., 2014). Such non-leadership undermines employees’ sense of support and accountability, ultimately impairing both individual well-being and organizational effectiveness.
Against this backdrop, the present study synthesizes existing literature on leadership styles and examines their influence on job satisfaction, organizational citizenship behavior, and ESG-related outcomes. By integrating leadership theory with social exchange and stakeholder perspectives, the study provides a comprehensive framework for understanding how leadership behaviors shape employee experiences and sustainable organizational performance. In doing so, it underscores the critical role of engaged, ethical, and value-driven leadership in fostering employee well-being, encouraging discretionary effort, and strengthening long-term organizational legitimacy in an increasingly sustainability-focused world.
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Leadership, Job Satisfaction, Organizational Citizenship Behaviour, and ESG
Leadership has long been recognized as one of the most influential forces shaping how organizations function and how employees experience their work. Rather than being limited to authority or positional power, leadership is fundamentally about relationships—how leaders and followers interact, influence one another, and work collectively toward shared goals. Burns (1978) was one of the earliest scholars to articulate this perspective, describing leadership as a moral and relational process in which both leaders and followers elevate one another through shared purpose and values. This view shifted leadership away from command-and-control approaches and towards a more human, value-driven understanding of influence.
Building on Burns’ foundational ideas, subsequent scholars have demonstrated that leadership styles significantly affect employee attitudes and behaviors within organizations. Leadership plays a central role in shaping job satisfaction, discretionary effort, and behaviors that go beyond formal job requirements, commonly referred to as Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) (Organ, 1988; Podsakoff et al., 2000). In the contemporary organizational context, leadership has also become increasingly relevant in driving Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) initiatives, as leaders act as the primary agents through which ethical values, sustainability priorities, and social responsibility are translated into everyday organizational practices (Freeman, 1984; Hasan et al., 2024).
This review synthesizes existing literature on leadership styles, job satisfaction, OCB, and ESG to establish a clear theoretical and empirical foundation for examining how leadership influences employee attitudes, behaviors, and sustainability-oriented outcomes.
Leadership as a Relational and Motivational Process
Burns’ (1978) conceptualization of leadership as a shared, relational process marked a turning point in leadership research. He argued that leadership emerges through interaction rather than hierarchy, emphasizing mutual influence, moral purpose, and collective growth. This perspective laid the groundwork for understanding leadership not merely as directing tasks, but as inspiring meaning and motivation among followers.
Extending this work, Bass and Avolio developed the Full Range Leadership Model, which remains one of the most widely used frameworks in leadership research (Avolio & Bass, 2004). The model categorizes leadership behaviors into transformational, transactional, and passive-avoidant (laissez-faire) styles. Transformational leadership focuses on inspiring followers, fostering intellectual growth, and addressing individual needs, whereas transactional leadership emphasizes goal clarity, rewards, and corrective actions. Importantly, Bass argued that these two styles are not mutually exclusive but complementary, with each fulfilling different organizational need.
Empirical evidence consistently shows that transformational leadership is strongly associated with higher levels of employee satisfaction, trust, and extra effort (Judge & Piccolo, 2004). More recent studies reaffirm these findings across diverse contexts, including higher education and public institutions, where transformational leaders are shown to enhance employees’ sense of purpose and job satisfaction (Mgaiwa, 2023). These findings reinforce the idea that leadership effectiveness extends beyond task completion to encompass emotional and psychological engagement.
To operationalize leadership behaviors within the Full Range Leadership Model, Bass and Avolio developed the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-5X), a widely validated instrument used across cultures and sectors (Avolio & Bass, 2004). The MLQ measures nine dimensions of leadership, including idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, individualized consideration, contingent reward, management-by-exception (active and passive), and laissez-faire leadership. The widespread use of the MLQ underscores its relevance in capturing how leadership behaviors shape employee outcomes (Hinkin & Schriesheim, 2008).
Leadership and Job Satisfaction
Job satisfaction refers to the extent to which employees feel positively about their work, based on perceptions of fairness, support, meaning, and opportunities for growth. Leadership plays a crucial role in shaping these perceptions by influencing work climate, role clarity, and interpersonal relationships (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Leaders who communicate clearly, act ethically, and demonstrate genuine concern for employees contribute to a work environment in which individuals feel valued and secure.
Research consistently demonstrates that transformational leadership is positively associated with job satisfaction across sectors and cultural contexts (Avolio & Bass, 2004; Teoh et al., 2022; Mgaiwa, 2023). Leaders who inspire, recognize individual contributions, and support personal development foster stronger emotional connections between employees and their work. Such leadership not only enhances satisfaction but also reduces stress and turnover intentions.
Job satisfaction, in turn, functions as a critical psychological mechanism linking leadership to positive workplace behaviors. Satisfied employees are more likely to exhibit commitment, invest additional effort, and engage in behaviors that support organizational effectiveness beyond formal role requirements (Organ & Ryan, 1995; Kaur, 2015). Thus, job satisfaction serves as both an outcome of effective leadership and a driver of broader organizational performance.
Organizational Citizenship Behaviour: Concept and Importance
Organizational Citizenship Behavior refers to discretionary actions undertaken by employees that are not explicitly required but significantly enhance organizational functioning. Organ (1988) defined OCB as voluntary behaviors that contribute to organizational effectiveness by improving cooperation, efficiency, and social harmony.
OCB encompasses a range of behaviors, including helping colleagues, demonstrating conscientiousness, maintaining a positive attitude, and actively participating in organizational life (Podsakoff et al., 2000). These behaviors enable organizations to adapt to change, manage uncertainty, and maintain high levels of performance without relying solely on formal control mechanisms.
The conceptual roots of OCB can be traced back to Katz (1964), who argued that organizational success depends not only on role performance but also on employees’ willingness to go beyond prescribed duties. Subsequent research has refined this idea, identifying multiple dimensions of OCB that collectively strengthen organizational resilience and effectiveness (Organ, 1988).
Job Satisfaction and Organizational Citizenship Behaviour
A robust body of research establishes job satisfaction as one of the most consistent predictors of OCB. Employees who perceive their work environment as fair, supportive, and meaningful are more inclined to engage in discretionary behaviors that benefit others and the organization as a whole (Organ & Ryan, 1995). Meta-analytic evidence confirms that this relationship holds across occupations and cultural contexts.
Recent studies further suggest that job satisfaction and OCB reinforce one another over time. Engaging in citizenship behaviors can enhance employees’ sense of belonging and self-worth, which in turn strengthens satisfaction and commitment (King, 2021; Casu et al., 2021). This reciprocal relationship highlights the dynamic nature of employee attitudes and behaviors.
Social Exchange Theory provides a compelling explanation for this linkage. According to Blau (1964), individuals reciprocate favorable treatment with positive behaviors. When leaders and organizations demonstrate support and fairness, employees respond by contributing beyond formal job expectations.
Leadership and Organizational Citizenship Behaviour
Leadership plays a pivotal role in fostering OCB by shaping employees’ perceptions of trust, justice, and ethical standards. Leaders who act as role models, communicate openly, and encourage participation create psychological conditions that motivate employees to engage in citizenship behaviors (Podsakoff et al., 2000).
Ethical leadership, in particular, has been shown to strengthen OCB by aligning individual values with organizational goals and reinforcing norms of fairness and accountability (Brown et al., 2005; Taamneh, 2024). Through consistent ethical conduct, leaders signal that prosocial Behaviour is valued and rewarded within the organization.
Laissez-Faire Leadership as Non-Leadership
In contrast to transformational and transactional leadership, laissez-faire leadership represents an absence of active leadership. Characterized by avoidance of responsibility, delayed decision-making, and lack of guidance, laissez-faire leadership has been widely described as ‘non-leadership’ (Hinkin & Schriesheim, 2008; Skogstad et al., 2014).
Research consistently shows that this passive-avoidant style is associated with negative employee outcomes, including role ambiguity, frustration, stress, and reduced job satisfaction (Kelloway et al., 2006). Unlike destructive leadership, the harm caused by laissez-faire leadership stems from inaction rather than overt hostility.
Empirical studies further indicate that laissez-faire leadership undermines leader effectiveness and reduces employees’ willingness to exert extra effort (Antonakis et al., 2003; Aasland et al., 2010; Garzón-Lasso et al., 2024). Consequently, this leadership style poses significant risks to both employee well-being and organizational performance.
ESG Practices and Employee Outcomes
Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) practices have emerged as central components of organizational legitimacy and long-term sustainability. ESG frameworks emphasize responsible environmental stewardship, social equity, and transparent governance, extending organizational accountability beyond financial performance (Freeman, 1984).
From an employee perspective, ESG practices signal organizational values and ethical priorities. Stakeholder theory suggests that organizations committed to ESG foster trust and identification among employees by demonstrating concern for societal and environmental well-being (Freeman, 1984). When employees perceive ESG initiatives as genuine, they are more likely to experience higher job satisfaction and organizational commitment.
Social Exchange Theory further explains why ESG practices influence employee Behaviour. When organizations invest in ethical and sustainable practices, employees reciprocate through positive attitudes and discretionary behaviors (Blau, 1964). Social Learning Theory also highlights the role of leaders as role models, suggesting that leaders’ commitment to sustainability shapes employees’ own behaviors and attitudes toward ESG (Ullah et al., 2021).
Leadership, ESG, and Citizenship Behaviour
Leadership is critical in translating ESG commitments into meaningful organizational action. Leaders who visibly support sustainability initiatives and act in accordance with stated values enhance employees’ trust in organizational intentions (Mael & Ashforth, 1992; McAllister, 1995).
When employees perceive alignment between organizational values and leadership Behaviour, they are more likely to identify with the organization and engage in citizenship behaviors that support ESG goals (Hasan et al., 2024). This alignment strengthens organizational credibility and encourages employees to contribute voluntarily to sustainability efforts.
Research Gaps and Future Directions
Despite extensive research on leadership, job satisfaction, OCB, and ESG, several gaps remain. Much of the existing literature relies on cross-sectional designs and self-reported measures, limiting causal inference. Longitudinal and experimental studies are needed to better understand how leadership behaviors influence employee perceptions of ESG over time (Podsakoff et al., 2000; Ullah et al., 2021).
Future research should also explore psychological mechanisms such as perceived authenticity, trust, and moral credibility to explain how leadership shapes discretionary Behaviour. Examining outcomes such as innovation, voice Behaviour, and employee retention may further illuminate how leadership contributes to sustainable organizational success.
Overall, the literature clearly demonstrates that leadership is a powerful driver of employee well-being, citizenship behaviour, and sustainability outcomes. Leadership that emphasises ethical responsibility, meaningful engagement, and shared purpose fosters environments in which employees feel valued and motivated to go beyond formal job requirements. In contrast, passive and avoidant leadership undermines trust, satisfaction, and performance. Organisations seeking long-term resilience and legitimacy must therefore prioritise leadership practices that align employee needs with broader societal and environmental goals.
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
This research seeks to unravel the complexities of Job Satisfaction and OCB, by exploring the interplay between ESG practices, Job Satisfaction, Leadership Styles, and Organizational Citizenship behaviour. Leadership style variable includes the following sub-types: Transformational Leadership, Servant Leadership, Authentic Leadership, Ethical Leadership, Democratic Leadership and Paternalistic Leadership. (Bass & Avolio, 1994; van Dierendonck, 2011; Walumbwa et al., 2008; Brown, Treviño, & Harrison, 2005; Lewin, Lippitt, & White, 1939; Redding, 1990).
Employees view ESG initiatives as organizational support, fostering trust and reciprocity towards leaders. ESG policies are also taken into consideration by the managers, in order to adopt a leadership style that would help them improve both  organizational and employee performance in accordance with the organizational alignment. (Dahlsrud, 2008; Carroll, 1991; Turker, 2009).
The leader who inspires and acts ethically motivates employees to adapt company values, increase loyalty and to take initiatives, contributing towards the organizational growth (Burns, 1978; Bass, 1985). The leadership attitudes correlate to the satisfaction and citizenship roles of the employee. This is well advocated by Transformational Leadership theory, which professes that the followers tend to be motivated beyond the spectrum and align with the  collective ideology of the organisation. (Bass & Riggio, 2006). In Indian aspect, Khandwalla (1995) gave an insight as importance of management adapting a liberal and social initiative, whereas Spreitzer, Perttula, and Xin (2005) highlighted it as an effective in perspective of collectivistic culture which support inspiration and group cohesion as an integrated to society.
Supportive leaders create a positive work environment, increasing Job Satisfaction. Satisfied employees engage in OCB to reciprocate the organization’s support. (Organ, 1988; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990). Transformational Leaders inspire employees to prioritize collective goals, increasing OCB. These can be explained by the Social Exchange Theory(SET; Blau, 1964; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005), holding that relationships at workplaces are moulded by behavioural exchanges where people tend to interact with benefits and observed costs with obligations with reciprocal actions. (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Contribution to this study, ESG inspired leadership elevates OCB via proportional jab satisfaction. (Turker, 2009; Organ, Podsakoff, & MacKenzie, 2006).
Through Social Learning theory by Bandura (SLT; Bandura, 1977; 1986), we can understand the interplay of these variables in the following way. Leaders’ commitment to ESG initiatives serves as a model for employees, influencing their adoption of similar values. Leaders’ positive attitudes and behaviours towards ESG initiatives influence employees’ job satisfaction through observational learning. Satisfied employees’ model positive behaviours, influencing peers and fostering OCB (Podsakoff et al., 1990). Transformational leaders’ model and reinforce OCB, inspiring employees to emulate these behaviours (Bass & Riggio, 2006; Avolio & Bass, 1995).
This research seeks to unveil the difficulties of Job Satisfaction and OCB by knowing the co- participation of ESG, Leadership styles and organisational outcomes. The policies lay the groundwork ok climate, ethical commitment and support (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Turker, 2009), aligning Transformational, Servant, Ethical, Democratic, Paternalistic and Authentic Leadership to influence in distinct pathways (Bass & Riggio, 2006; van Dierendonck, 2011; Brown et al., 2005). They contextually validate the Indian organisational setting(Choudhary et al., 2013; Walumbwa et al., 2008; Khandwalla, 1995), positioning as central mediator in the setting through behaviour in exchange of fairness, support and inspiration, which reciprocate through their initiatives at workplace.
METHODOLOGY
RESEARCH DESIGN
This study uses a correlational approach to study the relationships between 2 or more than 2 variables, aiming to identify statistically significant correlations. Data collected is analysed using various statistical techniques to assess the strength and direction of the relationship between the relevant variables. The questionnaires employed valid and reliable scales, customised to suit the specific research context. This approach helps us understand the connection and the way of interaction between the variables.
PARTICIPANTS
	Inclusion criteria:
	· Minimum 18 years of age
· Female, Male, prefer not to say.

	Exclusion criteria:

	· Anyone under the age of 18


DEMOGRAPHIC DETAILS OF THE PARTICIPANTS
· GENDER- Out of the total of 300 respondents, (63.7%) 191 Males, (35.3%) 106 Females and (1%) 3 people prefer not to disclose their gender identity.
· AGE- Most of the sample lies in the age range of 18-24w (39.7%, 119), followed by 25-34(22.7%, 68), 35-44(19.7%, 59), 45-54(15.7%, 47) and finally 55-60+(2.2%, 7).
· EDUCATION- 156 (51.7%) Undergraduates (pursuing as well as graduates), 120 (40%) pursuing or having completed post-graduation or above, 24 (8%) completed higher secondary and educated up to 8 years.
· OCCUPATION- 114 (38.3%) was from managerial fields, 105 (34.7%) from administrative/ technical posts, 42 (14%) executives and 39 (13%) from trade and services. 
PROCEDURE
This study aimed to explore and understand the relationship between various variables, which are as follows: A. Environmental, social and governance; Leadership styles- B. Transformational Leadership Style, C. Servant Leadership, D. Authentic Leadership, E. Ethical Leadership, F. Democratic Leadership, G. Paternalistic Leadership; H. Job Satisfaction and I. Organizational Citizenship behaviour. The survey form used a 5-point Likert Scale to rate the relevance of the topics by the respondents. According to the scale, 1 indicated strong disagreement and 5 indicated strong agreement. The survey questionnaire consisted of 39 items. Through the Likert Scale, it was possible to get a thorough understanding of the respondents’ perspectives on idea of Leadership, Job Satisfaction and OCB. The responses collected were Randomized by Snowball sampling method to ensure participation of diverse population.
HYPOTHESES
1. H1: Servant leadership does not significantly mediate the relationship between employees’ perceptions of ESG (A) and job satisfaction (H). 
2. H2: Paternalistic leadership does not significantly mediate the relationship between employees’ perceptions of ESG (A) and job satisfaction (H).
3. H3: Paternalistic leadership does not significantly mediate the relationship between employees’ perceptions of ESG (A) and organizational citizenship behaviour (I). 
4. H4: Servant leadership does not significantly mediate the relationship between employees’ perceptions of ESG (A) and organizational citizenship behaviour (I). 
MEASURING SCALES
The scales and measures used for the constructs were adapted from 
· Demographics; Age, Gender, Occupational sector and Education items were included (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).
· ESG: ESG climate and Turker’s CSR scale for ESG practices (Turker's (2009) Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) scale and supplemented with ESG Climate items)
· Job Satisfaction: Spector’s JSS scale (global items) for Job Satisfaction (using Spector's (1994) Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS)
· Leadership styles: MLQ-5X (Bass and Avolio, 1995) for Leadership Style
· OCB: (Podskaoff et al., 1990) for OCB capturing five dimensions: Altruism, Conscientiousness, Sportsmanship, Courtesy, and Civic Virtue.
All the adapted scales used a 5-point Likert Scale, ranging from 1 to 5, where 1 represents strongly disagree and 5 represents strongly agree. A pilot study was carried out over 30 respondents to check the internal consistency of the scales using Cronbach’s alpha. (Cronbach, 1951)
	Table 1. Cronbach’s alpha value of a pilot with 30 subjects

	Sr.No
	Variables
	Cronbach's Alpha Value

	A
	Environmental, Social, and Governance
	0.887

	A-1
	My organisation actively supports environment sustainability initiatives
	

	A-2
	my organisation treats employees fairly and respectfully
	

	A-3
	The company is committed to ethical governance and transparency
	

	A-4
	social responsibility is genuine priority here, not just a formality
	

	A-5
	my organisation communicated its ESG goals clearly to employees
	

	
	Leadership Styles
	

	B
	Transformational Leadership
	0.836

	B-1
	My leader inspires me with a clear vision for the future.
	

	B-2
	My leader motivates me by linking my work to a bigger purpose.
	

	B-3
	My leader encourages me to think creatively about problems.
	

	B-4
	My leader supports my growth and development.
	

	C
	Servant Leadership
	0.921

	C-1
	My leader puts employees’ needs before their own.
	

	C-2
	My leader genuinely cares about my well-being.
	

	C-3
	My leader helps create a sense of community in the workplace.
	

	C-4
	My leader listens carefully to employees’ concerns.
	

	D
	Authentic  Leadership
	0.892

	D-1
	My leader is open and honest in communication.
	

	D-2
	My leader admits mistakes and learns from them.
	

	D-3
	My leader makes decisions guided by strong moral values.
	

	D-4
	My leader encourages employees to express their views freely.
	

	E
	Ethical  Leadership
	0.93

	E-1
	My leader acts with integrity and fairness in all situations.
	

	E-2
	My leader clearly communicates ethical standards.
	

	E-3
	My leader rewards employees who act ethically.
	

	E-4
	My leader serves as a role model for ethical conduct.
	

	F
	Democratic  Leadership
	0.889

	F-1
	My leader involves employees in decision-making.
	

	F-2
	My leader values employee input before making choices.
	

	F-3
	My leader fosters open discussions on workplace issues.
	

	F-4
	My leader ensures that every team member’s opinion is considered.
	

	G
	Paternalistic  Leadership
	0.838

	G-1
	My leader shows concern for my personal and family well-being.
	

	G-2
	My leader treats employees like members of a family.
	

	G-3
	My leader balances discipline with care and support.
	

	G-4
	My leader expects loyalty in return for support and protection.
	

	H
	Job Satisfaction
	0.914

	H-1
	I am satisfied with my current job role.
	

	H-2
	I enjoy coming to work most days.
	

	H-3
	I feel valued as an employee of this organisation
	

	H-4
	My work gives me a sense of personal accomplishment.
	

	H-5
	I would recommend my organisation as a good place to work.
	

	I
	Organisational Citizenship Behaviour
	0.794

	I-1
	I willingly help colleagues with work-related problems
	

	I-2
	I go out of my way to contribute to the organisation’s image
	

	I-3
	I often take on tasks that are not formally part of my job.
	

	I-4
	I stay updated with company matters, even when not required
	

	I-5
	I support organisational changes that improve long-term success.
	



3. RESULTS
Descriptive statistics were conducted for the scores of “ESG”, “Leadership Styles”, “Job Satisfaction” and “OCB” in a sample of 300 participants which are Divided on the basis of “Female”, “Male”, “ Prefer Not Say (PNS)”. Table 2,3 & 4 shows the mean and standard deviation for the mentioned variables.
“ESG” (A): Female: M = 19.179, SD = 3.312; Male: M= 20.482, SD= 3.633; PNS: M= 14.667,SD: 8.386.
“Transformational Leadership”(B): Female: M = 15.632, SD = 3.075; Male: M= 16.372, SD= 3.075; PNS: M= 11.667,SD: 6.658. 
“Servant Leadership”(C): Female: M = 15.028, SD = 2.978; Male: M= 15.377, SD= 3.628; PNS: M= 11, SD: 6.245. 
“Authentic Leadership”(D): Female: M = 14.953, SD =2.88; Male: M= 15.346, SD= 3.637; PNS: M= 11, SD: 6.245. 
“Ethical Leadership”(E): Female: M = 14.396, SD = 3.063; Male: M= 16.466, SD= 3.45; PNS: M= 11.667, SD: 6.11.  
“Democratic Leadership” (F): Female: M = 14.858, SD = 3.06; Male: M= 15.686, SD= 3.271; PNS: M= 10.667,SD: 6.11.
“Paternalistic Leadership” (G): Female: M = 14.934, SD =2.826; Male: M= 15.492, SD= 3.436; PNS: M= 11.667,SD: 6.658.
“Job Satisfaction”(H): ”: Female: M = 18.896, SD = 3.67; Male: M= 19.597, SD= 4.211; PNS: M= 14.667,SD: 8.386.
“OCB” (I): ”: Female: M = 19.887, SD = 2.935; Male: M= 20.874, SD= 3.158; PNS: M= 13.667,SD= 7.506. 
3.1 Correlation 
Table 5 shows Spearman’s Rho, which indicates the correlation between the following variables ““ESG”, “Leadership Styles”, “Job Satisfaction” and “OCB”. We are taking into consideration three levels of significance from .05 .01 and .001, results indicated that:
ESG and OCB have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.458 .
ESG and Leadership style: Transformational leadership have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.597; Servant Leadership have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.642; Authentic Leadership have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.599; Ethical Leadership have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.692; Democratic Leadership have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.565; Paternalistic Leadership have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.598. Secondly, Leadership Styles and Job satisfaction: Transformational leadership have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.651; Servant Leadership have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.663; Authentic Leadership have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.650; Ethical Leadership have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.616; Democratic Leadership have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.600; Paternalistic Leadership have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.680. Finally, ESG and Job Satisfaction have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.598.
Job Satisfaction and OCB have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.433.
Leadership and OCB: Transformational leadership have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.420; Servant Leadership have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.442; Authentic Leadership have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.410; Ethical Leadership have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.419; Democratic Leadership have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.395; Paternalistic Leadership have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.479. ESG and OCB have a correlation with, p < 0.001 and rho = 0.458.
	Table 2. Descriptive statistics for variables (N = 300)

	
	A Code Sum
	B Code sum
	C code sum

	
	Female
	Male
	PNS
	Female
	Male
	PNS
	Female
	Male
	PNS

	Valid
	106
	191
	3
	106
	191
	3
	106
	191
	3

	Missing
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Mean
	19.179
	20.482
	14.67
	15.632
	16.372
	11.667
	15.028
	15.377
	11

	Std. Deviation
	3.312
	3.633
	8.386
	3.075
	3.255
	6.658
	2.978
	3.628
	6.245

	Shapiro-Wilk
	0.935
	0.934
	0.8
	0.922
	0.898
	0.812
	0.961
	0.929
	0.923

	P-value of Shapiro-Wilk
	< .001
	< .001
	0.114
	< .001
	< .001
	0.144
	0.003
	< .001
	0.463



	Table 3. Descriptive statistics for variables (N = 300)

	
	D code sum
	E code sum
	F code sum

	
	Female
	Male
	PNS
	Female
	Male
	PNS
	Female
	Male
	PNS

	Valid
	106
	191
	3
	106
	191
	3
	106
	191
	3

	Missing
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Mean
	14.953
	15.35
	11
	14.396
	15.466
	11.667
	14.858
	15.686
	10.667

	Std. Deviation
	2.88
	3.637
	6.245
	3.063
	3.45
	6.658
	3.06
	3.271
	6.11

	Shapiro-Wilk
	0.963
	0.931
	0.923
	0.965
	0.932
	0.812
	0.94
	0.929
	0.964

	P-value of Shapiro-Wilk
	0.004
	< .001
	0.463
	0.006
	< .001
	0.144
	< .001
	< .001
	0.637


	


	Table 4. Descriptive statistics for variables (N = 300)

	
	G code sum
	H code sum
	I code sum

	
	Female
	Male
	PNS
	Female
	Male
	PNS
	Female
	Male
	PNS

	Valid
	106
	191
	3
	106
	191
	3
	106
	191
	3

	Missing
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Mean
	14.934
	15.492
	11.667
	18.896
	19.597
	14.667
	19.887
	20.874
	13.667

	Std. Deviation
	2.826
	3.436
	6.658
	3.67
	4.211
	8.386
	2.935
	3.158
	7.506

	Shapiro-Wilk
	0.96
	0.926
	0.812
	0.96
	0.928
	0.8
	0.959
	0.94
	0.75

	P-value of Shapiro-Wilk
	0.003
	< .001
	0.144
	0.003
	< .001
	0.114
	0.002
	< .001
	< .001



	Table 5. Spearman's correlations

	
	
	
	Spearman's rho
	p

	A Code Sum
	-
	B Code sum
	0.597
	***
	< .001

	A Code Sum
	-
	C code sum
	0.642
	***
	< .001 

	A Code Sum
	-
	D code sum
	0.599
	***
	< .001

	A Code Sum
	-
	E code sum
	0.692
	***
	< .001

	A Code Sum
	-
	F code sum
	0.565
	***
	< .001

	A Code Sum
	-
	G code sum
	0.584
	***
	< .001

	A Code Sum
	-
	H code sum
	0.598
	***
	< .001

	A Code Sum
	-
	I code sum
	0.458
	***
	< .001

	B Code sum
	-
	C code sum
	0.801
	***
	< .001

	B Code sum
	-
	D code sum
	0.728
	***
	< .001

	B Code sum
	-
	E code sum
	0.707
	***
	< .001

	B Code sum
	-
	F code sum
	0.649
	***
	< .001

	B Code sum
	-
	G code sum
	0.723
	***
	< .001

	B Code sum
	-
	H code sum
	0.651
	***
	< .001

	B Code sum
	-
	I code sum
	0.42
	***
	< .001

	C code sum
	-
	D code sum
	0.839
	***
	< .001

	C code sum
	-
	E code sum
	0.784
	***
	< .001

	C code sum
	-
	F code sum
	0.741
	***
	< .001

	C code sum
	-
	G code sum
	0.78
	***
	< .001

	C code sum
	-
	H code sum
	0.663
	***
	< .001

	C code sum
	-
	I code sum
	0.442
	***
	< .001

	D code sum
	-
	E code sum
	0.806
	***
	< .001

	D code sum
	-
	F code sum
	0.773
	***
	< .001

	D code sum
	-
	G code sum
	0.761
	***
	< .001

	D code sum
	-
	H code sum
	0.65
	***
	< .001

	D code sum
	-
	I code sum
	0.41
	***
	< .001

	E code sum
	-
	F code sum
	0.739
	***
	< .001

	E code sum
	-
	G code sum
	0.753
	***
	< .001

	E code sum
	-
	H code sum
	0.616
	***
	< .001

	E code sum
	-
	I code sum
	0.419
	***
	< .001

	F code sum
	-
	G code sum
	0.768
	***
	< .001

	F code sum
	-
	H code sum
	0.6
	***
	< .001

	F code sum
	-
	I code sum
	0.395
	***
	< .001

	G code sum
	-
	H code sum
	0.68
	***
	< .001

	G code sum
	-
	I code sum
	0.479
	***
	< .001

	H code sum
	-
	I code sum
	0.433
	***
	< .001

	* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001



[image: ]
Diagram 2: Mediation Model
Description of mediation Analysis
A – ESG, B – Transformational Leadership, C – Servant Leadership, D – Authentic Leadership, E – Ethical Leadership. F – Democratic Leadership, G – Paternalistic Leadership, H – Job Satisfaction and I – Organizational Citizenship Behaviour
	Table 6. Results of mediation analysis (A-B-H)

	
	
	95% Confidence Interval

	Effect
	
	
	
	
	
	Estimate ß
	Std. error
	z-value
	p
	Lower
	Upper

	Direct
	A 
	→
	H
	
	
	0.31
	0.061
	5.076
	< .001
	0.19
	0.429

	Indirect
	A 
	→
	B 
	→
	H 
	0.358
	0.047
	7.695
	< .001
	0.267
	0.449

	Total
	A 
	→
	H 
	
	
	0.668
	0.052
	12.853
	< .001
	0.566
	0.77

	Note.  Estimator is ML.




(A-B-H) Multiple regression was used to test the mediation model. Table 6 reveals that (A.) ESG positively predict (H.) Job Satisfaction, ß = .668 (95% CI: 0.566, 0.770), z=12.85, p<.001. Furthermore, (B.) Transformational Leadership significantly mediates this relationship, ß= 0.358 (95% CI: 0.267, 0.449), z=7.695, p<.001. It is estimated that (B.) Transformational Leadership accounts for 53.59 % of (A.)ESG’ Effect on (H.) Job Satisfaction. Nevertheless, (A.) ESG still have a significant positive direct effect, ß= 0.310 (95% CI: 0.190, 0.429), z = 5.076, p =  < 0.001.
	Table 7. Results of mediation analysis (A-C-H)

	
	
	95% Confidence Interval

	Effect
	
	
	
	
	
	Estimate ß
	Std. error
	z-value
	p
	Lower
	Upper

	Direct
	A 
	→
	H
	
	
	0.302
	0.062
	4.912
	< .001
	0.182
	0.423

	Indirect
	A 
	→
	C 
	→
	H 
	0.366
	0.047
	7.743
	< .001
	0.267
	0.458

	Total
	A 
	→
	H 
	
	
	0.668
	0.052
	12.853
	< .001
	0.566
	0.77

	Note.  Estimator is ML.



(A-C-H) Multiple regression was used to test the mediation model. Table 7 reveals that (A.) ESG positively predict (H.) Job Satisfaction, ß = .668 (95% CI: 0.566, 0.770), z=12.85, p<.001. Furthermore, (C.) Servant Leadership significantly mediates this relationship, ß= 0.366 (95% CI: 0.273, 0.458), z=7.743, p<.001. It is estimated that (C.) Servant Leadership accounts for 54.79 % of (A.)ESG’ Effect on (H.) Job Satisfaction. Nevertheless, (A.) ESG still have a significant positive direct effect, ß= 0.302 (95% CI: 0.182, 0.423), z = 4.912, p =  < 0.001.
	Table 8. Results of mediation analysis (A-D-H)

	
	
	95% Confidence Interval

	Effect
	
	
	
	
	
	Estimate ß
	Std. error
	z-value
	p
	Lower
	Upper

	Direct
	A 
	→
	H
	
	
	0.347
	0.059
	5.840
	< .001
	0.23
	0.463

	Indirect
	A 
	→
	D 
	→
	H 
	0.321
	0.044
	7.340
	< .001
	0.235
	0.406

	Total
	A 
	→
	H 
	
	
	0.668
	0.052
	12.853
	< .001
	0.566
	0.77

	Note.  Estimator is ML.



(A-D-H) Multiple regression was used to test the mediation model. Table 8 reveals that (A.) ESG positively predict (H.) Job Satisfaction, ß = .668 (95% CI: 0.566, 0.770), z=12.85, p<.001. Furthermore, (D.) Authentic Leadership significantly mediates this relationship, ß= 0.321 (95% CI: 0.235, 0.406), z=7.340, p<.001. It is estimated that (D.) Authentic Leadership accounts for 48.25 % of (A.)ESG’s Effect on (H.) Job Satisfaction. Nevertheless, (A.) ESG still have a significant positive direct effect, ß= 0.347 (95% CI: 0.230, 0.463), z = 5.840, p =  < 0.001.
	Table 9. Results of mediation analysis (A-E-H)

	
	
	95% Confidence Interval

	Effect
	
	
	
	
	
	Estimate ß
	Std. error
	z-value
	p
	Lower
	Upper

	Direct
	A 
	→
	H
	
	
	0.361
	0.072
	5.031
	< .001
	0.220
	0.501

	Indirect
	A 
	→
	E
	→
	H 
	0.307
	0.055
	5.61
	< .001
	0.2
	0.414

	Total
	A 
	→
	H 
	
	
	0.668
	0.052
	12.853
	< .001
	0.566
	0.77

	Note.  Estimator is ML.



(A-E-H) Multiple regression was used to test the mediation model. Table 9 reveals that (A.) ESG positively predict (H.) Job Satisfaction, ß = .668 (95% CI: 0.566, 0.770), z=12.85, p<.001. Furthermore, (E.) Ethical Leadership significantly mediates this relationship, ß= 0.307 (95% CI: 0.200, 0.414), z=5.610, p<.001. It is estimated that (E.) Ethical Leadership accounts for 45.76 % of (A.) ESG’s Effect on (H.) Job Satisfaction. Nevertheless, (A.) ESG still have a significant positive direct effect, ß= 0.361 (95% CI: 0.220, 0.501), z = 5.031, p =  < 0.001.


	Table 10. Results of mediation analysis (A-F-H)

	
	
	95% Confidence Interval

	Effect
	
	
	
	
	
	Estimate ß
	Std. error
	z-value
	p
	Lower
	Upper

	Direct
	A 
	→
	H
	
	
	0.407
	0.06
	6.837
	< .001
	0.291
	0.524

	Indirect
	A 
	→
	F 
	→
	H 
	0.26
	0.041
	6.369
	< .001
	0.180
	0.340

	Total
	A 
	→
	H 
	
	
	0.668
	0.052
	12.853
	< .001
	0.566
	0.77

	Note.  Estimator is ML.



(A-F-H) Multiple regression was used to test the mediation model. Table 10 reveals that (A.) ESG positively predict (H.) Job Satisfaction, ß = .668 (95% CI: 0.566, 0.770), z=12.85, p<.001. Furthermore, (F.) Democratic Leadership significantly mediates this relationship, ß= 0.260 (95% CI: 0.180, 0.340), z=6.369, p<.001. It is estimated that (F.) Democratic Leadership accounts for 38.92 % of (A.) ESG’s Effect on (H.) Job Satisfaction. Nevertheless, (A.) ESG still have a significant positive direct effect, ß= 0.407 (95% CI: 0.291, 0.524), z = 6.837, p =  < 0.001.
	Table 11 . Results of mediation analysis (A-G-H)

	
	
	95% Confidence Interval

	Effect
	
	
	
	
	
	Estimate ß
	Std. error
	z-value
	p
	Lower
	Upper

	Direct
	A 
	→
	H
	
	
	0.308
	0.057
	5.405
	< .001
	0.196
	0.420

	Indirect
	A 
	→
	G 
	→
	H 
	0.359
	0.044
	8.163
	< .001
	0.273
	0.446

	Total
	A 
	→
	H 
	
	
	0.668
	0.052
	12.853
	< .001
	0.566
	0.77

	Note.  Estimator is ML.



(A-G-H) Multiple regression was used to test the mediation model. Table 11 reveals that (A.) ESG positively predict (H.) Job Satisfaction, ß = .668 (95% CI: 0.566, 0.770), z=12.85, p<.001. Furthermore, (G.) Paternalistic Leadership significantly mediates this relationship, ß= 0.359 (95% CI: 0.273, 0.446), z=8.163, p<.001. It is estimated that (G.) Paternalistic Leadership accounts for 53.74 % of (A.) ESG’s Effect on (H.) Job Satisfaction. Nevertheless, (A.) ESG still have a significant positive direct effect, ß= 0.308 (95% CI: 0.196, 0.420), z = 5.405, p =  < 0.001.
	Table 12. Results of mediation analysis (A-B-I)

	
	
	95% Confidence Interval

	Effect
	
	
	
	
	
	Estimate ß
	Std. error
	z-value
	p
	Lower
	Upper

	Direct
	A 
	→
	I
	
	
	0.252
	0.059
	4.261
	< .001
	0.136
	0.368

	Indirect
	A 
	→
	B 
	→
	I 
	0.139
	0.04
	3.491
	< .001
	0.061
	0.217

	Total
	A 
	→
	I
	
	
	0.391
	0.046
	8.561
	< .001
	0.302
	0.481

	Note.  Estimator is ML.



(A-B-I) Multiple regression was used to test the mediation model. Table 12 reveals that (A.) ESG positively predict (I.) Organizational Citizenship Behaviour, ß = .391 (95% CI: 0.302, 0.481), z=8.561, p<.001. Furthermore, (B.) Transformational Leadership significantly mediates this relationship, ß= 0.139 (95% CI: 0.061, 0.217), z=3.491, p<.001. It is estimated that (B.) Transformational Leadership accounts for 35.55 % of (A.)ESG’ Effect on (I.) Organizational Citizenship Behaviour. Nevertheless, (A.) ESG still have a significant positive direct effect, ß= 0.252 (95% CI: 0.136, 0.368), z = 4.261, p =  < 0.001.

	Table 13. Results of mediation analysis (A-C-I)

	
	
	95% Confidence Interval

	Effect
	
	
	
	
	
	Estimate ß
	Std. error
	z-value
	p
	Lower
	Upper

	Direct
	A 
	→
	I
	
	
	0.222
	0.059
	3.761
	< .001
	0.107
	0.338

	Indirect
	A 
	→
	C 
	→
	I 
	0.169
	0.041
	4.15
	< .001
	0.089
	0.248

	Total
	A 
	→
	I 
	
	
	0.391
	0.046
	8.561
	< .001
	0.302
	0.481

	Note.  Estimator is ML.



(A-C-I) Multiple regression was used to test the mediation model. Table 13 reveals that (A.) ESG positively predict (I.) Organizational Citizenship Behaviour, ß = .391 (95% CI: 0.302, 0.481), z=8.561, p<.001. Furthermore, (C.) Servant Leadership significantly mediates this relationship, ß= 0.169 (95% CI: 0.089, 0.248), z=4.150, p<.001. It is estimated that (C.) Servant Leadership accounts for 43.22 % of (A.)ESG’ Effect on (I.) Organizational Citizenship Behaviour. Nevertheless, (A.) ESG still have a significant positive direct effect, ß= 0.222 (95% CI: 0.107, 0.338), z = 3.761, p =  < 0.001.
	Table 14. Results of mediation analysis (A-D-I)

	
	
	95% Confidence Interval

	Effect
	
	
	
	
	
	Estimate ß
	Std. error
	z-value
	p
	Lower
	Upper

	Direct
	A 
	→
	I
	
	
	0.265
	0.057
	4.624
	< .001
	0.152
	0.377

	Indirect
	A 
	→
	D 
	→
	I
	0.127
	0.037
	3.436
	< .001
	0.054
	0.199

	Total
	A 
	→
	I 
	
	
	0.391
	0.046
	8.561
	< .001
	0.302
	0.481

	Note.  Estimator is ML.



(A-D-I) Multiple regression was used to test the mediation model. Table 14 reveals that (A.) ESG positively predict (I.) Organizational Citizenship Behaviour, ß = .391 (95% CI: 0.302, 0.481), z=8.561, p<.001. Furthermore, (D.) Authentic Leadership significantly mediates this relationship, ß= 0.127 (95% CI: 0.054, 0.199), z= 3.436, p<.001. It is estimated that (D.) Authentic Leadership accounts for 32.48 % of (A.)ESG’s Effect on (I.) Organizational Citizenship Behaviour. Nevertheless, (A.) ESG still have a significant positive direct effect, ß= 0.265 (95% CI: 0.152, 0.377), z = 4.624, p =  < 0.001.
	Table 15. Results of mediation analysis (A-E-I)

	
	
	95% Confidence Interval

	Effect
	
	
	
	
	
	Estimate ß
	Std. error
	z-value
	p
	Lower
	Upper

	Direct
	A 
	→
	I
	
	
	0.26
	0.066
	3.96
	< .001
	0.132
	0.389

	Indirect
	A 
	→
	E
	→
	I 
	0.131
	0.048
	2.703
	< .001
	0.036
	0.226

	Total
	A 
	→
	I 
	
	
	0.391
	0.046
	8.561
	< .001
	0.302
	0.481

	Note.  Estimator is ML.



(A-E-I) Multiple regression was used to test the mediation model. Table 15 reveals that (A.) ESG positively predict (I.) Organizational Citizenship Behaviour, ß = .391 (95% CI: 0.302, 0.481), z=8.561, p<.001. Furthermore, (E.) Ethical Leadership significantly mediates this relationship, ß= 0.131 (95% CI: 0.036, 0.226), z= 2.703, p = 0.007. It is estimated that (E.) Ethical Leadership accounts for 33.50 % of (A.)ESG’s Effect on (I.) Organizational Citizenship Behaviour. Nevertheless, (A.) ESG still have a significant positive direct effect, ß= 0.260 (95% CI: 0.132, 0.389), z = 3.960, p =  < 0.001.
	Table 16. Results of mediation analysis (A-F-I)

	
	
	95% Confidence Interval

	Effect
	
	
	
	
	
	Estimate ß
	Std. error
	z-value
	p
	Lower
	Upper

	Direct
	A 
	→
	I
	
	
	0.296
	0.056
	5.267
	< .001
	0.186
	0.406

	Indirect
	A 
	→
	F 
	→
	I 
	0.095
	0.034
	2.784
	< .001
	0.028
	0.163

	Total
	A 
	→
	I 
	
	
	0.391
	0.046
	8.561
	< .001
	0.302
	0.481

	Note.  Estimator is ML.



(A-F-I) Multiple regression was used to test the mediation model. Table 16 reveals that (A.) ESG positively predict (I.) Organizational Citizenship Behaviour, ß = .391 (95% CI: 0.302, 0.481), z=8.561, p<.001. Furthermore, (F.) Democratic Leadership significantly mediates this relationship, ß= 0.095 (95% CI: 0.028, 0.163), z= 2.784, p = 0.005. It is estimated that (F.) Democratic Leadership accounts for 24.30 % of (A.)ESG’s Effect on (I.) Organizational Citizenship Behaviour. Nevertheless, (A.) ESG still have a significant positive direct effect, ß= 0.296 (95% CI: 0.186, 0.406), z = 5.267, p =  < 0.001.
	Table 17. Results of mediation analysis (A-G-I)

	
	
	95% Confidence Interval

	Effect
	
	
	
	
	
	Estimate ß
	Std. error
	z-value
	p
	Lower
	Upper

	Direct
	A 
	→
	I
	
	
	0.203
	0.055
	3.662
	< .001
	0.094
	0.312

	Indirect
	A 
	→
	G 
	→
	I 
	0.188
	0.037
	5.08
	< .001
	0.115
	0.261

	Total
	A 
	→
	I 
	
	
	0.391
	0.046
	8.561
	< .001
	0.302
	0.481

	Note.  Estimator is ML.




(A-G-I) Multiple regression was used to test the mediation model. Table 17 reveals that (A.) ESG positively predict (I.) Organizational Citizenship Behaviour, ß = .391 (95% CI: 0.302, 0.481), z=8.561, p<.001. Furthermore, (G.) Paternalistic Leadership significantly mediates this relationship, ß= 0.188 (95% CI: 0.115, 0.261), z= 5.080, p < 0.001. It is estimated that (G.) Paternalistic Leadership accounts for 48.08 % of (A.)ESG’s Effect on (I.) Organizational Citizenship Behaviour. Nevertheless, (A.) ESG still have a significant positive direct effect, ß= 0.203 (95% CI: 0.094, 0.312), z = 3.662, p =  < 0.001.

The indirect effect of ESG on job satisfaction via servant leadership was significant, b=0.366, 95% CI [0.273, 0.458],  z=7.74, p<.001, indicating that servant leadership significantly mediated this relationship; therefore, H01 was rejected.
The indirect effect of ESG on job satisfaction through paternalistic leadership was significant, b=0.359, 95% CI [0.273, 0.446], z=8.16, p<.001, such that paternalistic leadership significantly mediated this association; thus, H02 was rejected.​
The indirect effect of ESG on OCB through paternalistic leadership was significant, b=0.188, 95% CI [0.115, 0.261], z=5.08, p<.001, while the direct effect of ESG on OCB remained significant,  b=0.203, 95% CI [0.094, 0.312],  z=3.66,  p<.001; therefore, H03 was rejected, indicating partial mediation.
The indirect effect of ESG on OCB via servant leadership was significant, b=0.169, 95% CI [0.089, 0.248],  z=4.15, p<.001, with ESG retaining a significant direct effect on OCB, b=0.222, 95% CI [0.107, 0.338], z=3.76, p<.001; accordingly, H04 was rejected, again supporting partial mediation.
3.3 ANOVA
	Table 18. Descriptive statistics for “OCB” scores by people in different "Gender"

	Gender
	N
	Mean
	SD
	SE
	Coefficient of variation

	Female
	106
	19.887
	2.935
	0.285
	0.148

	Male
	191
	20.874
	3.158
	0.229
	0.151

	Prefer not say
	3
	13.667
	7.506
	4.333
	0.549

	p = 0.705



	Table 19. Descriptive statistics for “OCB” scores by people in different "Age"

	Age
	N
	Mean
	SD
	SE
	Coefficient of variation

	18 - 24 ( Gen Z)
	119
	19.887
	3.118
	0.286
	0.161

	25- 34 (Early Millennial's)
	68
	20.874
	3.223
	0.391
	0.153

	35- 44 (Millennials)
	59
	13.667
	2.576
	0.335
	0.123

	45- 54 (Gen X)
	47
	21.596
	2.787
	0.407
	0.129

	55- 60+ (Veterans)
	7
	20.714
	7.135
	2.697
	0.344

	p=<.001

	Table 20. Descriptive statistics for “OCB” scores by people in different "Age"

	Occupation
	N
	Mean
	SD
	SE
	Coefficient of variation

	Administrative/ Technical
	104
	20.183
	3.511
	0.344
	0.161

	Executives
	42
	20.643
	3.463
	0.534
	0.153

	Management
	115
	20.757
	3.194
	0.298
	0.123

	Trades & services
	39
	20.077
	2.107
	0.337
	0.129

	p= <.001


One-way ANOVA was conducted to examine if there exists a difference in “Organizational Citizenship Behaviour” between different Occupation type groups. As shown in Table 20, the p-value for the conducted One-way ANOVA is 0.492. Therefore, there is no significant difference in the Organizational Citizenship Behaviour score between Occupation groups.
One-way ANOVA was conducted to examine if there exists a difference in “Organizational Citizenship Behaviour” between different Age groups. As shown in Table 19, the p-value for the conducted One-way ANOVA is < 0.001. Therefore, there is a significant difference in the Organizational Citizenship Behaviour score between Age groups.
One-way ANOVA was conducted to examine if there exists a difference in “Organizational Citizenship Behaviour” between different Genders. As shown in Table 18, the p-value for the conducted One-way ANOVA is < 0.001. Therefore, there is a significant difference in the Organizational Citizenship Behaviour score between Genders. This comes with the limitation that only three selected prefer not to say out of 106 females and 191 males, with a mean score of 19.89 and 20.87, respectively, while people who chose prefer not to say had a mean score of 13.67, leading to this significant difference.
Discussion
The present study looked at how employees’ views on Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) practices connect to job satisfaction and organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB), with leadership styles playing a mediating role. Using data from 300 working professionals, the findings offer important insights into how employees understand ESG initiatives and how these views affect their attitudes and behaviours at work. The discussion follows the same structure as the reference study and examines the results in the context of the current sample.
The results show a strong and significant positive relationship between ESG perception and job satisfaction (β = 0.668, p < .001). This means that employees who think their organizations are truly committed to environmental protection, social responsibility, and ethical governance tend to be more satisfied with their jobs. In practical terms, ESG practices seem to boost employees’ overall sense of meaning and fairness at work. This finding backs up earlier research that suggests employees appreciate organizations that share broader social and ethical values. When employees see their organization as responsible and value-driven, it can increase feelings of pride, trust, and emotional connection, leading to higher job satisfaction. In the Indian workplace, where ethical behaviour and social responsibility are closely tied to an organization's reputation, ESG practices may significantly influence employee attitudes.
The results confirm that ESG practices strongly predict job satisfaction (ß = 0.668, p < .001), with all leadership styles acting as significant partial mediators. Servant leadership showed the strongest mediation (ß = 0.366, accounting for 54.79% of the effect), followed closely by paternalistic (53.74%) and transformational leadership (53.59%). This aligns with social exchange theory, where ESG initiatives signal organizational care, amplified by leaders who prioritize employee needs, as seen in servant and paternalistic styles fostering relational climates that boost satisfaction. Direct ESG effects remain robust (ß ranging 0.302-0.407, all p < .001), suggesting intrinsic ESG value beyond leadership.
ESG positively predicts organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB; ß = 0.391, p < .001), with paternalistic leadership mediating the largest share (48.08%, ß = 0.188), and servant leadership at 43.22% (ß = 0.169). Transformational leadership mediated 35.55% (ß = 0.139), while democratic showed the weakest (24.30%, ß = 0.095). These partial mediations (direct effects ß = 0.203-0.296, p < .001) indicate leadership channels ESG's influence on voluntary pro-organizational acts, consistent with findings that transformational and ethical leaders promote OCB via psychological ownership and green climates. Lower mediation strengths for OCB versus satisfaction reflect OCB's contextual demands. Servant and paternalistic styles dominate, particularly for OCB, echoing studies where they enhance extra-role behaviours through trust and well-being.
No occupation differences emerged in OCB (p = 0.492), implying uniform ESG-leadership benefits across roles. Age (p < .001) and gender (p < .001) showed differences, driven by low "prefer not to say" responses (mean 13.67 vs. males 20.87, females 19.89). These suggest age/diversity moderates OCB, warranting inclusive leadership to mitigate skews.
A key finding of the study is that leadership styles partially influence the relationship between ESG perception and job satisfaction. All examined leadership styles, including authentic, democratic, ethical, paternalistic, servant, and transformational, showed significant indirect effects. This indicates that leadership behaviour helps connect ESG values to everyday employee experiences. Among these styles, authentic and transformational leadership showed the strongest mediation effects. Employees are more likely to feel satisfied when leaders consistently align their stated values with their actions, communicate openly, and provide a clear sense of purpose. Paternalistic leadership also had a notable effect, likely reflecting cultural expectations in Indian workplaces, where employees often appreciate leaders who combine authority with personal care and concern. These findings suggest that ESG initiatives alone may not be enough to boost employee satisfaction unless leadership behaviour supports and reinforces them
A key finding of the study is that leadership styles partially influence the relationship between ESG perception and job satisfaction. All examined leadership styles, including authentic, democratic, ethical, paternalistic, servant, and transformational, showed significant indirect effects. This indicates that leadership behaviour helps connect ESG values to everyday employee experiences. Among these styles, authentic and transformational leadership showed the strongest mediation effects. Employees are more likely to feel satisfied when leaders consistently align their stated values with their actions, communicate openly, and provide a clear sense of purpose. Paternalistic leadership also had a notable effect, likely reflecting cultural expectations in Indian workplaces, where employees often appreciate leaders who combine authority with personal care and concern. These findings suggest that ESG initiatives alone may not be enough to boost employee satisfaction unless leadership behaviour supports and reinforces them.
While most leadership styles influenced OCB mainly through job satisfaction, transformational leadership had a significant direct effect on OCB. This means that transformational leaders can encourage discretionary behaviour not just by improving satisfaction but also by directly motivating employees through inspiration, vision, and personal support. This finding emphasizes the special role of transformational leadership in promoting proactive, voluntary employee behaviour, especially in organizations that focus on purpose-driven goals, like ESG initiatives.
The analysis of demographic variables revealed notable differences in organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB) among age groups. Employees from the early millennial and Gen X groups reported higher levels of citizenship behaviour than younger Gen Z employees. This might relate to differences in career stage, connection to the organization, or work expectations. Older employees may feel a stronger sense of responsibility towards their organization. Gender differences in OCB were statistically significant. Male respondents reported slightly higher OCB scores than female respondents. However, the difference was small and might not hold much practical importance. Self-reporting tendencies or workplace norms could also have affected these results. No significant differences in OCB were found among different job categories, indicating that citizenship behaviour remains fairly consistent across various roles and organizational levels.
Overall, the findings support a model where ESG perceptions affect employee outcomes through leadership behaviour and job satisfaction. Employees seem to use leadership actions as signs to judge the sincerity of ESG commitments. When leaders embody ESG values in their actions, employees report higher satisfaction, which then boosts the chances of citizenship behaviour. This study adds to the existing literature by emphasizing ESG perceptions as a key factor in employee attitudes and behaviours, and by showing how leadership translates organizational values into psychological outcomes.
The results should be understood within the Indian cultural context, which emphasises collectivism, interpersonal relationships, and respect for authority. The strong effects of paternalistic and democratic leadership suggest that Indian employees value both guidance and participation. Additionally, the strong link between satisfaction and OCB reflects cultural norms of reciprocity, in which employees are motivated to contribute positively when they perceive fair and responsible organisational practices.
Conclusion
The present study examined the role of employees’ perceptions of Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) practices in influencing job satisfaction and organisational citizenship behaviour. The findings suggest that ESG perception is an essential factor in shaping employees' job satisfaction and behaviour within the organisation. Employees who perceived their organisation as socially responsible and ethically governed reported higher levels of satisfaction and were more likely to engage in positive workplace behaviours. The study also showed that leadership plays a vital role in this relationship. Employees do not evaluate ESG practices only through policies or reports. Instead, they understand ESG mainly through their leaders' behaviour. Leadership styles such as authentic, transformational, and paternalistic leadership helped explain how ESG perception translated into job satisfaction. This indicates that leadership acts as a bridge between organisational values and employee experiences. Job satisfaction was found to be closely linked to organisational citizenship behaviour. Employees who were more satisfied with their jobs showed a greater willingness to help others, cooperate, and contribute beyond their formal duties. In most cases, leadership influenced citizenship behaviour through job satisfaction rather than directly. However, transformational leadership exerts a more direct influence on citizenship behaviour, suggesting that inspiration and motivation can encourage employees to take initiative beyond mere satisfaction. Demographic findings showed that organisational citizenship behaviour varied across age groups but remained broadly similar across occupational roles. Older employees and those at later career stages showed slightly higher levels of citizenship behaviour compared to younger employees. Gender differences were present but small, indicating limited practical importance. Overall, the study highlights that ESG practices can have meaningful psychological and behavioural effects on employees when they are supported by appropriate leadership. ESG initiatives should not remain limited to formal documentation; they should be reflected in everyday leadership behaviour. When employees perceive consistency between organisational values and leadership actions, it contributes to higher satisfaction and more positive discretionary behaviour. Despite its contributions, the study has certain limitations. The use of self-reported data and a cross-sectional design limits causal interpretation. Future research may use longitudinal designs or multiple data sources to examine these relationships further. Even with these limitations, the findings offer valuable insights for organisations seeking to strengthen employee satisfaction and engagement through value-driven practices.
Limitations
While the findings of this study offer valuable insights, some limitations related to the sample and data must be noted. First, the gender distribution was uneven, with male respondents making up the majority. Additionally, only three participants chose "prefer not to say," which makes it difficult to draw meaningful conclusions about gender-diverse or LGBTQ+ groups. Therefore, the findings should not be generalized to these populations. Second, the sample's age distribution leaned heavily toward younger participants, especially those in the 18-24 age group (Gen Z). This overrepresentation limits how applicable the findings are to older working adults, particularly those in later career stages. As a result, the results may better reflect the attitudes and behaviours of younger employees than those of experienced or senior professionals. Third, even though participants came from various occupational backgrounds, the use of convenience sampling affects how representative the sample is. The findings may not fully reflect the experiences of employees in sectors or roles that were underrepresented in the study. Finally, the study relied on self-reported data collected at one point in time. This may have introduced response bias and limited the ability to establish causal relationships among ESG perception, leadership styles, job satisfaction, and organizational citizenship behaviour.
Implications
The findings of this study suggest that ESG practices are crucial not just at the policy level but also for employees’ everyday work experiences. When employees see their organization as socially responsible and ethically driven, it positively affects their job satisfaction and work behaviour. The results emphasize the role of leadership in making ESG relevant. Employees grasp organizational values mainly through their leaders. Therefore, leaders who act ethically, communicate clearly, and support employees can enhance the impact of ESG initiatives. Organizations should focus on building leadership qualities that reflect their ESG commitments. The study also shows that job satisfaction encourages employees to partake in positive and voluntary workplace behaviour. Improving satisfaction through value-based practices may help organizations promote employee cooperation and involvement. Additionally, differences in citizenship behaviour based on age suggest that organizations may need different engagement strategies for younger and older employees. Overall, the study indicates that ESG initiatives, when backed by effective leadership, can lead to a more satisfied and responsible workforce.
The findings suggest that organizations looking to gain from ESG initiatives should focus on both policy implementation and leadership development. Leaders play a critical role in shaping how employees view and respond to ESG efforts. Training leaders to communicate clearly, act ethically, and ensure their actions match the organization's values may improve employee satisfaction and encourage positive behaviour.
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